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Introduction

This document set out the Spatial Options which have been considered in the
preparation of the Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
(GMSF) 2019. The Spatial Options have been assessed against the
Integrated Assessment (IA) objectives, more information about the IA
objectives and the IA of the Draft GMSF 2019 policies can be found at GMSF
pages of https://www.gmconsult.org/

The 1A of the Spatial Options highlights which options will contribute the
most to meeting the individual objectives of the IA. This assessment has
then helped to inform what is considered to be an appropriate spatial option
for the GMSF.

The Integrated Assessment of the Revised Draft GMSF 2019 plan has been
completed by Ove Arup and Partners and has been published as a separate
document as part of the GMSF consultation. The assessment of the Spatial
Options has been completed by the GMCA and is consistent with the
approach in previous GMSF |A documents.

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA)

SEA is a process which ensures environmental impact is considered at the
formation of plans stage (i.e. the strategic level). SA does the same, but it
takes in a broader scope of impacts, looking at the economy and local
communities/wider society as well as the environment (i.e. the assessment
headings looked at under the banner of sustainability).

SA in the UK is mandatory under section 19 (5) of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, which requires a local planning authority to
carry out SA of each of the proposals in a plan, during its preparation. SEA is
mandatory under the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations 2004 (“the SEA Regulations”).

Assessment of reasonable alternatives

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (paragraph 18) defines reasonable
alternatives as the different realistic options considered by the plan maker in
developing the policies in its plan and advises that they must be sufficiently
distinct to highlight the different sustainability implications of each so that
meaningful comparisons can be made. The alternatives must be realistic and
deliverable.
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3.2. Interms of assessing reasonable alternatives, the PPG states the Integrated

Assessment:

e needs to compare all reasonable alternatives including the preferred
approach and assess these against the baseline environment,
economic and social characteristics of the area;

e predict and evaluate the effects of the preferred approach and
reasonable alternatives, clearly identifying significant positive and
negative effects;

e should identify, describe and evaluate the likely significant effects on
environmental, economic and social factors using the evidence base.

e Must consider all reasonable alternatives in the same level of detail as
the preferred approach.

e Should outline the reasons the alternatives were selected or rejected
and the reasons for selecting the preferred approach in light of the
alternatives.

4. GMSF Draft Vision, Strategic Objectives and Strategic
Growth Options, 2015

4.1. A consultation was held in November / December 2015 on a draft vision and
strategic objectives, as well as three proposed Growth Options. The Growth
Options covered the broad range of future growth levels to which Greater
Manchester could aspire, a summary of the Growth Options is set out in
Table 1.

Table 1. GMSF Growth Options 2015
Housing Industry/warehousing Offices (m?)
(m?)
Total for Average Total for Average Total for Average
2014-2035 | perannum | 2014-2035 | perannum | 2014-2035 | perannum
Option 1 152,800 7,300 | 2,526,000 120,300 | 2,573,300 122,500
Option 2 217,350 10,350 | 3,452,000 164,400 | 2,399,000 14,200
Option 3 336,000 16,000 | 4,050,000 192,900 | 2,725,000 12‘?,800|
4.2.  The draft growth options were accompanied by an initial 1A which helped to

identify where there are differences in how each option responds to the
social, economic and environmental objectives in the 1A framework. The IA
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was broad and indicative at this stage as the growth options did not have
sufficient spatial detail to assess how they would perform, comprehensively,
against the IA objectives. A summary of the 1A for each option is detailed
below:

Option 1: baseline land supply

Option 1 did not perform well against housing and employment provision
objectives because it did not meet the objectively assessed housing and
employment land needs and consequently would lead to lower levels of grow
than the other options. Low levels of growth would also potentially have
negative impacts on education, skills and deprivation. Given the lower level of
development in this option, it may perform better against objectives related to
air quality and climate change than higher growth options. However, there
was insufficient detail to fully assess the option against those objectives.

Option 2: objectively assessed need

Option 2 performed well against housing and employment objectives as it
would meet the objectively assessed need. This option will result in levels of
development that are higher than those in recent years and consideration
should therefore be given to ensuring that this higher growth rate does not
result in pressure and reduced access to health and social infrastructure
services and does not lead to increased environmental impacts such as
increased greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution.

Option 3: Higher accelerated growth scenario

Option 3 would exceed the objectively assessed need for housing and
employment land. However, it has the potential to place pressure on services
and resources and would require the development of large areas of land
outside of urban areas with associated potential environmental impacts such
as increased greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution.

Preferred growth option

Following the close of the 2015 consultation and the IA of the Strategic
Growth Options, further work was completed to update the economic
forecasts, resident employment rates and population and dwelling forecasts to
respond to comments made during the 2015 consultation. Having completed
the additional work it was concluded that Option 2 updated to 2015 base date
(227,200 net new homes, 4,000,000 sg.m industrial and warehousing
floorspace and 2,450,000 sq.m of office floorspace) was necessary as it:

. Would continue GM's role in driving growth in the north of England;
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o Delivers the GM’s requirement to plan for at least the levels of
population growth as set out in the 2014 Sub National Population
Projects (SNPP); and

o Is consistent with an increase in the resident employment rate
delivering on GM’s strategic goal to ensure that more residents
share in the benefits of economic growth.

Draft GMSF 2016 - Assessment of Spatial Options

The Draft GMSF 2016 considered the Spatial Options for delivering Growth
Option 2: ‘objectively assessed need’ from the 2015 assessment. A total of
four options were considered and these were subject to IA, using the same
objectives and assessment criteria as previously. The Assessment of Spatial
Options is available at:

http://gmsf-
Consult.objective.co.uk/portal/2016consultation/supp docs?pointld=1478517

682669.

The spatial options that were considered are summarised below:

Option 1: Existing Land supply (allocations/permissions)

The existing land supply option is in effect a “business as usual” scenario. It
identified no additional sites, beyond those which have already been identified
by districts in their individual housing and employment land supply
assessments and sites which might come forward as housing “windfall” sites.
It would maintain the current density assumptions which districts have
historically applied to their sites. This option would result in a minimal level of
development outside the built-up area and would see no changes to the
Green Belt boundary to meet the housing and employment needs of GM.

Option 2: Use GM’s Existing Land Supply (allocations/permissions) with all
sites received through the GMSF call for sites exercise

This option consisted of two elements — the yield from those sites in the
existing land supply (ie the “do nothing” scenario); and yields from all the sites
have received through the call for sites exercise.

This option includes all sites submitted, without applying policy or strategy
considerations. Therefore, although it maximises the potential of the existing
land supply, it also includes sites outside of the urban area including those
within the Green Belt.

Option 3: GM’s Existing Land Supply (allocations / permissions) together with
strateqgic allocations to meet the OAN at a GM scale
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This option would promote allocations which would maximise the opportunity
to deliver the type and quality of development needed across the conurbation
to deliver GM’s Vision. It is designed to deliver the OAN at a GM scale. As
such, it would involve re-distribution of need between districts to ensure that
the most sustainable pattern of development was possible.

Option 4: GM'’s Existing Land Supply (allocations / permissions) together with
strateqgic allocations to meet the OAN at the individual district level.

This option took a similar approach to Option 3, but rather than meeting the
GM OAN collectively at the GM scale, it would seek to ensure that each of the
ten GM districts was able to meet its own housing requirements with no re-
distribution between districts.

Options performance against IA objectives

Option 1 represents business as usual and would not meet the OAN. Option 2
would significantly over-deliver housing for GM through development of
smaller sites dispersed across the conurbation. Options 3 and 4 would require
the development of fewer (compared to option 2) large housing and
employment sites designed to meet OAN.

The assessment found that the significantly increased level of development
with options 2, 3 and 4 increases the risks of problems relating to transport,
air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and biodiversity loss. The scale of the
development would mean that investment in transport and social
infrastructure would be needed (particularly under options 3 and 4). Options 2,
3 and 4, which are likely to see extensive development of greenfield sites,
were found to have potential negative effects on the development of
previously developed land and the best and most versatile agricultural land.
Therefore the 1A of the spatial options recommended that the development of
allocations should only be brought forward with a strong policy framework
which reduces risks, maximises social, environmental and economic
opportunities and seeks to bring about sustainable development.

Preferred Spatial Option

The IA of the Spatial Options concluded that Option 3 was strategic in nature
and presented opportunities for large scale investment in housing and
employment to meet the OAN and presented the best option for delivering a
sustainable pattern of growth.

The background paper to the 2016 GMSF ‘Approach to Accommodating the
Land Supply Shortfall’, October 2016, available at http://gmsf-
consult.objective.co.uk/portal/2016consultation/supp_docs?pointld=14785176
82669, also outlined the reasons for selecting sites to be release from Green
Belt under Spatial Option 3. These reasons are summarised below:
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Maximising sustainability by focusing on a relatively small number of
large-scale sites, allowing for the creation of new neighbourhoods
supported by the infrastructure and services required to support
sustainable development;

Direct growth towards a few large sites rather than a greater number
of diffuse, smaller sites. This will help ensure that the benefits of
growth can be distributed more equitably; providing the social
facilities, the physical improvements, particularly public transport, and
the environmental infrastructure that a world-class city region requires
as a whole to perform;

Choosing locations primarily adjacent to the existing urban area, to
minimise the effects on open countryside and the Green Belt; to make
the best use of any spare infrastructure capacity in the urban area
and to complement the strategy of regenerating the urban area,;
Ensuring a clear logical approach to release of Green Belt that
provides a strong defensible boundary, avoids fragmentation and
ensures that retained/new Green Belt is able to meet its purposes and
maintain its essential characteristics of openness and permanence;
Choosing sites where locally known environmental, physical,
ownership and/or viability constraints do not significantly limit
sustainable development potential; and

Choosing sites which;

Ensure a range of housing sites across Greater Manchester to meet a
variety of different housing requirements;

Have the greatest potential to meet market demand for housing and
attract skilled labour;

Have the greatest potential to meet the future demands of the
economy;

Have the greatest potential to deliver the necessary levels of new
infrastructure, including opportunities for low carbon solutions to
support sustainable communities through to 2035 and beyond;
Minimise the effects on strategic green and blue infrastructure such
as the river valleys and uplands;

Maximise the potential of new development to enhance green and
blue infrastructure; and

Respond to specific local issues across the districts.
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Revised Draft GMSF 2019 Growth Option

The Revised Draft GMSF 2019 plans for 218,549 new homes, at least
4,220,000 sg.m of new industrial and warehousing floorspace and at least
2,460,000 sg.m of new office floorspace over the plan period 2017-2037.

The number of new homes is designed to meet the Local Housing Need
(LHN) for Greater Manchester and to provide choice and flexibility in housing
delivery. The Housing Topic Paper for the Revised Draft GMSF provides more
information on how the housing need and supply has been calculated.

The amount of new industrial and warehousing floorspace is based on an
uplift of around 25% of past development rates. The uplift is designed to
secure a significant increase in the quality of accommodation across Greater
Manchester to respond to evolving business requirements and increasing
global competition, particularly as past industrial and warehousing
completions have been constrained by a lack of suitable sites within Greater
Manchester, resulting in the city-region being unable to compete for some
major occupiers. The Employment Land Topic Paper for the Revise GMSF
provides more information on how employment land demand and supply has
been calculated.

The amount of new office floorspace is also based on an uplift of around 25%
of past development rates to ensure that the continued growth of the city-
region’s key sectors is not constrained by a shortage of supply of new
floorspace. The Employment Land Topic Paper also outlines the approach to
office floorspace requirements.

The levels of growth in the Revised Draft GMSF 2019 have been designed to
meet objectively assessed needs and employs the same principle as Growth
Option 2: Objectively Assessed Needs that was used for the Draft GMSF
2016. The principle of meeting objectively assessed needs is essentially
carried forward into the Revised Draft GMSF 2019 and remains the preferred
growth option.

Revised Draft GMSF Objectives 2019

The GMSF 2019 has nine objectives, listed below, to support vision of the
Greater Manchester Strategy, which is to make Greater Manchester one of
the best places in the world to grow up, get on and grow old.

Objective 1: Meet our housing need.
We will:

e Increase net additional dwellings;

9
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Increase the number of affordable homes;
Develop a Greater Manchester definition for affordable housing; and
Provide a diverse mix of housing.

Objective 2: Create neighbourhoods of choice.

We will

Prioritise the use of brownfield land;

Focus new homes in the Core Growth Area and the town centres;
Focus new homes within 800m of public transport hubs;

Ensure that there is no increase in the number of homes and premises
at a high risk of flooding; and

Prioritise sustainable modes of transport to reduce the impact of
vehicles on communities.

Objective 3: Create a thriving and productive economy in all parts of Greater
Manchester.

We will;

Ensure there is adequate development land to meet our employment
needs;
Prioritise the use of brownfield land;
Ensure there is a diverse range of employment sites and premises; and
Facilitate the development of high value clusters in prime sectors such
as:

= Advanced manufacturing;

= Business, financial and professional services;

= Creative and digital;

= Health innovation; and

= Logistics.

Objective 4: Maximise the potential arising from our national and international
assets.

We will;

Focus development in the Central Economic Area, Manchester Airport
and key economic locations;

Improve visitor facilities in the City Centre, Quays and Manchester
Airport and our international and and national sporting assets;
Enhance our cultural, heritage and educational assets;

Improve sustainable transport and active travel access to these
locations;

Improve access for local people to jobs in these locations;

10
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e  Ensure infrastructure provision supports growth in these locations; and
e Increase graduates staying in Greater Manchester.

Objective 5: Reduce inequalities and improve prosperity.
We will:

e  Ensure people in all our neighbourhoods have access to skills training
and employment opportunities;

e  Prioritise development in well-connected locations;

e Deliver an inclusive and accessible transport network;

e  Strengthen the competitiveness of north Greater Manchester; and

e Reduce the number of Greater Manchester’s wards in the 10% most
deprived nationally.

Objective 6: Promote the sustainable movement of people, goods and
information.

We will;

e Enhance our existing transport network;

e  Focus new development within 800m of sustainable transport hubs;

e Ensure new development is designed to encourage and enable active
and sustainable travel;

e Expand our transport network to facilitate new areas of sustainable and
inclusive growth;

e Capitalise on national and regional investment in transport
infrastructure;

e Improve opportunities for sustainable freight; and

e  Ensure new development provides opportunities for affordable, high
quality digital infrastructure.

Objective 7: Ensure that Greater Manchester is a more resilient and carbon
neutral city-region.

We will:

e  Promote carbon neutrality of new development by 2028;

e  Promote sustainable patterns of development that minimise the need to
travel and contribute to cleaner air;

e Locate and design development to reduce car dependency;

e Facilitate provision of infrastructure for cleaner vehicles; and

e Improve energy efficiency and the generation of renewable and low
carbon.

11
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Objective 8: Improve the quality of our natural environment and access to
green spaces.

We will:

e Enhance the special landscapes across Greater Manchester, green
Infrastructure, biodiversity and geodiversity;

e Improve access to the natural environment and green spaces including
parks and playgrounds; and

e Promote the role of green space in climate resilience and reducing flood
risk.

Objective 9: Ensure access to physical and social infrastructure.
We will:

e  Ensure that our communities and businesses are supported by
infrastructure;

e Improve the capacity and network coverage of digital, energy, telecoms,
transport and water in key growth locations; and

e  Ensure new development is properly served by physical and social
infrastructure including schools, health, social care, sports and
recreation facilities.

Revised Draft GMSF Spatial Options 2019

A total of six Spatial Options have been developed and considered during
the preparation of the Revised Draft GMSF 2019. The assessment of the
options has involved an initial overview assessment against the GMSF plan
objectives (listed previously in Section 7) to understand the extent to which
the options would meet the overall GMSF vision. The second stage then
assessed the options against the Integrated Assessment (IA) objectives
(Section 9). The GMSF Spatial Options are:

Option 1 — Business as usual

Option 2 — Urban max

Option 3 — Transit City

Option 4 — Boost northern competitiveness
Option 5 — Sustain northern competitiveness
Option 6 — Hybrid Growth Option

The detail of each Spatial Option and the assessment against the plan
objectives is set out in the tables below.

12
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Option 1 — Business as usual

This Option projects forward existing development trends. New housing and employment sites are those which are already
identified in the baseline housing and employment land supply (SHLAA). The baseline supply includes sites which are allocated
in an adopted district Local Plan or which have planning permission.

The baseline housing land supply is focused in and around the urban area, including the regional centre (Manchester and

Summary | Salford), town centres and other locations in and around the urban area. The industrial and warehousing supply is focused on
of Sp_atial existing employment locations, with higher density development in the City Centre and the Quays as well as lower density
Option development in locations such as Trafford Park. The business as usual option includes no Green Belt release.
RESIDENTIAL TOTAL - 181,500 units
INDUSTRY AND WAREHOUSING TOTAL - 2,627,429 sq.m
OFFICE TOTAL - 2,806,705 sqg.m
Housing would primarily be located in the existing urban area but there is insufficient land to meet the identified Local Housing
Need. It is likely that the market will continue to favour the core growth area and the south of Greater Manchester, there will be
no significant boost to northern competitiveness and it will not address inequalities between the north and south.
Overview | The employment land supply is limited and would not meet the requirements of businesses which wish to locate in accessible
assessment | locations, for example close to the strategic road network, and as a result companies are likely to relocate to areas outside GM.
against This option would also not allow the economic potential of assets to be maximised, particularly around Manchester Airport and
GMSF Port Salford.
objectives

This option is likely to deliver growth in unsustainable locations and contribute little to improving the natural environment or
addressing climate change. In addition the option would require districts to individually meet their LHN and to consider this
through individual Local Plans, this does not reflect the strategic approach to policies in the GMSF which consider the needs of
Greater Manchester as a whole, not just at a district level.

13
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Option 2 — Urban Max

Option 2 would maximise housing growth in and around the urban area by significantly increasing densities on sites in the
baseline housing land supply in accordance with the density assumptions below. No Green Belt release would be required.

Location Minimum net residential density
(dwellings per hectare)
Summary City Centre 200
of Spatial Town Centres 200
Option Other designated centres 120
Other locations 70

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL - 219,000 units
INDUSTRY AND WAREHOUSING TOTAL - 2,731,000 sg.m
OFFICE TOTAL - 2,807,000 sg.m

14
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Overview
assessment
against
GMSF
objectives

This option would maximise the use of the existing urban area, significantly increasing densities to maximise housing delivery.
Although the option delivers the housing numbers, the option would not deliver the range of houses to meet the housing need.
In many places development will be in the form of high density apartments to meet the prescribed density levels. The option is
likely to result in over development of sites and development which is not of a scale which is in keeping with the existing area, in
some cases potentially causing unacceptable harm to heritage assets and conservation areas. In addition the option is largely
reliant on the strength of a housing market which in many places does not currently exist. It would also not allow opportunities
around existing assets to be exploited, for example areas around Manchester Airport or the M62 corridor.

The urban area would also not provide the full range of employment sites needed to meet market demands in Greater
Manchester. Central areas will deliver high levels of growth and urban assets such as Trafford Park could be optimised.
However, these locations would not be capable of providing opportunities for logistics employment; such uses prefer to locate
outside of the urban area, close to the strategic road network. As a result there is the potential for industry to be lost to
competing cities and workers will need to travel greater distances to access jobs. This option would also not address the need
to increase the competitiveness of north Greater Manchester.

There is likely to be increased pressure to build on green spaces in the urban area which will limit access to green spaces and
have a negative environmental impact.

The capacity of existing infrastructure is likely to be inadequate and there could be insufficient land to provide for the new
infrastructure requirements of this very dense development. However, the objective to reduce the movement of people could be
partly met as a result of development being concentrated over a smaller area, reducing the need to travel to access services
and employment.

15
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Option 3 — Transit City

This option uses the optimised baseline housing land supply and also includes sites outside of the existing urban area, but
which are located close to a town centre or sustainable public transport hub. This option therefore requires some Green Belt
release.

Close to a town centre is defined as being within 800m of a main town centre boundary, or 800m of the centroid of the other

Summqry town centres. An 800m buffer area has also been applied around public transport hubs including, Metrolink stops, Bus Rapid
of Spatial . . : . . : . )
Option Transit stops and Rallway Statlons_ with at least 2 trains per _hour. These are considered to be the most sustainable locations
and development in these areas will take advantage of existing assets.
RESIDENTIAL TOTAL — 194,000 units
INDUSTRY AND WAREHOUSING TOTAL - 2,731,000 sq.m
OFFICE TOTAL - 2,807,000 sg.m
This option would deliver high density housing development close to town centres and public transport hubs, development is
likely to be high density apartments in these locations. However, unlike Option 2 there is the potential to deliver a wider range of
house types, considering the greater amount of land which would be available with this option as well as the urban/rural
character of existing transport hubs across Greater Manchester.
The option would result in a greater choice of employment locations and includes areas around existing Greater Manchester
Overview | assets which are close to public transport hubs, such as Manchester Airport. However, the option would make a limited
assessment | contribution to meeting the demand for warehousing and distribution sites located close to the motorway network, which by their
against nature tend to be remote from existing town centres and public transport hubs. The options focus on existing assets also means
GMSF it would have a minimal contribution to redistributing growth to the north and market trends that favour the south would continue.
objectives

This option prioritises development sites which are close to services and public transport hubs and therefore minimises the
need to travel, thus meeting the objectives that promote the efficient movement of people.

With development restricted to areas around transport hubs and town centres there is likely to be increased pressure to build on
green spaces which could limit access to green spaces and have a negative environmental impact.
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Option 4 — Boost northern competitiveness

This option uses the optimised baseline housing land supply, sites in the north of Greater Manchester which are considered to
be suitable for development and which meet the Spatial Strategy, as well as sites which are located in the south and which are
considered to be suitable for development and meet the Spatial Strategy. This option includes sites which are outside of the
existing urban area and therefore requires Green Belt release.

The north of Greater Manchester for the purposes of this Spatial Option is defined as: Bolton, Bury, Oldham, Rochdale, Salford,

Summary | Tameside and Wigan. Outside of the existing urban area this option includes sites which are located adjacent to existing areas

of Spatial | of deprivation (IMD 10% most deprived areas) where it is considered that a site could have a regenerative impact on an area of
Option deprivation. This option also seeks to take advantage of existing economic opportunities in the north of Greater Manchester and

capitalise on these areas to deliver transformational change and contribute to the delivery of inclusive growth across Greater
Manchester.

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL - 204,000 units
INDUSTRY AND WAREHOUSING TOTAL - 5,103,000 sg.m
OFFICE TOTAL - 2,807,000 sg.m

17
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Overview
assessment
against
GMSF
objectives

This option would deliver housing in the existing urban area across Greater Manchester, but would focus the release of sites
currently in the Green Belt in the north of Greater Manchester only. Residential development would be focused in areas where
there are existing employment uses, thereby reducing the need to travel through the co-location of housing and employment
areas. Sites which are adjacent to areas of deprivation would also be prioritised to help deliver regeneration and reduce
inequalities. However, this option would not deliver sufficient housing numbers in the south of Greater Manchester where site
availability in the urban area is most constrained. Although the option would meet the LHN for Greater Manchester it would only
include a very small buffer; this would provide limited flexibility and options in the market to deliver the housing need.

The option takes advantage of existing employment sites in north Greater Manchester which have the potential to deliver
transformational change. It would help to meet the needs of specific employment sectors, such as logistics. However, the option
would not meet the market demand for development sites in the south of Greater Manchester and opportunities to capitalise on
existing assets such as the Airport would be missed. This would lead to a constrained land supply in the south which would
impact on overall growth ambitions in Greater Manchester.

The targeted distribution of growth in the north would partially meet the objective to tackle inequalities; however it would not
directly assist in regenerating areas of deprivation in the south of Greater Manchester.

The option could provide for some improvements to infrastructure and the environment, particularly considering the large scale
allocations which would have the ability to deliver significant infrastructure improvements and environment net gain.

18
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Option 5 — Sustain southern competitiveness

Summary
of Spatial
Option

This option uses the optimised baseline housing land supply, sites in the south of Greater Manchester which would take
advantage of existing and planned global assets as well as sites which are located in the south and which are considered to be
suitable for development and meet the Spatial Strategy. This option includes sites which are outside of the existing urban area
and therefore requires Green Belt release.

The south of Greater Manchester for the purposes of this Spatial Option is defined as: Manchester, Stockport and Trafford. This
option focuses growth on existing areas of high demand and projects forward existing market trends in Greater Manchester.
The option would take advantage of existing and planned global assets, such as Port Salford, Manchester Airport and HS2 and
would provide additional land in locations which have traditionally been most attractive to the market.

RESIDENTIAL TOTAL - 204,000 units
INDUSTRY AND WAREHOUSING TOTAL - 3,062,000 sq.m
OFFICE TOTAL - 2,953,000 sg.m
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Overview
assessment
against
GMSF
objectives

This option would deliver housing in and around the urban area across Greater Manchester, but would focus the release of sites
currently in the Green Belt in the south of Greater Manchester only. Residential development would be focused around existing

and planned assets, such as Manchester Airport and HS2, as well as other sustainable sites which are suitable for development
and which offer a significant opportunity to deliver housing, for example the large Carrington allocation in Trafford. Although the

option would meet the LHN for Greater Manchester it would only include a very small buffer; this would provide limited flexibility

and options in the market to deliver the housing need.

The option would allow for the expansion of key employment locations such as Port Salford and the Manchester Airport
Enterprise Zone. However these areas would not be capable of meeting the identified need for employment land in Greater
Manchester and there would be limited opportunities to provide suitable sites for logistics related employment land without sites
in the north of Greater Manchester.

By targeting new development around existing and planned assets such as the City Centre, The Quays, Airport, Manchester
Ship Canal and Port Salford most of the objectives would be partially met with new levels of growth having the potential to
provide new neighbourhoods, choice of housing, new employment opportunities and efficient movement patterns. However, this
option would not address existing inequalities in Greater Manchester, prioritising sites in the south would project forward
existing trends and would not boost northern competitiveness. The option is likely to make existing inequalities in Greater
Manchester worse by constraining sites in the north and making the south the most attractive location for development.

The option could provide for some improvements to infrastructure and the environment, particularly considering the large scale
allocations which would be included.
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Hybrid Growth Option

The Hybrid Growth Option comprises a combination of three of the proposed spatial options, Option 3, Option 4 and Option 5. The hybrid
approach was developed as none of the individual options were themselves considered suitable to fully deliver the objectives of the GMSF.

Summary
of Spatial
Option

The hybrid option is a combination of Option 3, Option 4 and Option 5.

It includes (as set out in Option 3) the optimised baseline housing land supply, as well as sites which are currently outside of the
urban area but which are within 800m of a town centre or sustainable public transport hub. This option therefore takes
advantage of the most sustainable locations in Greater Manchester.

The option also includes sites which take advantage of existing and planned global assets (Option 5), as well as strategically
important locations which have the potential to deliver transformational change (Option 4).

As well as sites which are close to an area of deprivation where it is considered they could have a regenerative effect on an
adjacent area of derivation. This is similar to the proposal in Option 4, but applies to sites across Greater Manchester, not just
those in the north.

This option requires some Green Belt release.
RESIDENTIAL TOTAL - 218,549 units

INDUSTRY AND WAREHOUSING TOTAL - 4,220,000 sg.m
OFFICE TOTAL - 2,460,000 sg.m
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Overview
assessment
against
GMSF
objectives

This option would deliver housing in and around the urban area across Greater Manchester. It would also deliver housing
development close to town centres and public transport hubs, development is likely to be high density apartments in these
locations. Residential development would also be focused in areas where there are existing employment uses, thereby reducing
the need to travel through the co-location of housing and employment areas. New transport infrastructure would also be
delivered to ensure large allocations provide sustainable development which is well connected. The location of housing would
also seek to tackle inequalities through the development of sites which are adjacent to areas of deprivation. There will be the
potential to deliver a wide range of house types considering the diverse range of sites proposed across Greater Manchester.

Under this option the need for employment land would be met across Greater Manchester, it would provide a broad range of
sites across all districts. The option takes advantage of existing employment sites in north Greater Manchester which have the
potential to deliver transformational change, also helping to meet the needs of specific employment sectors, such as logistics. It
would also capitalise on existing assets such as Port Salford, HS2 and the Manchester Airport Enterprise Zone.

The release of some very large sites could create new communities with the volume of development having the viability to
improve environments and provide new infrastructure. This could provide sustainable movement and places that can benefit
existing communities and meet the objective to promote truly inclusive growth.

This option would strengthen the competitiveness of the north whilst balancing this with continued growth in the south of
Greater Manchester. This approach will help to reduce inequalities and provide a wide range of housing and employment sites
to meet the needs and aspirations for growth.
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Integrated Assessment of the Spatial Options

Each Spatial Option has been assessed against the IA objectives. These are listed in

Table 2.

Table 2: IA framework

Ref

Objective

Assessment criteria....will the GMSF

Provide a sustainable supply
of housing land including for
an appropriate mix of sizes,

Ensure an appropriate quantity of housing
land to meet the objectively assessed need
for market and affordable housing?

Ensure an appropriate mix of types,
tenures and sizes of properties in relation
to the respective levels of local demand?

1 types, tenures in locations to | Ensure housing land is well-connected with
meet housing need, and to employment land, centres and green space
support economic growth or co-located where appropriate?
Support improvements in the energy
efficiency and resilience of the housing
stock?
Meet current and future demand for
. . employment land across GM?

Provide a sustainable supply : — .
Support education and training to provide a

of employment land to )

2 . .| suitable labour force for future growth?
ensure sustainable economic Provid Hicient I Cland |
growth and job creation rovide sufficient employment land in

locations that are well-connected and well-
served by infrastructure?
Ensure that the transport network can
E hat th . Hici support and enable the anticipated scale
nsure that there is suflicient | 5, spatial distribution of development?
coverage and capacity of —
e Improve transport connectivity?

3 | transport and utilities to e h Hities / diaital inf
support growth and nsure that utilities / digital infrastructure
development can support and enable the anticipated

scale and spatial distribution of
development?

Reduce the proportion of people living in
deprivation?

4 Reduce levels of deprivation | Support reductions in poverty (including
and disparity child and fuel poverty), deprivation and

disparity across the domains of the Indices
of Multiple Deprivation?
: Foster good relations between different
Promote equality of people?
5 | opportunity and the :

elimination of discrimination

Ensure equality of opportunity and equal
access to facilities / infrastructure for all?
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Ref

Objective

Assessment criteria....will the GMSF

Ensure no discrimination based on
‘protected characteristics’, as defined in the
Equality Act 20107

Ensure that the needs of different areas,
(namely urban, suburban, urban fringe and
rural) are equally addressed?

Support improved health and
wellbeing of the population
and reduce health
inequalities

Support healthier lifestyles and support
improvements in determinants of health?

Reduce health inequalities within GM and
with the rest of England?

Promote access to green space?

Ensure access to and
provision of appropriate
social infrastructure

Ensure people are adequately served by
key healthcare facilities, regardless of
socio-economic status?

Ensure sufficient access to educational
facilities for all children?

Promote access to and provision of
appropriate community social infrastructure
including playgrounds and sports facilities?

Support improved
educational attainment and
skill levels for all

Improve education levels of children in the
area, regardless of their background?

Improve educational and skill levels of the
population of working age?

Promote sustainable modes
of transport

Reduce the need to travel and promote
efficient patterns of movement?

Promote a safe and sustainable public
transport network that reduces reliance on
private motor vehicles?

Support the use of sustainable and active
modes of transport?

10

Improve air quality

Improve air quality within Greater
Manchester, particularly in the 10 Air
Quality Management Areas (AQMAS)?

11

Conserve and enhance
biodiversity, green
infrastructure and
geodiversity assets

Provide opportunities to enhance new and
existing wildlife and geological sites?

Avoid damage to or destruction of
designated wildlife sites, habitats and
species and protected and unique
geological features?

Support and enhance existing
multifunctional green infrastructure and / or
contribute towards the creation of new

multifunctional green infrastructure?
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Ref

Objective

Assessment criteria....will the GMSF

Ensure access to green infrastructure
providing opportunities for recreation,
amenity and tranquillity?

12

Ensure communities,
developments and
infrastructure are resilient to
the effects of expected
climate change

Ensure that communities, existing and new
developments and infrastructure systems
are resilient to the predicted effects of
climate change across GM?

13

Reduce the risk of flooding to
people and property

Restrict the development of property in
areas of flood risk?

Ensure adequate measures are in place to
manage existing flood risk?

Ensure that development does not increase
flood risk due to increased run-off rates?

Ensure development is appropriately future
proof to accommodate future levels of flood
risk including from climate change?

14

Protect and improve the
quality and availability of
water resources

Encourage compliance with the Water
Framework Directive?

Promote management practices that will
protect water features from pollution?

Avoid consuming greater volumes of water
resources than are available to maintain a
healthy environment?

15

Increase energy efficiency,
encourage low-carbon
generation and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions

Encourage reduction in energy use and
increased energy efficiency?

Encourage the development of low carbon
and renewable energy facilities, including
as part of conventional developments?

Promote a proactive reduction in direct and
indirect greenhouse gas emissions emitted
across GM?

16

Conserve and/or enhance
landscape, townscape,
heritage assets and their
setting and the character of
GM

Improve landscape quality and the
character of open spaces and the public
realm?

Conserve and enhance the historic
environment, heritage assets and their
setting?

Respect, maintain and strengthen local
character and distinctiveness?

17

Ensure that land resources
are allocated and used in an
efficient and sustainable
manner to meet the housing
and employment needs of

Support the development of previously
developed land and other sustainable
locations?

Protect the best and most versatile
agricultural land / soil resources from

inappropriate development?

25




9.2.

9.3.

9.4.

9.5.

Revised Draft GMSF Spatial Options 2019

Ref Objective Assessment criteria....will the GMSF
GM, whilst reducing land Encourage the redevelopment of derelict
contamination land, properties, buildings and

infrastructure, returning them to appropriate
uses?

Support reductions in land contamination
through the remediation and reuse of
previously developed land?

Promote sustainable Support the sustainable use of physical

i ?
consumption of resources resources:
18 | and support the Promote movement up the waste
implementation of the waste | hierarchy?
hierarchy Promote reduced waste generation rates?

A series of assessment matrices, along with a description of the effect for each Spatial
Option are at Appendix 1. The notation in the assessment matrices is as per Table 3.

Table 3: IA scoring matrices

_ Very positive effect

Positive effect
? Uncertain
- Negative effect

Very negative effect

Neutral / no effect
Combined symbols are sometimes used in the assessment (e.g. ‘“+/ ?’ or - / ?’). Where this
occurs, it is because there is a strong likelihood of positive/negative effects but that there is
insufficient information to achieve certainty at this stage. Alternatively, there may be a

combination of positive or negative effects, depending on how the option under
consideration is eventually delivered.

Effects are categorised as being likely to occur in the short term (0-4 years); medium term
(5-9 years) or long term (10+ years). The assessment also seeks to categorise if the
effects are direct, indirect, temporary and/or permanent. The likely spatial extent is also set
out, along with a list of likely receptors or affected groups.

This section contains a summary of the assessment of the Spatial Options against the IA
framework. The full assessment matrices are in Appendix 1.

Option 1 — Business as usual
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Option 1 performs poorly against the objective to provide a sustainable supply of housing
and employment land because it would not provide the required number of homes to meet
the local housing need and locations to meet the demand for employment floorspace,
particularly for industrial and warehousing premises.

Over time, the option could also lead to stresses in the transport and utilities networks as
improvements to the networks are likely to be implemented in a piecemeal fashion rather
than in line with a strategic overview.

There is likely to be an overall neutral impact on the objective to reduce deprivation and
disparity as jobs, investment and housing is provided to some areas of Greater Manchester
in line with the existing pattern of spatial development. However, the option is likely to miss
the opportunity to redistribute wealth and investment to the areas in Greater Manchester
that need it the most by taking a more strategic approach.

Whether this option would have an impact on promoting equal opportunities and eliminating
discrimination is unknown as it is difficult to conclusively predict how the spatial pattern of
development might affect relationships between people and non-discriminatory access to
facilities and infrastructure.

Over the long term this option will increase the housing stock which, if delivered to a high
standard, has the potential to reduce the number of people living in poor housing which can
lead to poor health. As gaps in the urban area become filled with new housing and
businesses urban area might be put under strain from development.

It is likely that new social and education infrastructure facilities will be provided to meet the
level of growth planned for under this option. However, there is a risk that new land for new
facilities might be hard to find in and around the urban which could lead to more pressure in
existing facilities.

Promoting sustainable modes of transport by reducing the need to travel and promoting the
use of public transport provision is an established plan making principle and is likely to
feature under Option 1.

This option is likely to have a neutral impact on improving air quality as new trips will be
made by both private motor vehicles and public and active transport modes.

It is unknown as to whether Option 1 would have an impact on conserving and enhancing
biodiversity, green infrastructure and geodiversity. The reasons are that there could be
potentially both positive and negatives. For example:

e itis assumed that new development will be brought forward in accordance with best
practice, the planning system and legislation on the protection of designated sites,
habitats and species;

e There might be negative effects on non-designated sites, such as wildlife corridors

e Urban greenspace might be put under pressure from development in the urban
area; and
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e The majority of Greater Manchester’s designated sites that are outside of the urban
area are likely to remain unaffected by development and will continue to be
protected.

Option 1’s effect on climate change adaption and resilience is largely unknown as new
development in the urban area presents potential positive and negative impacts to tackle
the urban heat island affect.

In terms of impact on flood risk, also an effect of climate change, and water resources; all
development is expected to follow best practice, the planning system and legislation.
Consequently a neutral impact is expected.

The impact on the objective to increase energy efficiency, low carbon generation and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions is likely to be largely neutral as the building and
occupation of new homes and businesses will require energy , yet the development of new
low carbon and renewable energy generation technology should help reduce energy use or
use it from renewable sources.

The impact of Option 1 on landscape, townscape and heritage assets is likely to be neutral
in the short and medium time periods and then potentially negative or unknown in the long
term. The reasons are that development will be dispersed around Greater Manchester with
various effects on character, depending on the type and scale of development and the
sensitivity its location.

Option 1 is likely to have a positive impact on supporting the use of previously developed
land and other sustainable locations and protecting the best and most versatile land as
development on Green Belt is not part of this option.

The impact on the sustainable consumption of resources and implementing the waste
hierarchy is largely negative or unknown as waste will be produced from the construction
and occupation of homes and businesses, but measures could be put in place to implement
the waste hierarchy.

Option 2 — Urban Max

Option 2 would meet the local housing need figure but would not deliver the right types and
size of homes as it would be skewed towards high density apartment development. It would
also not meet employment land needs as the range of sites needed are unlikely to be
provided.

In the short to medium term, increasing housing densities around transport nodes and in
town centres is likely to enable more people to access sustainable transport options. But in
the long term, the capacity of the transport network within the urban area might be put
under strain with limited opportunities to improve it.

There is likely to be an overall neutral impact and some positive and negative impacts on
the objective to reduce deprivation and disparity. Jobs, investment and housing would be
provided in some areas of Greater Manchester in line with the existing pattern of spatial
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development, but to a higher density. However, the option is likely to miss the opportunity
to redistribute wealth and investment to the areas in Greater Manchester that need it the
most

Under the objective to promote equal opportunities and eliminate discrimination this option
likely to have a positive impact on equal access to infrastructure as more people in the
urban area will have access to facilities and infrastructure.

Over the long term this option will increase the housing stock which, if delivered to a high
standard, has the potential to reduce the number of people living in poor housing which can
lead to poor health. However, urban greenspace will be under pressure for new housing
and employment development leading to a reduction of urban greenspace and the health
benefits from it, which is a negative.

In terms of the provision of social and education infrastructure facilities there is a risk that
new land for new facilities might be hard to find within the confines of the urban area as it
will be under pressure for new housing and employment development, consequently there
is a question over whether social and education infrastructure needs could be met.

This option is likely to have a positive impact on the objective to promote sustainable
modes of transport by reducing the need to travel and promoting the use of public transport
provision. The reasons are that people are likely to live close to transport links and
employment opportunities in the urban area.

This option is likely to have an unknown impact on improving air quality as potentially there
could be positives and negative consequences: more people will have access to
sustainable transport options which is good, but if more people use private vehicles to
travel, there is a risk of road congestion and idling vehicles creating air pollution hotspots
from exhaust fumes.

There could be neutral, unknown and potentially negative impacts on conserving and
enhancing biodiversity, green infrastructure and geodiversity because:

e itis assumed that new development will be brought forward in accordance with best
practice, the planning system and legislation on the protection of designated sites,
habitats and species;

e There might be negative effects on non-designated sites, such as wildlife corridors

e Urban greenspace might be put under pressure from a lot development in the urban
area; and

e The majority of Greater Manchester’s designated sites that are outside of the urban
area are likely to remain unaffected by development and will continue to be
protected.

Maximising development in the urban area could, if not mitigated, potentially lead to
negative consequences on climate change adaption and resilience as the urban heat island
effect is increased from higher density development and loss of urban greenspace.
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In terms of impact on flood risk, also an effect of climate change, and water resources; all
development is expected to follow best practice, the planning system and legislation.
Consequently a largely neutral impact is expected. However, there could be some negative
impacts if land that is at risk of flooding is put under pressure for development, but some
positives if brownfield sites are redeveloped with better drainage arrangements.

The impact on the objective to increase energy efficiency, low carbon generation and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions is likely to be neutral and positive as the building and
occupation of new homes and businesses will require energy, yet the development of new
low carbon and renewable energy generation technology should help reduce energy use or
use it from renewable sources, plus sustainable transport use will reduce energy demand.

The impact of Option 2 on landscape, townscape and heritage assets is likely to be
unknown with some potential negative effects in the long term. The reasons are that
development will be dispersed around the urban area of Greater Manchester with various
effects on character, depending on the type and scale of development and the sensitivity its
location. However, increased densities could change local character, views, historic assets
and townscapes.

Option 2 is likely to have very positive impact on supporting the use of previously developed
land and other sustainable locations and protecting the best and most versatile land as
development on Green Belt is not part of this option and brownfield sites are developed.

The impact on the sustainable consumption of resources and implementing the waste
hierarchy is largely negative or unknown as waste will be produced from the construction
and occupation of homes and businesses, but measures could be put in place to implement
the waste hierarchy.

Option 3 — Transit City

Although this option could provide a wider range of house types as it includes a range of
sustainable locations, it would not provide the number of homes required to meet local
housing needs.

This option would not meet the full employment land needs as significant employment
opportunities for logistics and advanced manufacturing lie along the motorway network
beyond town centres and existing public transport hubs, but which are not part of this
option.

Under this option new housing and businesses would be situated close to transport hubs or
within easy reach of them which is a positive impact. Nevertheless there is a potential risk
that without appropriate investment, the transport area in and around the urban area might
not have sufficient capacity to meet demand.

New homes and businesses would be situated close to existing utility and digital
infrastructure but there is a need to ensure that it can accommodate the demands of new
development over the long term.
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There would be positive and negative impacts on the objective to reduce levels of
deprivation. The option would direct new housing, investment and jobs to the urban area,
town centres and around sustainable transport hubs which will benefit deprived
communities in these locations. However this options would not specifically target reducing
widespread deprivation in northern Manchester which is an objective of the plan.

Under the objective to promote equal opportunities and eliminate discrimination this option
likely to have a positive impact on equal access to infrastructure as more people in the
urban area and around sustainable transport hubs will have access to facilities and
infrastructure.

In terms of supporting improved health and wellbeing of the population, there are largely
positives with this option as health facilities would be located in the most sustainable
locations and new housing built to good design standards will reduce the number of people
living in poor housing conditions that impact on health. A potential negative of this options is
that by directing development to the urban area, town centres and sustainable locations,
may put pressure on existing greenspaces for development that could provide health and
wellbeing opportunities.

In terms of the provision of social and education infrastructure facilities local authorities will
receive contributions from development sites which will help to fund social and education
facilities. However, there is a potential risk that over time existing facilities could be put
under pressure from the level of demand in the urban area and there might be limited
opportunities to create new facilities of new land in Green Belt.

The spatial pattern of development under this option seeks to maximise the sustainable
transport options for residents of Greater Manchester, which is a very positive impact.
There is a need to ensure that in the long term, sustainable transport investment can keep
pace with the level of demand.

Considering the objective to improve air quality, this option seeks to reduce the need to
travel and maximise sustainable patterns of transport as alternatives to using private
vehicles. Less use of petrol and diesel vehicles will improve air quality. The positives
impacts are likely to be gradual as people adapt to new patterns of travelling.

There could be neutral, positive, unknown and potential some negative impacts on
conserving and enhancing biodiversity, green infrastructure and geodiversity because:

e itis assumed that new development will be brought forward in accordance with best
practice, the planning system and legislation on the protection of designated sites,
habitats and species;

e There might be negative effects on non-designated sites, such as wildlife corridors

e Urban greenspace might be put under pressure from development in the urban
area; and

e The majority of Greater Manchester’s designated sites that are outside of the urban
area are likely to remain unaffected by development and will continue to be
protected.
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In terms climate change, the main risks are flooding and the urban heat island effect. Under
this option there would be some high density development that could contribute this effect
and put development pressure on cooling greenspaces. Drainage infrastructure could also
be under pressure, which if not invested in, could lead to more sewer flooding events.
However, if development is designed in line with best practice, greenspace provided and
drainage invested in, the impacts of climate change could be mitigated.

In terms of impact on flood risk, also an effect of climate change, and water resources; all
development is expected to follow best practice, the planning system and legislation.
Consequently a largely neutral impact is expected. However, there could be some negative
impacts if land that is at risk of flooding is put under pressure for development, but some
positives if brownfield sites are redeveloped with better drainage arrangements.

The impact on the objective to increase energy efficiency, low carbon generation and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions is likely to be neutral and positive as the building and
occupation of new homes and businesses will require energy, yet the development of new
low carbon and renewable energy generation technology should help reduce energy use or
use it from renewable sources, plus sustainable transport use will reduce energy demand.

The impact of Option 3 on landscape, townscape and heritage assets is likely to be
unknown with some potential negative effects in the long term, if not mitigated. The reasons
are that development will be located around the urban area of Greater Manchester and with
some Green Belt release that has not been built on before. Therefore there could be
various effects on character, depending on the type and scale of development and the
sensitivity its location. In the urban area, increased densities could change local character,
views, historic assets and townscapes.

In terms land resources, this option strongly supports the redevelopment of previously
developed land and sustainable locations which is positive. Some Green Belt land would be
required to be developed for this option which would need further investigation to determine
if the best and most versatile agricultural land would be at risk. The option supports
reductions in land contamination through the reuse and remediation of previously
developed land which is a positive impact.

The impact on the sustainable consumption of resources and implementing the waste
hierarchy is largely negative or unknown as waste will be produced from the construction
and occupation of homes and businesses, but measures could be put in place to implement
the waste hierarchy.

Option 4 — Boost northern competitiveness

This option performs positively against the objective to provide a sustainable supply of
housing because it would meet the local housing need, however only with a minimal buffer,
but would provide a range of house types and affordable housing.

Although this option is likely to meet employment land needs in the north of Greater
Manchester, it would not provide for full needs in the south as there is a limited supply of
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employment land opportunities there without using Green Belt, as such there would be an
overall negative impact.

In terms of transport and utilities capacity to accommodate growth, there are neutral,
positive and some unknown impacts as development which is concentrated in the existing
urban area will link well to the existing transport network, leading to a greater use of public
transport, and existing infrastructure. But there is a need to ensure that new allocation for
housing and employment development outside of the urban area and on Green Belt are
adequately served by transport and infrastructure.

This option would create some positive impacts on reducing deprivation and poverty,
especially in the north and in the urban area, by providing jobs and new homes to the
people that need them the most.

Under the objective to promote equal opportunities and eliminate discrimination, this option
is likely to have a positive impact on equal access to infrastructure as more people in the
urban area and around sustainable transport hubs will have access to facilities and
infrastructure. In terms of fostering good relations, discrimination and the needs of different
areas this option is likely to have neutral impacts.

Over time, this option has some positive impacts on improving health and wellbeing
because the option seeks to reduce poverty and deprivation in the north which can improve
health. Also new greenspaces can be built as part of allocations on Green Belt in the north
which can improve mental and physical wellbeing.

In terms of the provision of social and education infrastructure facilities, local authorities will
receive contributions from development sites which will help to fund social and education
infrastructure. There is the potential to create new social and education infrastructure on
Green Belt, if required, and boosting investment in the north is a positive as deprived areas
in the north have had limited investment in the past.

The availability of potential large sites in the Green Belt could allow the co-location of
employment and housing.

Considering the objective to promote sustainable modes of transport, this option has the
potential to create positive and some unknown impacts because there is an opportunity to
create new sustainable transport connections on new land in Green Belt or extend existing
infrastructure. Yet new allocations are also likely to stimulate more trips, some of which
might include by private car. Residents in the urban areas can use existing sustainable
transport options, but which will need continued investment in order to cater for growth.

This option might have a negative impact on air quality in the long term because new road
freight movements associated with the logistics businesses on and adjacent to the
motorway network in the north may increase air pollution.

There could be neutral, positive, unknown and potential some negative impacts on
conserving and enhancing biodiversity, green infrastructure and geodiversity because:
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e itis assumed that new development will be brought forward in accordance with best
practice, the planning system and legislation on the protection of designated sites,
habitats and species;

e There might be negative effects on non-designated sites, such as wildlife corridors

e Urban greenspace might be put under pressure from development in the urban
area,;

e New development in Green Belt might impact on designated sites, depending on
their location; yet

e Large sites in Green Belt might present the best opportunities to create net gains in
biodiversity.

In terms climate change, the main risks are flooding and the urban heat island effect. Under
this option development within the urban areas could contribute to this effect and put
development pressure on cooling greenspaces. Drainage infrastructure could also be under
pressure, which if not invested in, could lead to more sewer flooding events. However, if
development is designed in line with best practice, greenspace provided and drainage
invested in, the impacts of climate change could be mitigated. Development on greenfield
land could also have negative impacts, but also present opportunities to mitigate the effects
climate change through flood storage, sustainable drainage systems and the creation of
greenspace.

In terms of impact on flood risk, also an effect of climate change, and water resources; all
development is expected to follow best practice, the planning system and legislation.
Consequently a largely neutral impact is expected. However, there could be some negative
impacts if land that is at risk of flooding is put under pressure for development, but some
positives if brownfield sites are redeveloped with better drainage arrangements. There
could also be positives if flood storage and sustainable drainage is implemented on new
development on greenfield land or Green Belt.

The impacts on the objective to increase energy efficiency, low carbon generation and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions is likely to be neutral with some potentially negative or
unknown impacts in the long term as the building and occupation of new homes and
businesses will require energy, yet the development of new low carbon and renewable
energy generation technology should help reduce energy use or use it from renewable
sources. Also sustainable transport for commuting use will reduce energy demand, but
freight from logistic and advanced manufacturing development in the north might increase
energy demand.

The impact of Option 4 on landscape, townscape and heritage assets is likely to be
unknown with some potential negative effects in the long term, if not mitigated. The reasons
are that development will be located around and beyond the urban area of Greater
Manchester that has not been built on before. Therefore there could be various effects on
character, depending on the type and scale of development and the sensitivity its location.
In the urban area, increased densities could change local character, views, historic assets
and townscapes.
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In terms land resources, this option supports the redevelopment of previously developed
land and sustainable locations which is positive. But some Green Belt land would be
required to be developed for this option to meet development needs which would also need
further investigation to determine if the best and most versatile agricultural land would be at
risk. The option supports reductions in land contamination through the reuse and
remediation of previously developed land which is a positive impact.

The impact on the sustainable consumption of resources and implementing the waste
hierarchy is largely negative or unknown as waste will be produced from the construction
and occupation of homes and businesses, but measures could be put in place to implement
the waste hierarchy.

Option 5 - Sustain southern competitiveness

This option would meet the local housing need figure which is a positive impact, it would
have a small buffer. However whilst an increase in affordable housing would be provided, it
is unknown or questionable whether the full affordable housing needs in the north of
Greater Manchester would be provided.

Although key assets in the urban area and the south of Greater Manchester will be
capitalised on, this option would not deliver important employment sites in the north for
logistics development, which is a key sector for Greater Manchester.

There would be neutral, positive and some unknown impacts on the objective to ensure that
transport and utilities infrastructure can keep pace with development. The reasons are that
development in the urban areas will link well with existing infrastructure, new allocations in
the south would need to provide new infrastructure to service development, yet with less
investment in the north under this option, there is a question as to whether infrastructure
needs could be met there.

In terms of reducing levels of deprivation and disparity, under this option investment, jobs
and housing would be created in the urban area and in the south, which is a positive.
However, deprivation in the north, where it is most needed to be addressed, would be less
effectively tackled which is a negative impact.

This option would have a neutral and unknown impacts on equality and discrimination
issues as it is difficult to predict how the spatial pattern of development may affect people’s
behaviour towards others conclusively at this strategic level.

This option’s impact on access to and provision of social and education infrastructure is
mixture of neutral, positive and unknowns. The reasons are that new facilities would be
provided in the urban area and in the south as a result of directing development and
investment to these locations. However, investment in the north’s social and educational
infrastructure might be unknown, as the north is not specifically targeted under this option.

Considering the objective to promote sustainable modes of transport there are likely to be
positive and unknown impacts under this option as directing development to the urban area
will enable residents to take advantage of existing sustainable transport connections and
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new ones created from new allocations in the south. However it would need changes to
people’s behaviour and the north of Greater Manchester might lose out on sustainable
transport investment.

In terms of air quality, the impacts are likely to unknown with some potential negatives as it
is assumed that development of sites under this option would generate more private car
trips. However, the objectives of the plan seek to maximise the use of existing public
transport networks which should help to reduce air quality impacts from private vehicles.

There could be neutral, positive, unknown and potential some negative impacts on
conserving and enhancing biodiversity, green infrastructure and geodiversity because:

e itis assumed that new development will be brought forward in accordance with best
practice, the planning system and legislation on the protection of designated sites,
habitats and species;

e There might be negative effects on non-designated sites, such as wildlife corridors

e Urban greenspace might be put under pressure from development in the urban
area,

e New development in Green Belt might impact on designated sites, depending on
their location; yet

e Large sites in Green Belt might present the best opportunities to create net gains in
biodiversity.

In terms climate change, the main risks are flooding and the urban heat island effect. Under
this option development within the urban areas could contribute to this effect and put
development pressure on cooling greenspaces. Drainage infrastructure could also be under
pressure, which if not invested in, could lead to more sewer flooding events. However, if
development is designed in line with best practice, greenspace provided and drainage
invested in, the impacts of climate change could be mitigated. Development on greenfield
land could also have negative impacts, but also present opportunities to mitigate the effects
climate change through flood storage, sustainable drainage systems and the creation of
greenspace.

In terms of impact on flood risk, also an effect of climate change, and water resources; all
development is expected to follow best practice, the planning system and legislation.
Consequently a largely neutral impact is expected. However, there could be some negative
impacts if land that is at risk of flooding is put under pressure for development, but some
positives if brownfield sites are redeveloped with better drainage arrangements. There
could also be positives if flood storage and sustainable drainage is implemented on new
development on greenfield land or Green Belt.

The impacts on the objective to increase energy efficiency, low carbon generation and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions is likely to be neutral with some potentially negative or
unknown impacts in the long term as the building and occupation of new homes and
businesses will require energy, yet the development of new low carbon and renewable
energy generation technology should help reduce energy use or use it from renewable
sources. Also sustainable transport for commuting will reduce energy demand.
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The impact of Option 5 on landscape, townscape and heritage assets is likely to be
unknown with some potential negative effects in the long term, if not mitigated. The reasons
are that development will be located around and beyond the urban area of Greater
Manchester that has not been built on before. Therefore there could be various effects on
character, depending on the type and scale of development and the sensitivity its location.
In the urban area, increased densities could change local character, views, historic assets
and townscapes.

In terms land resources, this option supports the redevelopment of previously developed
land and sustainable locations which is positive. But some Green Belt land would be
required to be developed for this option to meet development needs which would also need
further investigation to determine if the best and most versatile agricultural land would be at
risk. The option supports reductions in land contamination through the reuse and
remediation of previously developed land which is a positive impact.

The impact on the sustainable consumption of resources and implementing the waste
hierarchy is largely negative or unknown as waste will be produced from the construction
and occupation of homes and businesses, but measures could be put in place to implement
the waste hierarchy.

Option 6 — Hybrid Growth Option

This option would perform very positively against the objective to ensure that there is a
sustainable supply of housing as it would meet local housing needs across Greater
Manchester, with a sufficient buffer, and has the greatest potential to deliver a mix of types
and tenures of housing.

The option would also perform very positively against the objective to ensure that there is a
sustainable supply of employment land as the option proposes a range of locations to meet
the needs of different business sectors.

In terms of transport infrastructure, under this option new development would be situated
close to sustainable transport connections which is a positive impact. There would be a
need to ensure that development allocations beyond the urban area can be served by
sustainable transport connections or investment for new connections. In terms of utility and
digital infrastructure, there is a need to ensure that if can accommodate the level of growth
planned.

This option would have a positive impact on the objective to reduce deprivation and
disparity because deprivation in a variety of locations in Greater Manchester would be
tackled through new jobs, housing and investment.

This option is unlikely to have a significant impact or the impacts are unknown on the
objective to promote equality of opportunity and the elimination of discrimination. However,
the emphasis on building around sustainable transport under this option is likely to have a
positive impact on connecting people with facilities and infrastructure.
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9.103 Positive and some unknown impacts would be created on the health and wellbeing of the
population as:

e Health facilities would be located in the most sustainable locations within the urban
area and new allocations in Green Belt would provide opportunities to create new
health facilities and healthy lifestyle infrastructure;

e Anincrease in housing would reduce the number of people living in poor housing
conditions which can have a positive impact on health; and

e Greenspaces can be capitalised on, or new ones created.

9.104 In terms of the provision of social and educational infrastructure there are positive and
some unknown impacts because development will help finance new and existing facilities,
areas that might have historically not had much investment previously might experience
more investment in the future. However there is a potential risk that, over time, existing
facilities could be put under pressure from the level of demand. But there may be
opportunities to create new facilities on land in Green Belt.

9.105 This option would perform very positively against the objective to promote sustainable
modes of transport because it includes taking advantage of the most sustainable locations
in Greater Manchester. However, there is a need to ensure that new allocations in Green
Belt are accessible by public transport and designed to promote active and healthy
lifestyles.

9.106 The impacts on the objective to improve air quality are likely to be largely negative or
unknown as this option seeks to reduce the need to travel and to maximise sustainable
patterns of transport as alternatives to using vehicles. Less use of petrol and diesel vehicles
will improve air quality. But it is likely to be a gradual change as people learn to adapt to
new ways of travelling. Also this option includes Green belt release on the edge of the
urban area which if not designed to promote the use of sustainable transport, could
increase car journeys.

9.107 There could be positive and unknown impacts on conserving and enhancing biodiversity,
green infrastructure and geodiversity because:

e itis assumed that new development will be brought forward in accordance with best
practice, the planning system and legislation on the protection of designated sites,
habitats and species;

e There might be negative effects on non-designated sites, such as wildlife corridors

e Urban greenspace might be put under pressure from development in the urban
area;

e New development in Green Belt might impact on designated sites, depending on
their location; yet

e Large sites in Green Belt might present the best opportunities to create net gains in
biodiversity.

9.108 In terms of climate change, there are likely to be some positive and negative impacts. The
main climate change risks to Greater Manchester are flooding and the urban heat island
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effect. Under this option there would be some high density development that could
contribute to the urban heat island and put pressure building on cooling urban green
spaces. There could also be pressure on drainage infrastructure in the urban areas, which if
not invested in could potentially contribute to increases in the frequency and severity of
local flood events. However, if new development is designed in line with best practice on
flooding, drainage, provision of green space and design than the impacts of climate change
could be mitigated.

Consider the objective to reduce the risks of flooding there would be mostly neutral effects
with potentially some positive impacts in the long term as:

e If new development is designed to best practice, planning policy guidance and
legislation on reducing flooding risk, there is likely to be no impact;

e There is the possibility that where a brownfield site is redeveloped and drainage
standards are applied that this could lead to a reduction in surface water run off
compared to the present situation; and

e Although areas of Green Belt are proposed for development there is opportunity to
address existing flooding issues and provide a positive solution to these in the long
term.

In terms of water resources there is a strong regulatory framework that development must
comply with. Measures associated with water quality are therefore assumed to be
embedded within any new development. As such, a basic level of compliance is assumed
across all new development associated with this option.

The impacts on the objective to increase energy efficiency, low carbon generation and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions is likely to be positive and unknown because the
population and economic activity in Greater Manchester will increase from the baseline
which will have an impact on demand for energy. This option includes encouraging use of
public transport and reduces the need to travel by located homes and businesses close to
each other, which in turn reduces the need to travel and use energy.

The impact of Option 5 on landscape, townscape and heritage assets is likely to be
unknown with some potential negative effects in the long term, if not mitigated. The reasons
are that development will be located around and beyond the urban area of Greater
Manchester that has not been built on before. Therefore there could be various effects on
character, depending on the type and scale of development and the sensitivity its location.
In the urban area, increased densities could change local character, views, historic assets
and townscapes.

In terms land resources, this option supports the redevelopment of previously developed
land and sustainable locations which is positive. But some Green Belt land would be
required to be developed for this option to meet development needs which would also need
further investigation to determine if the best and most versatile agricultural land would be at
risk. The option supports reductions in land contamination through the reuse and
remediation of previously developed land which is a positive impact.
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9.114 The impact on the sustainable consumption of resources and implementing the waste

10.

10.1.

10.2.

10.3.

10.4.

10.5.

hierarchy is largely negative or unknown as waste will be produced from the construction
and occupation of homes and businesses, but measures could be put in place to implement
the waste hierarchy.

Summary and next steps

The assessment of the Spatial Options against the 1A objectives shows that each option
has some positive elements for Greater Manchester.

Where potential negative effects have been highlighted, there exists an opportunity for the
GMSF to address those particular issues through development of policy which shapes and
influences sustainable development.

Option 1 is a ‘business as usual’ scenario and it would not meet the LHN or employment
land need. Option 2 achieves the LHN through significant increases in the density of
development in the urban area, which is likely to increase pressure on existing
infrastructure as well as lead to increased pressure on green spaces. Neither Option 1 nor
Option 2 proposes any Green Belt release to meet the development needs. Option 3
‘Transit City’ seeks to maximise development in the most sustainable locations around
existing transport hubs and town centres across Greater Manchester. This option, although
including Green Belt release, would not meet the LHN. Option 4 and Option 5 focus
development in a specific area of Greater Manchester, the northern districts in Option 4
and the southern districts in Option 5. Whilst both options would meet the need with
marginal buffers, they would lead to an uneven distribution of growth across the city region,
with both options disadvantaging certain areas of Greater Manchester.

Option 6, the Hybrid Option, incorporates elements of several of the Spatial Options
drawing out specific elements which when combined meet the overarching GMSF vision,
Spatial Strategy and strategic objectives. Key elements of the Hybrid Option include:

e Optimising the baseline housing land supply, to ensure all opportunities to increase
densities and identify additional sites have been explored;

e Concentrating development near to town centres and/or sustainable public transport
hubs;

e Taking advantage of existing and planned global assets; and

¢ Delivering inclusive growth across Greater Manchester, seeking opportunities to boost
the competitiveness of north Greater Manchester.

The next steps will be to develop policies and site allocations which are in accordance with
the Hybrid Growth Option. The appraisal of these policies will form part of the 1A of the
Revised Draft GMSF 20109.
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Appendix — Integrated Assessment of Revised Draft GMSF 2019 Spatial Options

Spatial Option 1 — Business as Usual

Revised Draft GMSF Spatial Options 2019

Assessment ST Majf?”t%' o Explanation / summary against
A ajority o € eC_ s Spatial overall objective
ssessment ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or . .
Ref Objective | criteria....wil 0-4 5-9 10+ | are: direct | Temporary ey SEEr S Affected groups (see - o] Ul Mitigation / policy input
| the G.I\./i.SF (- (5- ( (b) or (T) or Local, GM, Key) Note: Draw out any specific effects
year | year | year | =\ Wider y sensitive receptors where they have
s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent been identified
(P)
Ensure an Receptors: housing Option 1 will not deliver the LHN for Potential effects with other The LHN will not be met
appropriate market, local / GM GM. Effects would persist long enough | local development schemes | under this option.
guantity of population where sites to be considered permanent (assuming | which have not been
housing land come forward there is no intervention). The shortfall captured by the GMSF (e.g.
to meet the would be intensified over time. Details | smaller schemes which
objectively - - D P Local / GM Affected groups: around delivery of housing types and come forward over the plan
assessed Housing with an tenures are unknown. It is assumed period).
need for undersupply of green that local demand will be met in certain
market and infrastructure is more areas for certain types of housing
affordable likely to affect those where the market is strong.
housing? already living in
Ensure an deprivation and with However when the supply has been A strategic evidence-based
appropriate disabilities used up this will lead to pressure on approach to stimulate
Provide a mix of types, greenfield land in an unplanned way investment in under-supplied
sustainable | tenures and and potentially unsustainable way. housing types and tenures.
supply of sizes of
housing land | properties in ?2/- | 21/- D P Local / GM There is uncertainty about affordable
including for | relation to housing as this will be dealt with
an the through individual district Local Plans,
appropriate respective with a local policy based on each
mix of sizes, | levels of local districts need.
types, demand?
tenures in Ensure The spatial location of housing is Effects against this criteria
locations to | housing land unlikely to have significant impacts on are unknown, but are likely to
meet is well- energy efficiency and resilience of be mixed with some
housing connected housing stock development being well
need, and to | with connected. The GMSF should
support employment ensure coverage of this
economic land, centres ? ? D P Local / GM objective in policy.
growth and green
space or co-
located
where
appropriate?
Support GMSF should ensure
improvement coverage of this objective in
sinthe policy. Such policy might
energy require the drawing up of
efficiency D P Local / GM energy assessments for new
and developments of a certain
resilience of size. Include in design guide
the housing recommendation.
stock?
Provide a Meet current Receptors: GM Employment land will come forward as | Could have cumulative Consult with individual
sustainable | and future population and GM part of existing permissions and socio-economic and districts on where the shortfall
supply of demand for D p L economy allocations in the existing supply. This | environmental effects with might be accommodated
ocal / GM ; . '
employment | employment would deliver GM required office other local development
land to land across Affected groups: space, but will result in an under- schemes.
ensure GM? widespread effects supply of industrial/warehousing
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Assessment o Majority of Explanation / summary against
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Assessment ST MT LT effects are: S%atlat Receptors and/or OUEiE OUIEEE Potential lat
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SEEL el | el e | Ratiana Wider y sensitive receptors where they have
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sustainable space. The approach does not directly GMSF policy should seek to
economic support education and training maximise education and skills
growth and Support although any net increase in potential. Strategic mapping
job creation edeation employment will result in a marginal of existing and future
and trainin increase in training and up-skilling over employment requirements (in
to provide g the long term. Overall this is a positive consultation with GMs
P n/a n/a GM effect against the assessment criteria. employers) could be
suitable .
labour force The lack of strategic approach may not undertaken, and there should
for future optimise the use of infrastructure. be investment in specialist
rowth? However, it is likely from a commercial training programmes/facilities
9 ' viability standpoint, that the market will linked to schools and
deliver employment land which is well universities could be
served by appropriate infrastructure. undertaken.
Provide Certain larger developments will also The GMSF could undertake a
sufficient be required to improve infrastructure. strategic infrastructure
employment assessment to understand
land in capacity and suitability for
locations that certain development. This
are well- D P GM could be made publically
connected available to help guide
and well- development locations.
served by
infrastructure
?
Ensure that Receptors: transport The transport network connectivity Potential cumulative effects | Transport infrastructure would
the transport network, road network, which will continue to be planned with other development not continue to be under the remit
network can road users, utility separately. Over the long term, the currently considered by the of TFGM. The GMSF should
support and network/customers network may be more likely to become | GMSF. Air quality and noise | encourage a strategic
enable the stressed (in terms of peak hour’s issues. approach to transport
anticipated D P GM Affected groups: all capacity) in certain areas due to the connectivity.
scale and piecemeal approach and lack of
spatial strategic over-view. The approach will
£ that distribution of not directly ensure that utilities and
thnsurg a development digital infrastructure (UDI) can enable
E;][.e.'s i ? to anticipate scale of development.
sutncien Improve UDI will be indirectly affected as new As above
CO\C/jerage ity | transport D P GM development comes on line and effects
a?t capaCIty connectivity? on capacity will vary according to
gn(;?::l?l?lz; Ensure that scale. This will have to be dealt with on The GMSF should set out an
to support utilities / a site-by-site basis. The lack of GM- infrastructure strategy and
growth and digital I(_avel strateglp approach increases the policy. The GMSF should
infrastructure risk of capacity issue over the long consider how to group small-
development . .
can support term. medium size developments to
and enable S _ address any capacity issues
the D p GM Digital infrastructure requirements are at the local level.
anticipated unknown at this strategic level
scale and
spatial
distribution of
development
?
Reduce the Receptors: none Under option 1 there will continue to be | Link to other initiatives or Direct impact will be through
Reduce ; . i : i . ) ) !
proportion of n/a n/a n/a identified development which will bring about job | investments (e.qg. job creation and overall
levels of o e . o . : . .
people living creation in construction, and within the | apprenticeships, health housing stock improvement.
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deprivation in Affected groups: those employment land developments. This initiatives, education and/or However, development near
and disparity | deprivation? identified as living in could potentially affect certain skills programmes) to deprived areas is not a
deprivation deprivation domains in some areas, guarantee that there will be a
e.g. by removing people from positive impact. As such,
unemployment benefits (employment policy makers should
deprivation domain). A portion of consider how to ensure
developments over a certain size economic benefits flow to into
which come forward under Option 1 the local area. This will only
will include affordable housing. Levels be achieved by developers
will vary across the districts and and the districts/GMCA
development types and may not be working together to
targeted at deprived areas. It is investigate how local
assumed that there will some increase businesses and residents can
in supply, which may result in apply for employment during
improvements against Barriers to the construction of
Housing and Services deprivation developments and, in the
domain. If new housing results in an case of employment land, in
improvement in the quality of the the subsequent end use.
overall housing stock, there will be an The GMSF should develop
increase against the Living policy to ensure a certain
Environment (indoors subset) proportion of job creation is
deprivation domain. targeted in deprived areas.
This could affect income and
Support employment dorrl1la|ns. directly.
. . Impacts on IMD "barriers to
reductions in . e
overt housing" and "living
P y environment" domains, could
(including
i be enhanced through
child and fuel i
development of policy that
poverty), g
) ensures affordable housing is
deprivation I P o
; ; developed within larger
and disparity 2
developments. Viability of
across the .
domains of deve_lopments will have to be
. considered. GMSF could set
the Indices of X .
Multiple _pohcy which se_eks _
Debrivation? improvements in housing
P ' standards across GM,
particularly relating to
insulation and efficient
heating systems, to help
reduce fuel poverty (link to
energy efficiency criteria).
Receptors: none Relations between different people Potential link to other Physically link new
identified could be affected where development initiatives which seek to communities to existing ones
P i Foster 00od brings together people or communities | integrate communities through footpaths, cycle
romote erg Affected groups: which have been previously separate. routes and/or roads to help
equality of relations ; . - . . : )
: various, depending on Specifically this might be people integration. Require new
opportunity between ? ? ? I P L . N
. locality moving into new areas, where developments to ensure that
and the different " . e :
elimination people? communities are well established (e.qg. new f'aC.I|I'[IeS are acggsmble
of ’ as an area goes through a programme by existing communities, as
discriminatio of regeneration). The details of these well as new/future
nl iminati interactions cannot be understood in communities.
Ensure detail at this level, but policy makers Specify that higher density
equality of ? ? ? I P Local should be minded of the potential development is more readily
opportunity tensions and opportunities for linking
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infrastructure new development comes forward.
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under Option 1. the importance of social
Ensure no Option 1 contains uncertainty around infrastructure (SI) and other
discriminatio addressing the needs of different community facilities and
n based on areas. With the lack of strategic encourage detailed studies of
‘protected approach to site allocation, there may provision and capacity. The
characteristic | n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a be certain areas whose needs are not GMSF should state in policy
s', as defined considered. that development which
in the provides new social
Equality Act infrastructure (SI) will be
20107 supported, and development
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Ensure that Option 1 contains uncertainty
the needs of around addressing the needs
different of different areas. With the
areas, lack of strategic approach to
(namely site allocation, there may be
urban, ? ? ? D P GM certain areas whose needs
suburban, are not considered.
urban fringe
and rural) are
equally
addressed?
Receptors: built Continued development of housing Improved health and Develop minimum standards
environment, air quality | under Option 1 will result in an reduced health inequalities to ensure all new housing is
increased housing stock which, if through positive planning of a high quality to avoid
Affected groups: various | delivered to a high standard, has the and the promotion of green persistent problems which
potential to reduce the number of spaces can affect health (E.g. damp,
people living in poor housing (a draughtiness).
determinant of health, and likely to Options should be explored
Support affect health inequalities across GM). for funding mechanisms
im er()Jved Support All other things being equal, this will which seek to channel
heglth and healthier result in a positive effect over the long proceeds from new
wellbeing of lifestyles and term. Access to green space may be development, into retrofitting
9 support promoted in new development. old housing stock. Other
the ; + D P GM .
. improvement determinants of health should
population . : .
sin be considered (with reference
and reduce .
determinants to Department of Health
health . ) .
. . of health? guidance), including the
inequalities

subsets which come under:
Global Ecosystem; Natural
Environment; Built
Environment; Activities; Local
Economy; Community;
Lifestyle and People. Include
in design guide
recommendation.
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9 provision is the area is
space?
adequate, then new
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links to existing sites are
included in design.
Ensure Receptors: GM Under Option 1 it is assumed there Increased access coupled Ensure the existing services
people are population new facilities will be delivered with population growth may | can cope with the increased
adequately alongside development. However, the | present capacity issues demand or plans are in place
served by Affected groups: all level of provision is uncertain and there to increase capacity or
key groups will be affected maybe issues with land availability for develop new facilities.
healthcare ?/- ?/- ?/- D P Local by this such facilities considering the scale of
facilities, residential and employment
regardless of development which would be delivered
socio- in the urban area. This is likely to lead
economic to capacity issues with existing
status? facilities.
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Ensure as above
access to .
and sufficient
provision of Zgﬁiz;ézal ?20- | ?/- | ?/- D P Local
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access to
and provision
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appropriate
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facilities?
Receptors: GM Option 1 does not directly support Capacity issues if facilities The GMSF should develop
Support Improve lati dth . . i developed i hich
improved education population and the GM education for children, although certain | aré not developed at same policy which supports
educational | levels of y ecf:fcmor‘r&y o local authority allocations and existing Late ?3 residential provision O(fj pre—scgool,
attainment children in D P Local/GM Affected groups: various permissions will likely include provision evelopments primary and secondary
and skill the area fall for new schools. There will continue to schools, part_lcularly n areas
' : where there is low / under-
levels for all | regardless of

be development which will bring about

supply of places. The GMSF
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

their
background?

Improve
educational
and skill
levels of the
population of
working age?

Promote
sustainable
modes of
transport

Reduce the
need to
travel and
promote
efficient
patterns of
movement?

Promote a
safe and
sustainable
public
transport
network that
reduces
reliance on
private motor
vehicles?

Support the
use of
sustainable
and active
modes of
transport?

10

Improve air
quality

Improve air
quality within
Greater
Manchester,
particularly in
the 10 Air
Quality
Management
Areas
(AQMAS)?

deprivation (outdoor))
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?”t%’ of Explanation / summary against
ajorty o € ec. s Spatial overall objective
ST LT effects are: : . | Receptors and/or . .
o consideration: Potential cumulative e .
(0-4 (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific effects Mitigation / policy input
el el &) e (1) wider &) sensitive receptors where they have
indirect (I) | Permanent - s y
s) ®) been identified
job creation in construction, and within should enable development
the employment land developments. which can contribute to
All things being equal, any net addressing under-
increase in employment (construction performanpe. The GMSF
. . should resist development
or operational employment land) will which results in loss of
result in a marginal increase in training educational facilities.
and up-skilling over the long term as The GMSF should encourage
businesses train new staff. the linking together of new
development and training
(e.g. requiring
+/? I P Local/GM apprenticeships for strategic
development, larger scale
developments and/or those
which have some public
funding).
Receptors: GM Option 1 will not necessarily promote Changes in travel patterns if | The GMSF should promote
population, transport the public transport network and/or people begin to take strategic approach to
network sustainable transport, however the advantage of public sustainable transport in
Affected groups: Various | existing public transport infrastructure | transport as their main form | partnership with TFGM. This
5 " D = Local / GM can and is b_eing augmt_ented. to cater of transport should focus on planned
for the growing population with development, expected
strategic and larger developments demand, the existing network
more likely to influence public and forthcoming investment
transport. in infrastructure (including
New trips will be generated as new major transport hubs).
development comes forward as part of Develop policy which
Option 1. A portion of these trips are connects (existing and
likely to involve private motor vehicles, planned) employment and
others, depending on their location, will housing land via genuine
be able to take advantage of existing sustainable transport options
transport hubs, and others will be less which make private motor
? ? D P Local / GM able. Trips will also include freight as vehicle trips Enattractive in
part of employment land. terms of time-taken and cost.
The GMSF should encourage
development of a strategic
cycle network which safely
connects all the districts.
As above
D P Local / GM
Receptors: the A portion of the new trips which will be | Increased trips by private Continue to address air
atmosphere generated will involve private motor motor vehicle will worsen the | quality through strategic
Affected groups: those vehicle, the principle source of AQ air quality over time if planning and action plans.
affected by poor AQ problems in built up areas. sustainable modes are not Require site specific action for
| = Local/GM (see living environment utilised future developments.
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Assessment i o M?f?égsm Explanation / summary against
JOTItY ; Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or . .
Ref . . . o consideration: Potential cumulative e .
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi e Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) Note: Draw out any specific effects
el el el Wider sensitive receptors where they have
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent b dentified
(p) een raentitie
Receptors: wildlife, For option 1 it is assumed all Impact on biodiversity assets | The GMSF should promote a
landscapes and green development will be brought forward in | may occur in conjunction strategic approach to
spaces line with best practice, the planning with other developments ecological sites and networks
Affected groups: Various | system and legislation which covers and consider a GM-wide plan
protection of designated sites/habitats of conservation and
Provide and species. enhancement. Opportunities
opportunities There is potential that non-designated for green space creation
to enhance sites (and wildlife corridors) may be should be explored. As
new and affected by development. Such sites should opportunities for
o ? ? ? ; > -
existing ’ ' ’ D P Local/GM can be important at the local scale and linking existing spaces and
wildlife and can be directly or indirectly important ecological networks. Access
geological for national/international sites. to any new green space
sites? Development of sites also presents an should be open, thus
opportunity for enhancement, where increasing provision
development sites have little/no (assuming no green space is
ecological value. taken) in local areas,
benefiting existing and future
This option focuses development in the communities.
Avoid urban area only and therefore will have The GMSF should resist
damage to or a limited direct impact on designated development on designated
destruction of sites which are largely located outside sites and encourage
designated of the urban area. The increased enhancement of sites.
Conserve wildlife sites, 5 5 5 density of development in the urban Supporting studies for new
and habitats and ) ) ) D P Local/GM area will put increased pressure on development to include
enhance species and existing green infrastructure and there appraisal of impact on sites
biodiversity, | protected are likely to be limited significant where necessatry.
11 | green and unique opportunities to provide new
infrastructur | geological multifunctional green infrastructure.
e and features?
geodiversity Support and Policy should stress the value
assets bp of multifunctional green
enhance . S
existin infrastructure, recognising the
ing economic and social value
multifunction ( .
sites can deliver. Larger,
al green S
) strategic sites should
infrastructure ; .
contribute to creation of new
and / or . i
. ? ? ? multifunctional green
contribute D P Local/GM . o .
infrastructure within the sites
towards the
. themselves, but also attempt
creation of e )
to connect to existing sites
new
. . through green and blue
multifunction ) .
corridors. New sites should
al green . e
i be accessible to existing
infrastructure -~
) communities as well as
! proposed future residents.
Ensure None identified
access to
green
infrastructure |, ? 2 D P Local
providing
opportunities
for
recreation,
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Assessment o Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects ial Il obiecti
Assessment ST MT LT effects are: S%atlat Receptors and/or OUEiE OUIEEE Potential lat
Ref L o . o ' consideration: otential cumulative e L
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local, GM, Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF year year year (D) or (T) or Wid key) oA h _Lh h
indirect () | Permanent ider sensitive receptors where they have
s) s) s) ) been identified
amenity and
tranquillity?
Receptors: The main climate change risks to GM Urban heat islands should be
communities, various have been identified in the scoping identified through up to date
aspects of the built and report as flooding (direct and research. Urban heat island
natural environment secondary effects) and urban heat mitigation should be
Affected groups: island. encouraged in new
potential for various developments. Including (but
groups to be affected Levels of flood risk (accounting for not limited to): energy efficient
climate change) will be dealt with at design, building orientation,
each site through risk assessments shading, albedo, fenestration,
Ensure that anq de_sign of appropriate best practice insulgtion, green roofs/walls,
" mitigation. passive ventilation, and
Ensure communities, . o .
communities | existing and _ _ mechanical ve_ntllatlon. Policy
new Urban heat island effects will be an should be put in place to
' issue in existing urban areas, and retrofit existing heat islands,
development | development . : .
s and s and where Ia(gglstrateglc deve_:lppment has to reduce risk of heat island
infrastructur | infrastructure an urbanising effect. Unmitigated, impacts.
12 ?20- | ?/- D P Local there could be a negative impact in the
e are systems are . .
- i, long term. However, new development Policy should reinforce best
resilient to resilient to i ’
. also presents opportunities to address practice methods for
the effects of | the predicted g . ; .
existing climate change risk. accounting for future flood
expected effects of . . .
; : risk from climate change. Risk
climate climate .
of extreme flood events which
change change ; .
overwhelm areas will persist.
across GM? S .
This will require emergency
planning and provisions to be
put in place. The GMSF
should support a strategic
approach to planning for
extreme weather events,
which includes emergency
services, the Environment
Agency, district authorities
and other parties.
Receptors: flood risk Option 1 will not necessarily result in Policy should reinforce
areas new measures to manage existing guidance and best
Affected groups: existing/future flood risk (other than practice. Policy should link to
Restrict the residents in or near to those associated with new other agendas, such as those
development flood risk areas developments). relating to green
of property in D P Local All development will follow EA infrastructure (and the
Reduce the areas of guidance/best practice and in consideration of
risk of flood risk? consultation with the EA and in line multifunctional "green space"
13 | flooding to with national policy which restricts and ecosystem services),
0 Iegan d development in areas of unacceptable ecology, recreation and
pro pert flood risk and prevents increasing risk health.
property Ensure elsewhere. As above
adequate
measures
are in place D P Local
to manage

existing flood

risk?
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects ial Il obiecti
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: S%at'at Receptors and/or overall objective Potential lat
Ref L o . o : consideration: otential cumulative L .
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local, GM, Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific effects Mitigation / policy input
Ithe GMSF | year | year | year &) e (1) Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they have
indirect (I) | Permanent - s
P) been identified
Ensure that As above
development
does not
increase D P Local
flood risk due
to increased
run-off rates?
Ensure As above
development
is
appropriately
future proof
to
accommodat D P Local
e future
levels of
flood risk
including
from climate
change?
Receptors: water There is a strong regulatory framework | Both quality and availability Policy should reinforce
E courses, ground water, that development must comply with. of water resources may be existing guidance and best
ncourage X . ) ) 93
. water supplies Measures associated with water impacted by other practice in new development,
compliance ffected : Vari i heref dtob devel d also seek to bring ab
with the _ Affected groups: Various | quality are therefore assumed to be evelopment and also seek to bring about
I P Wider embedded within any new improvements in the
Water . .
development. As such, a basic level of conurbations surface water
Framework ! . S
R compliance is assumed across all new network, linking to other
Directive? . . )
development associated with this agendas (e.g. those set out
option. Overall, no additional effect is against objective 13)
Promote anticipated, with the exception of water As above.
management consumption, which will increase with
Protect and | practices that a net increase in overall housing and
improve the | will protect D P Wider employment land.
14 quality and water
availability of | features from
water ollution?
resources Avoid Policy should encourage
consuming design in new developments
greater which encourages
volumes of sustainable water use. This
water should include housing and
resources D = Wider employmgnt. Include in
than are design guide
available to recommendation.
maintain a
healthy
environment
?
Increase Receptors: Climate This option sees development continue | Landscape quality is Policy should encourage
Encourage . S . . ST
energy reduction in Affected groups: All across GM. This will require resources | reduced and character is lost | design in new developments
15 efficiency, energy use D = GM/wider and energy for development and from various assets until it is Wh|ch_ encourages _
encourage and assuming new development diminished sustainable energy use. This
low-carbon . represents an increase in total ’ should cover building fabric
; increased g : .
generation development (and by association, (e.g. insulation) and
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

and reduce
greenhouse
gas
emissions

energy
efficiency?

Encourage
the
development
of low carbon
and
renewable
energy
facilities,
including as
part of
conventional
development
s?

Promote a
proactive
reduction in
direct and
indirect
greenhouse
gas
emissions
emitted
across GM?

16

Conserve
and/or
enhance
landscape,
townscape,
heritage
assets and
their setting
and the
character of
GM

Improve
landscape
quality and
the character
of open
spaces and
the public
realm?

Conserve
and enhance
the historic
environment,
heritage
assets and
their setting?
Respect,
maintain and
strengthen
local

Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . S
ST MT LT CIiEHS are. confi%itrlgtlion' Reespiers el overall objective Potential cumulative
(0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local, GM, " | Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific effects Mitigation / policy input
SEEL el | el &) e (1) Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they have
indirect (I) | Permanent - s
s) s) s) ) been identified
population), this will see an increase in technologies. Include in
energy use and carbon emissions. design guide
Development of low carbon and recommendation.
renewable energy facilities may occur Policy should encourage the
depending on local policy and/or as development of low carbon
part of individual developments. facilities to decouple
economic activity with carbon
emissions. This should focus
on energy generation,
; transport and buildings.
2k D P GM/wider Policy should also ensure
integration of low
carbon/renewable technology
in conventional
developments. Include in
design guide
recommendation.
Policy should include a
carbon neutral target.
?1- D P GM/wider
Receptors: protected Development will be dispersed around | Landscape quality is Policy should specify
landscapes and/or built | the GM conurbation with various local reduced and character is lost | protection and enhancement
heritage assets. effects on landscape, townscape and from various assets until it is | ©f natural and man-made
Protected or locally heritage. The type and significance of diminished “assets” (including views,
signficant views the effects will depend on the location ' landscapes, historic
Affected groups: Non and nature of the development. Certain buildings/structure).
identified development will be subject to
specialist assessment (e.g. Policy should also seek to
-7 D P Local/GM development of a certain type or scale improve areas where public
or in a sensitive environment which will realm (etc.) requires
require Environmental Impact improvement, recognising the
Assessment). As such, impact on the multiple-benefits associated
most protected site/views/settings with such improvements
should be protected. However, there (recreation/health, social
remains a degree of uncertainty, as interaction, crime reduction,
cumulative impact of developments ecology, heritage etc.).
(including smaller developments which Heritage Impact Assessment
may not be subject to assessment) required
may result in impacts on these types of
-7 D P Local/GM receptors. The increased density of
development in the urban area may
also have a greater impact on the
historic environment.
None identified
-1? D P Local/GM
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Assessment i o szf?égsm Explanation / summary against
Jority : Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or . .
Ref .. . . o consideration: Potential cumulative e .
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi e Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, , key) Note: Draw out any specific effects
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they have
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent b dentified
) een identifie
character
and
distinctivenes
s?
Support the Receptors: greenfield The option will include sites which Loss of greenfield land as it .
i . : : Explore opportunities for how
development and brownfield land promote redevelopment of derelict is developed incrementally
X ) . development of new
of previously Affected groups: Non land/property although is it is not an . .
d . o - : greenfield sites could
eveloped identified explicit feature of the option. The .
4 + o/- D P Local / GM . ; contribute to / enable the
land and option will promote redevelopment of .
IR development of derelict land /
other PDL, but there will inevitably be some . ;
sustainable development of greenfield sites sites elsgwhere in the
. ’ conurbation
locations?
Protect the The option is purely focused on the
best and urban area and therefore no
most development is proposed in the Green
i Belt under this option. . .
Ensure that ver_satlle P Draft policy which ensures
land agricultural development of BAMV
land / soill 4+ 1 4+ D P Local / GM elop .
resources agricultural land is not
resources
are allocated from promoted
:Ede#i:eignlp inappropriate
development
and s
sustainable Encoura o
17 manner to the 9
meet the redevelopme Explore opportunities for how
housing and nt of derer‘JIict development of new
employment land greenfield sites could
needs of ‘0 'erties contribute to / enable the
GM, whilst Prope ' D P Local / GM development of derelict land /
: buildings and . )
reducing : sites elsewhere in the
infrastructure i
land returnin conurbation (e.g. through
contaminatio "[hem o 9 contributions / hypothecated
n : tax regime etc.)
appropriate
uses?
Support
reductions in
land
contaminatio
n throu_gh the I P Local / GM As above.
remediation
and reuse of
previously
developed
land?
Promote Receptors: waste Option 1 sees development continue. Waste generation with other | Set design principles based
sustainable disposal facilities, finite This will increase the use of resources | (non-OA) schemes. Intra- on realistic expectations for
. Support the . . . .
consumption ; resources. including non-renewables. development effects with new development. Require
sustainable . . : .
of resources . Affected groups: All Development will also continue to other Allocations, urban new developments of a
18 use of D P GM / wider ; . : e ; e .
and support hvsical those in new produce waste during construction and | densification projects. certain size to meet design
the phy development operation. Municipal waste will principles in terms of
. . | resources? . . : S . .
implementati increase if housing provision increases resources use (including
on of the (assuming this represents an increase recycled materials). This
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Ref

Objective

waste
hierarchy

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

Promote
movement
up the waste
hierarchy?
Promote
reduced
waste
generation
rates?

Assessment Majority of
Majority of effects Spatial
ST MT LT effects are: : o
(0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Cofjégfrgt':/? n-
year (D) or (T) or wider
s) indirect (I) | Permanent
(P)
-1? D P GM / wider
-7 D P GM / wider

Receptors and/or
Affected groups (see

key)

Explanation / summary against
overall objective

Note: Draw out any specific
sensitive receptors where they have
been identified

in population). Construction and
demolition waste from increased
building activity will also result and will
likely be the most significant factor that
affects waste disposal.

Potential cumulative
effects

Mitigation / policy input

should relate to construction
and operation

As above

As above
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Assessment ST Majf?”t%' i Explanation / summary against
A ajfcf)rl yo € eC_ s Spatial R d/ overall objective
Ref L s.se_ssmen_t ST MT LT e. ects are. consideration: eceptors and/or : . L o
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L SPeCIlC
year | year | year | di 0 | p Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) rehes: () ern(igi)nent have been identified
Ensure an Receptors: housing This option focuses all Potential effects with other The LHN will be achieved
appropriate market, local / GM development in the existing urban | local development schemes with this option.
guantity of population where sites area, significantly increasing which have not been captured
housing land come forward densities in the city centre, by the GMSF (eg smaller
to meet the principle town centres and other schemes which come forward
objectively + D P Local / GM Affected groups: town centres. The concentration over the plan period).
assessed Housing with an of most employment and housing
need for undersupply of green development in the existing urban
market and infrastructure is more area is likely to reduce the need
affordable likely to affect those to travel, with increases in the
housing? already living in amount of co-located employment
Ensure an deprivation and with and housing sites. A strategic evidenced-based
appropriate disabilities approach to stimulate
Provide a mix of types, The qption will require high _ investment in under-supplied
X tenures and density apartment development in housing types and tenures.
sustainable sizes of order for the LHN figure to be
ﬁgﬂgii‘/ Oiand properties in ; ; - D P Local/GM achieved. The option is therefore The uncertainty around
includir?g tor | refation to unlikely to deliver an appropriate affordable housing will need
the mix of housing types and tenures to be addressed in district
an respective to meet the need. Local Plans.
appropriate levels of local
mix of sizes, | yo - ond? Considering the limited space in
types, . the urban area the option would A strategic approach will be
tenures in Ensure lead to an increased housing required to link up sites to
locations to housing land development pressure on
meet is well- p p employment centres and
) greenspaces in the urban area, as green spaces.
housing connected well as existing employment sites.
need, and to | with .
support employment ; ; GMSF policy would b? .
: +/2 | +12 ] +1? D P Local / GM There is uncertainty about required to protect existing
economic land, centres affordable housing as this will be greenspaces from
growth and green dealt with through individual development, which are likely
space or co- district Local Plans, with a local to come under Significant
located policy based on each districts development pressure in this
where need. :
. option.
appropriate?
Support The spatial Iocati(_)n Qf housing is GMSE should ensure
improvement unlikely to have significant coverage of this objective in
s in the |mpa_10ts on energy efficiency and policy. Such policy might
energy resilience of housing stock. require Energy Assessments
efficiency o/+ | o+ D P Wider for new developments of a
and certain size.
resilience of
the housing
stock?
Provide a Meet current Receptors: GM This option constrains Could have cumulative effects | Brownfield land remediation
sustainable | and future population and GM employment development to the with other local development grant scheme would be
supply of demand for D p Local / GM economy urban area only, this is unlikely to | schemes required to ensure a
employment | employment provide the range of sites needed sustainable supply of
land to land across Affected groups: to meet the employment need. employment land.
ensure GM? widespread effects For example, logistics related
sustainable | Support | P GM development needs accessible GMSF should link to wider
economic education locations, close to the strategic GMCA skills programmes.
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, , key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
indirect (I) | Permanent - s
P) have been identified
growth and and training road network. Without a suitable
job creation | to provide a range of sites GM could lose Strategic mapping of existing
suitable strategic employment uses to and future employment
labour force other areas. requirements (in consultation
for future with GMs employers) could
growth? Under this option there is likely to be undertaken, and there
be a pressure to develop could be investment in
employment land for residential. specialists training
This is likely to most acute programmes/facilities linked
towards the end of the plan period to schools and universities.
Provide when the supply of housing land GMSF policies should require
sufficient is likely to be most constrained. delivery of the necessary
employment transport infrastructure.
land in
locations that
are well- -1+ -/ + -+ D P Local / GM
connected
and well-
served by
infrastructure
?
Receptors: transport Concentrating development in the | Potential cumulative effects The GMSF should encourage
network, road network, existing urban area will link well to | with other development not a strategic approach to
road users, utility the existing transport network and | currently considered by the transport connectivity.
network/customers should lead to a greater use of GMSF. Policies need to require the
Ensure that .
public transport. necessary transport
the transport . . . . . .
network can Affected groups: all _ _ _ Air quality and noise issues. !nfrgstruct_ure to_ be delivered
There is a risk that in the long in discussion with TFGM.
support and .
enable the term the mfrgstructu_re network _
o will become increasingly stressed The GMSF should define
anticipated 4+ 1 +/? D P GM ; " . S
as a result of the concentration of most accessible locations" to
scale and N o
; the population in the urban area. ensure it is clear where these
spatial . ) .
Ensure that L Careful planning of the network are in order to secure higher
. distribution of ; . .
there is will therefore be required. densities.
o development
sufficient "
coverage ' Ensure long term investment
and capacity New housing and businesses in the transport network and
of transport would be situated close to existing promote through policy
and utilities utility and digital infrastructure. sustainable transport options.
to support Improve There is a need to ensure that it As above
growth and transport + + +/? D P GM can accommodate the demands
development | connectivity? of the scale of new development
Ensure that planned through the GMSF. Ensure infrastructure
utilities / partners are consulted on
digital development proposals
infrastructure
can support
and enable ? ? ? D P GM
the
anticipated
scale and
spatial
distribution of
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Assessment o Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects Spati L
) patial overall objective
Ref - As_se_ssmen_t ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ ' - -
Objective clr:Leeng.Mngll (0-4 | (59 | (10+ ar?b;ilc:;act Ter(rjrg)c;rrary Local, GM, ﬁ\éfe;cted groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
year | year | year | di y | p Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) s s indinecti(l) e”‘(‘lj‘)”e”t have been identified
development
?
Receptors: none Under this option there will be Link to other initiatives or Direct impact will be through:
identified development which will bring investments (e.g. job creation and overall
about job creation in construction, | apprenticeships) housing stock improvement.
Affected groups: those and within the employment land However, development near
identified as living in developments. Concentrating to deprived areas is not a
deprivation development in the urban areas guarantee that there will be a
will also include a number of positive impact. As such,
areas of high deprivation. This policy makers should
could potentially affect certain consider how to ensure
deprivation domains in certain economic benefits flow to into
areas, by removing people from the local area. This will only
unemployment benefits be achieved by developers
(employment deprivation domain). and the districts/GMCA
working together to
It is assumed that there will some investigate how local
increase in supply of affordable businesses and residents can
Reduce the housing which will result in apply for employment during
proportion of improvements against barriers to the construction of
people living +/- | +/- I P Local / GM Housing and Services deprivation developments and, in the
in domain. There will be an increase case of employment land, in
deprivation? against the Living Environment the subsequent end use.
(indoors subset) deprivation
domain as the new housing will The GMSF should develop
Reduce result in an improvement to the policy to ensure a certain
levels of quality of the housing stock. proportion of job creation is
deprivation targeted in deprived areas.
and disparity This could affect income and
employment domains directly.
GMSF could set policy which
seeks improvements in
housing standards across
GM, particularly relating to
insulation and efficient
heating systems, to help
reduce fuel poverty (link to
energy efficiency criteria).
Support As above.
reductions in
poverty
(including
child and fuel
poverty),
deprivation I P Local / GM
and disparity
across the
domains of
the Indices of
Multiple
Deprivation?
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?”t%/ o Explanation / summary against
ajority o € eC_ s Spatial overall objective
Ref - Assessment | ST MT LT ef'fec_:ts are: consideration: | R€ceptors and/or _ _ - -
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L SPeCIlic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
Receptors: none Delivering higher density Potential link to other initiatives | Physically link new
identified development in the urban area which seek to integrate communities to existing ones
may affect relations between communities through footpaths, cycle
Foster good Affected groups: different people where routes and/or roads to help
relations various, depending on development brings together integration.
between ? ? ? I P Local locality people or communities which
different have been previously separate. Require new development to
people? Specifically this might be people ensure that new facilities are
moving into new areas, where accessible by existing
communities are well established communities as well as
(e.g. as an area goes through a new/future communities.
programme of regeneration). The The GMSF should recognise
details of these interactions the importance of social
cannot be understood in detail at infrastructure (SI) and other
Ensure this level, but policy makers community facilities and
equality of should be minded of the potential encourage detailed studies of
opportunity tensions and opportunities for provision and capacity.
and equal linking communities and
access to * * * D P Local maximising benefits. The GMSF should state in
Prompte facilities / policy that development
equality of infrastructure Under Option 2, provision of which provides new social
opportunity | g o1 facilities and social infrastructure infrastructure (SI) will be
ar_1d .the. will change as new development supported, and development
elimination comes forward. Intensifying which results in loss of S| will
gf o development in the urban area not be supported.
nlscrlmmatlo Ensure no may make facilities more No direct discrimination has
discriminatio accessible to a greater number of been identified. However,
n based on people. accessibility should be
‘protected considered when new Sl is
characteristic I = Local Discrimination based on protected delivered (eg for disabled and
s’, as defined characteristic is not likely to occur elderly people).
in the under Option 2.
Equality Act
20107
Ensure that Consider Sl needs at specific
the needs of locations as sites come
different forward.
areas,
(namely
urban, ? ? ? D P GM
suburban,
urban fringe
and rural) are
equally
addressed?
Support Support Receptors: built Development of housing under Improved health and reduced Develop minimum standards
improved healthier environment, air quality | Option 2 will result in an health inequalities through to ensure all new housing is
health and lifestyles and increased housing stock which, if | positive planning and the of a high quality to avoid
wellbeing of support Affected groups: various | delivered to a high standard, has promotion of green spaces. persistent problems which
the improvement + + + I P GM the potential to reduce the can affect health (E.g. damp,
population S irF\) number of people living in poor draughtiness). Options should
and reduce determinants housing (a determinant of health, be explored for funding
health of health? and likely to affect health mechanisms which seek to
inequalities ) inequalities across GM). All other channel proceeds from new
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Assessment i o szf?égsm Explanation / summary against
JOTItY ; Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
things being equal, this will result development, into retrofitting
in a positive effect over the long old housing stock.
Reduce term. As above.
health . .
. o Under this option green spaces
inequalities GM o .
within GM o . | p Wlthl'n the urban area will be
and with the required to support a much
rest of greater population and it is likely
England? to be difficult to deliver significant
gfggg'ﬁi?esﬁ]a:e;;notgg urban Policy should be designed to
devélo ment r)éssure on green ensure development
s acesp articFl)JIarI in the I%n proposals include some
Promote t(frm wﬁgn develo yment sitesgwill green space for use by new
access to D = GM become scarcer P and existing communities. If
green ' green space in the area is
space? adequate then new
development should ensure
links to existing sites are
included in design.
Ensure Receptors: GM Under Option 2 it is assumed that | The increased number of Ensure the existing services
people are population new facilities will be delivered residents in areas will put can cope with the increased
adequately alongside development. However, | pressure on the existing demand or plans are in place
served by Affected groups: all the level of provision is uncertain facilities and social to increase capacity or
key groups will be affected and there maybe issues with land | infrastructure and may reduce | develop new facilities.
healthcare ?1/- ?/- D P Local by this availability for such facilities the quality of services unless
facilities, considering the scale of more are provided.
regardless of residential and employment
socio- development which would be
economic delivered in the urban area. This
£ status? is likely to lead to capacity issues
nsure Ensure with existing facilities. As above
access to -
sufficient
and access to
provision of educational ?/- ?/- D P Local
2ggig)lpnate facilities for
. all children?
infrastructur
e Promote Ensure playgrounds etc are a
access to policy requirement and
and provision located in accessible
of locations.
appropriate
community 20- | 21- D P Local
social
infrastructure
including
playgrounds
and sports
facilities?
Support Improve Receptors: GM Option 2 does not directly support | Improved skill levels of the The population of GM is
improved education population and the GM education for children, although workforce projected to grow and as
educational | levels of economy development will likely include such existing educational
. - . 20+ | ?2/+ | P Local / GM . . L . .
attainment children in Affected groups: various | provision for new schools. There facilities will see an increase
and skill the area, / all will continue to be development in demand. The GMSF should
levels for all | regardless of which will bring about job creation develop policy which supports
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?”t%/ o Explanation / summary against
ajf(f)“ yo € ecl s Spatial d/ overall objective
Ref — Assessment | ST MT LT et ects are. consideration: | Roceptors andfor . . L I
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out anv specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L y specllic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
their in construction, and within the the provision or pre-school,
background? employment land developments. primary and secondary
All things being equal, any net schools particularly in areas
increase in employment where there is low / under —
(construction or operational supply of places.
employment land) will result in a The GMSF should encourage
marginal increase in training and the linking together of new
up-skilling over the long term as development and training
businesses train new staff. (e.g. requiring
apprenticeships for strategic
Improve development, larger scale
educational developments and/or those
and skill o o/t | p Local / GM whic_h have some public
levels of the funding).
population of
working age? Development linked to major
infrastructure investment
should seek to up-skill the
local workforce to ensure the
right mix of skills is available
into the future.
Receptors: GM Option 2 will not necessarily Changes in travel patterns as The GMSF should promote a
Reduce the population, transport promote the public transport people begin to take strategic approach to
need to network network and/or sustainable advantage of public transport sustainable transport. This
travel and Affected groups: Various | transport, however the existing as their main form of transport | should focus on planned
promote + + + D P Local / GM public transport infrastructure can development, expected
efficient be augmented to cater for the demand, the existing network
patterns of growing population with strategic and forthcoming investment
movement? and larger developments more in infrastructure (including
likely to influence public transport. major transport hubs).
This option is the most tightly Develop policy which
focused option and therefore connects (existing and
Promote a offers more opportunities for planned) employment and
safe and cycling and walking. housing land via genuine
Promote . . .
sustainable sustalnable _ . sus_talnable transport options
modes of public New trips will be generated as which make private motor
transport transport + . D p Local / GM new development comes forward vehicle trips unattractive in
network that as part of Option 2. Focusing terms of time-taken and cost.
reduces development in the urban area
reliance on should allow new developments The GMSF should encourage
private motor to take advantage of existing development of a strategic
vehicles? transport hubs. Trips will also cycle network which safely
include freight as part of connects all the districts.
employment land.
Support the As above.
use of
sustalnqble + + + D P Local / GM
and active
modes of
transport?
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Assessment i o szf?égsm Explanation / summary against
JOTItY ; Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
P) ave been identifie
. Receptors: the The densification of development | Increased trips by private Continue to address air
Improve air . . - X .
. o atmosphere in the urban area should reduce motor vehicle will worsen the quality through strategic
guality within ff d “th h d | and theref . i ime if lanni q act |
Greater Affected groups: those the need to travel and therefore air quality over time i planning and action plans.
Manchester affected by poor AQ may lead to decrease in the sustainable modes are not Require site specific action for
Imorove air articularl i'n (see living environment | number of trips taken by private utilised future development.
10 pr P "y ? ? ?/+ D P Local / GM deprivation (outdoor)) car. It may also make car parking
quality the 10 Air .
Quality more expensive. There could
M therefore be a shift towards more
anagement . .
Areas susta|r|1able_ travel options an_d as
(AQMAS)? a result an improvement in air
quality.
Receptors: wildlife, It is assumed all development will | Wildlife, geological and other The GMSF should promote a
landscapes and green be brought forward in line with sites that have a landscape strategic approach to
spaces best practice, the planning system | value or value to different ecological sites and networks
Affected groups: Various | and legislation which covers habitats deteriorate if they are | and consider a GM-wide plan
protection of designated not enhanced and looked after, | of conservation and
sites/habitats and species. whereas if they are they are enhancement. Opportunities
. able to thrive and become for green space creation
Provide . . "
" There is potential that non- central to communities. should be explored. As
opportunities : . o .
designated sites (and wildlife should opportunities for
to enhance ; f inki A
new and corridors) may be a ected by inking .eX|st|ng spaces and
existin -1? D P Local / GM development. Such sites can be ecological networks. Access
Isting important at the local scale and to any new green space
wildlife and . T
eological can be directly or |nd|r_ectly _ _should _be open, t_hus
gites'? important for national/international increasing provision
' sites. Development of sites also (assuming no green space is
presents an opportunity for taken) in local areas,
enhancement, where benefiting existing and future
Conserve development sites have little/no communities.
and ecological value.
enhance A Net gain policy could also
biodiversity, This option focuses development enhance existing sites.
11 | green Avoid in the urban area only and The GMSF should resist harm
infrastructur | damage to or therefore will have a limited direct to designated sites and
e and destruction of impact on designated sites which encourage enhancement of
geodiversity | designated are largely located outside of the sites. Supporting studies for
assets wildlife sites, urban area. The increased density new development to include
habitats and D P Local / GM of development in the urban area appraisal of impact on sites
species and will put increased pressure on where necessary.
protected existing green infrastructure and
and unique there are likely to be limited
geological significant opportunities to provide
features? new multifunctional green
Support and infrastructure. Policy should stress the value
enhance of multifunctional green
existing infrastructure, recognising the
multifunction economic and social value
al green sites can deliver. Larger,
infrastructure ? ? ?/- D P Local / GM strategic sites should
and/ or contribute to creation of new
contribute multifunctional green
towards the infrastructure within the sites
creation of themselves, but also attempt
new to connect to existing sites
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . : . _
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
multifunction through green and blue
al green corridors.
infrastructure
? New sites should be
accessible to existing
communities as well as
proposed future residents.
Ensure As above.
access to
green
infrastructure
providing 2 2 | 2/- D p Local
opportunities
for
recreation,
amenity and
tranquillity?
Receptors: The main climate change risks to | Developments are not Urban heat islands should be
communities, various GM have been identified in the protected against climate identified through up to date
aspects of the built and scoping report as flooding (direct change impacts and the research. Urban heat island
natural environment and secondary effects) and urban | effects are felt within new mitigation should be
Affected groups: heat island. developments. Some of the encouraged in new
potential for various potential and cumulative developments. Including (but
groups to be affected Levels of flood risk (accounting for | effects may not be predicted not limited to): energy efficient
climate change) will be dealt with | and will therefore cause more design, building orientation,
at each site through risk of an impact. shading, albedo, fenestration,
assessments and design of insulation, green roofs/walls,
Ensure that . . . L
- appropriate best practice passive ventilation, and
Ensure communities, o . o .
. . mitigation. mechanical ventilation. Policy
communities | existing and )
new should be put in place to
! Urban heat island effects will be retrofit existing heat islands,
development | development . . - b d i<k of heat island
s and s and an issue in existing urban areas, to reduce risk of heat islan
infrastructur | infrastructure and where large/strategic impacts.
12 e are svstems are ? ?20- | ?/- D/I P Local development has an urbanising
” ySt effect. Unmitigated, there could Policy should reinforce best
resilient to resilient to A : .
. be a negative impact in the long practice methods for
the effects of | the predicted .
term. However, new development accounting for future flood
expected effects of i . . .
; . also presents opportunities to risk from climate change. Risk
climate climate S . .
address existing climate change of extreme flood events which
change change . ) .
risk. overwhelm areas will persist.
across GM? C .
This will require emergency
planning and provisions to be
put in place. The GMSF
should support a strategic
approach to planning for
extreme weather events,
which includes emergency
services, the Environment
Agency, district authorities
and other parties.
Reduce the | Restrict the Receptors: flood risk This option will not necessarily Increased risk of flooding P0_I|c_y shoqld reinforce
) areas result in new measures to existing guidance and best
13 | risk of development ? ?0- ?/- D P Local } o . : . :
. : Affected groups: manage existing/future flood risk practice. Policy should link to
flooding to of property in
other agendas, such as those
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Assessment o LRy i Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
) Spatial overall objective
Ref - As_se_ssmen_t ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ ' - -
Objective clr::}eglg.l\./ié\:\'l:ll (0-4 | (59 | (10+ ar?b;ilc:;act Ter(r_1r|c))c(>)rrary Locql, GM, Céfe;cted groups (see Not_e_: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
el el el di | p Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) | s) | s) | indirect(l) e”‘(‘lj‘)”e”t have been identified
people and areas of residents in or near to (other than those associated with relating to green
property flood risk? flood risk areas new developments). infrastructure (and the
consideration of
All development will follow EA multifunctional "green space"
guidance/best practice and in and ecosystem services),
consultation with the EA and in ecology, recreation and
line with national policy which health.
Ensure restricts development in areas of As above
adequate unacceptable flood risk and
measures prevents increasing risk
are in place D P Local elsewhere.
to manage
existing flood Considering the scarcity of land in
risk? the urban area there may be more
Ensure that pressure to build on sites which Policies should include
development are at risk of flooding. appropriate drainage
does not standards.
increase + D P Local There is the possibility that where
flood risk due a brownfield site is redeveloped
to increased and drainage standards are
run-off rates? applied that this could lead to a
Ensure reduction in surface water run off As above. In addition the GM
development compared to the present situation. SFRA includes climate
is Howeve.r this relies on dIStI‘.ICtS or change which will help to
appropriately GM having appropriate drainage consider the likely increase in
future proof standards. flood risk.
;icommodat + D =) Local The GM SFRA has mapped flood
e future extents taking into account
levels of climate change whijich will help to
flood risk ensure development is
including appropriately future proofed.
from climate
change?
Receptors: water There is a strong regulatory The quality and availability of Policy should reinforce
courses, ground water, framework that development must | water resources may be existing guidance and best
Encourage - . . L9
. water supplies comply with. Measures impacted by other practice in new development,
compliance . : ; . . .
with the _ Affected groups: Various | associated with water quality are development gnd also seek to bring about
I P Wider therefore assumed to be improvements in the
Water L .
Eramework embedded within any new _ conurbatlt_)ns_ surface water
Directive? development. 'As suph, a basic network, linking to other
Protect and level of compliance is assumed agendas (e.g. those set out
improve the across all new development against objective 13)
14 | Qualityand | Promote associated with this option. - As above.
availability of | management Overall, no additional effect is
water practices that anticipated, with the exception of
resources will protect D P Local water consumption, which will
water increase with a net increase in
features from overall housing and employment
ollution? land.
Avoid Policy should encourage
consuming D = Wider degign in new developments
greater which encourages
volumes of sustainable water use. This
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
e € Eili2eE Spatial overall objective
Ref - As.se_ssmen_I ST MT LT effec_:ts are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ ' - -
Objective ﬁr;Leélg.Mgv';I (0-4 | (59 | (10+ ar?bgigfct Ter(rjrr)J%rrary Local, GM, ﬁxéfe;cted groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
year | year | year | =\ Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) | indirect (I) Perr?lf)nent have been identified
water should include housing and
resources employment.
than are Continue to liaise with United
available to Utilities as GMSF progresses.
maintain a
healthy
environment
?
Receptors: Climate This option sees development Increased greenhouse gas Policy should encourage
Encourage Affected groups: All conti_nue across GM. This will emissions and reliance on de§ign in new developments
reduction in require resources and energy for non-renewable energy sources Whlch_ encourages _
energy use development and assuming new sustainable energy use. T_hls
and + + + D = GM / wider Qevelopment represents an shoul_d cover building fabric
increased increase in totfal Qevelopment (e.g. msul_atlon) and
energy (a_nd py assoua_tlon, pop_ulauon), technologies.
efficiency? this will see an increase in energy _ _ _
' use and carbon emissions. Include in design guide
Development of low carbon and recommendation.
Encourage renewable energy facilities may Policy should encourage the
Increase the occur depending on local policy development of low carbon
energy development and/or as part of individual faC|I|t|es.to de_cpuple_:
efficiency of low carbon developments. economic activity with carbon
' and emissions. This should focus
encourage - o newable Under this option the population on energy generation,

15 low-carbon energy D P GM / wider and economic activity in GM will transport and buildings.
generation | ¢ ijities, increase from the baseline which Policy should also ensure
g?geaehdouucsee including as will have an impact on demand for integration of low
gas part of _ energy. _carbon/ren_ewable technology
eMISSIONS conventional _ _ in conventional

development This option encourages use of developments.

s? public transport and reduces the

Promote a need to travel by locating homes Policy should include a

proactive and businesses close to each carbon neutral target.

reduction in other, which in turn reduces the

direct and need to travel and use energy.

indirect + + + D P GM / wider

greenhouse

gas

emissions

emitted

across GM?

Receptors: protected Development will be dispersed Landscape quality is reduced Policy should specify

Conserve landscapes and/or built | around the GM conurbation with and character is lost from protection and enhancement
and/or Improve heritage assets. various local effects on various assets until it is of natural and man-made
enhance landscape Protected or locally landscape, townscape and diminished. “assets” (inclu_ding_views,
landscape, quality and significant views h_erit_a_ge. The type and _ Ian_ds_,capes, historic
townscape, the character Affec_t_ed groups: Non significance of the effects will buildings/structure).

16 | heritage of open ? ? ? D P Local / GM identified depend on the location and nature
assets and spaces and of the development. Certain Policy should also seek to
their setting tr?e ublic development will be subject to improve areas where public
and the P IS specialist assessment (e.g. realm (etc.) requires
character of realm development of a certain type or improvement, recognising the
GM scale or in a sensitive multiple-benefits associated

environment which will require with such improvements
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Assessment i o szf?égsm Explanation / summary against
JOTItY ; Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Affected groups (see . e Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or Local, GM, key) Note: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
Environmental Impact (recreation/health, social
Assessment) and Heritage Impact interaction, crime reduction,
Assessments will be necessary ecology, heritage etc.).
Conserve whgre developmeqt could have Heritage Impact Assessment
and enhance an impact on a heritage asset. required to identify any
the historic impacts from sites, to
environment, ? ? ?/- D) P Local / GM As such, impact on the most conserve and enhance
heritage protected site/views/settings heritage assets and their
assets and should be protected and setting.
their setting? enhanced. However, there
Respect, remains a degree of uncertainty, Local policies should set out
maintain and as cumulative impact of design expectations and
strengthen developments may result in codes.
local 5 5 5 impacts on these types of
character - 21 - D P Local / GM receptors. The increased density
and of development in the urban area
distinctivenes may also have a greater impact
s? on the historic environment.
Support the Receptors: greenfield The option will include sites which | Loss of greenfield land. -
. ; Explore opportunities for how
development and brownfield land promote redevelopment of derelict
" ) S development of new
of previously Affected groups: Non land/property although is it is not / .
. o o ) greenfield sites could
developed identified an explicit feature of the option. .
D P Local / GM . : contribute to / enable the
land and The option will promote .
. development of derelict land /
other redevelopment of PDL and higher : )
i " R sites elsewhere in the
sustainable densities, but there will inevitably .
i conurbation
locations? be some development of
Protect the greenfield sites. Draft policy which ensures
Ensure that | bestand _ _ development of BAMV
land most Option 2 is purely focused on the agricultural land is not
resources versatile urban area and therefore no promoted
are allocated | (BAMV) development is proposed in the
and u_sgd in agrlcultu_ral + + + D p Local / GM Green Belt under this option.
an efficient land / soil
and resources
sustainable | from
17 | manner to inappropriate
meet the development
housingand | ?
employment | Encourage Explore opportunities for how
needs of the development of new
GM, whilst redevelopme greenfield sites could
reducing nt of derelict contribute to / enable the
land land, development of derelict land /
contaminatio | properties, sites elsewhere in the
n buildings and D P Local / GM conurbation (e.g. through
infrastructure contributions / hypothecated
, returning tax regime etc.)
them to
appropriate
uses?
Support As above.
reductions in Tr + + D P Local / GM
land

contaminatio
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE car car car (D) or (T) or ocal, , key) ote: Draw out any specific
y y y L Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
) ave been identifie
n through the
remediation
and reuse of
previously
developed
land?
Receptors: waste This option sees development Waste generation with other Set design principles based
disposal facilities, finite continue. This will increase the (non-OA) schemes. Intra- on realistic expectations for
resources. use of resources including non- development effects with other | new development. Require
Support the . : ! .
sustainable Affected groups: All renewables. Development will Allocations, urban densification | new developments of a
. those in new also continue to produce waste projects. certain size to meet design
Promote use of -7 D P GM / wider X . X e )
) . development during construction and operation. principles in terms of
sustainable physical Municipal waste will increase if resources use (includin
tion | resources? cp N ) 9
c?nsump housing provision increases recycled materials). This
0 (rjesourcets (assuming this represents an should relate to construction
18 {ahn suppor increase in population). and operation
the | Promote Construction and demolition As above.
implementati . q
fth movement -/? D p GM / wid waste from increased building
on Ot € up the waste wider activity will also result and will
\é\/_as € h hierarchy? likely be the most significant
\erarchy Promote factor that affects waste disposal. As above.
reduced )
waste ' D P GM / wider
generation
rates?
Spatial Option 3 — Transit City
Assessment Maiority of szf?égsm Explanation / summary against
Jority : Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: : . | Receptors and/or
Ref L o - o consideration: . . o .
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary | Affected groups (see . ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF oar car oar (D) or (T) or Loca} , GM, key) Not'e.. Draw out any specific
y y y o\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
P) ave been identifie
Provide a Ensure an Receptors: housing This Option would not meet the Could have cumulative socio- None identified as this Option
sustainable appropriate market, local / GM LHN across GM in terms of the economic and environmental would not meet LHN.
supply of quantity of population where sites number of dwellings required. effects with other local
housing land | housing land come forward. Although this option has the development schemes.
1 | including for | to meet the - - D P Local / GM potential to deliver a range of
an objectively Affected groups: housing types since it includes a
appropriate assessed Housing with an range of type of sustainably
mix of sizes, | need for undersupply of green accessible locations, it still would
types, market and infrastructure is more not meet LHN which would be felt
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?”t%/ o Explanation / summary against
ajorty o € ec. s Spatial overall objective
Ref - Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: consideration: | R€ceptors and/or _ _ - -
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out anv specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or S ’ key) T y specllic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) reEst ) | e have been identified
(P)
tenures in affordable likely to affect those towards middle and end of the
locations to housing? already living in plan period.
meet deprivation and with
housing Ensure an disabilities There is uncerte}inty aboyt ' Require a policy on the mix of
need, and to appropriate affordaple housmg. as'thls will be types, tenures and sizes of
support. mix of types, dfaalfc with through |nd|y|dual housing.
economic tenures and dlsmct Local Plans, W|th a'local
growth sizes of policy based on each districts
properties in ?l- ?1- D P Local / GM need.
relation to
the . . .
respective It is likely that new housing will be
levels of local quat_ed close to an_d/or have_ _
demand? existing transport I|nks_ _to existing
Ensure employment opportunities, town None identified
housing land centres and green spaces in and
is well- arour_1d thg urban area. However,
as this options does not include
connected . .
with employment sites adja_cent to the
employment motorway network, which some
land. centres +/- + /- + /- D P Local / GM em_plc_)yment sectors such as
and 'green logistics an(_j advanced _
space or co- manufacturing prefer, residents
located may need to travel further fo_r_
where some employment opportunities.
appropriate? . . .
The spatial location of housing is
_Support unlikely to have significant GMSF should ensure
|mprovement impacts on energy efficient and coverage of thls_obje(_:tlve in
s in the resilience of housing stock. pOI'CY' Such policy might
energy require Energy Assessments
efficiency o/+ o/+ D P Local / GM for new developments of a
and certain size.
resilience of
the housing
stock?
Meet current Receptors: GM Some of the significant Could have cumulative socio- Brownfield land remediation
and future population and GM employment opportunities for the | economic and environmental grant scheme would be
demand for D p Local / GM economy logistics and advanced effects with other local required to ensure a
employment manufacturing employment development schemes. sustainable supply of
. land across Affected groups: sectors lie along the motorway employment land.
Provu_je EI GM? widespread effects network and beyond town centre
23?;;?; € Support or existing transport hubs. The GMSF should link to
employment education Therefore this option would not other CA plans and -
land to and training meet the full demand for programmes a_bout improving
ensure to provide a | = GM employment land across GM. skills and training for GM
sustainable suitable ) ) residents.
) labour force The spatial location of
economic for future development in this option is
_grth)Wth "’:.”d rowth? unlikely to have an impact of the
Jobereation o oVide provision of education and The GMSF should encourage
sufficient training of workforce. a strategic approach to
employment D P Local / GM transport connectivity and
land in This Option would deliver ensure that employment

locations that

employment opportunities in the

locations take account of
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h - ifi
P) ave been identified
are well- urban area, close to town centres current and future
connected and sustainable transport hubs infrastructure.
and well- and so would be well served by
served by existing transport infrastructure.
infrastructure However, not all of GM’s
? employment needs could be met
by this option.
Receptors: transport Under this Option new housing Could have cumulative socio- The GMSF should encourage
Ensure that ; . : ; X
the transport network, road'r)etwork, and businesses would be _'sltuated economic and environmental a strategic approa_lch to
road users, utility close to transport connections. In | effects with other local transport connectivity.
network can . ; ) |
support and network/customers _the long term, Wlth_out appropriate development schemes. Policies need to require the
investment, there is the potential necessary transport
enable the . : . . . L . .
. Affected groups: all risk that the transport network in Air quality and noise issues infrastructure to be delivered
anticipated + + +/? D P Local / GM . S ; .
and around the urban area might in discussion with TFGM
scale and . .
spatial not ha\_/e sufficient capacity to _
I deal with the level of demand. Ensure long term investment
distribution of .
Ensure that | development ' _ in the transport netvvprk and
there i 5 New housing and businesses promote through policy
effr.e.|s i ) would be situated close to existing sustainable transport options.
igv,lecrls ne Improve utility and digital infrastructure. Ensure long term investment
and cagacit traf\s ot . . o b b Local | GM There is a need to ensure that it in the transport network and
of transp orty connepctivit ? . can accommodate the demands promote through policy
and utili?ies 7 of the scale of new development sustainable transport options.
to support Ensure that planned through the GMSF. Ensure long term investment
utilities / in the utility and digital
growth and digital Kb Ki ith
development | igital network by working wit
infrastructure providers.
can support
and enable
the ? ? ? D P Local / GM
anticipated
scale and
spatial
distribution of
development
?
Reduce the Receptors: GM This Option would direct new Link to other initiatives or None identified as a policy to
proportion of population housing, investment and jobs to investments (e.g. target reducing deprivation in
people living +/- +/- +/- I P Local / GM the urban area, town centres and | apprenticeships, health the north of GM would be
in Affected groups: those close to sustainable transport initiatives, education and/or outside this option.
deprivation? identified as living in hubs which will benefit deprived skills programmes)
Support deprivation communities in these locations. As above.
reductions in However, this option would not
Reduce poverty specifically target reducing
levels of (including widespread deprivation in
deprivation child and fuel northern Manchester, which is an
and disparity | poverty), objective of the plan.
deprivation I P Local / GM
and disparity
across the
domains of
the Indices of
Multiple
Deprivation?
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Assessment o Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE car oar car (D) or (T) or ocal, , key) ote: Draw out any specific
y y y L Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
Receptors: none This spatial option is unlikely to Potential link to other initiatives | Physically link new
identified have a significant impact or the which seek to integrate communities to existing ones
impacts are unknown on this communities. through footpaths, cycle
Affected groups: objective. However, the emphasis routes and/or roads to help
Fostgr good various, depending on on building around sustainable integration.
relations locality transport locations is likely to
between ? ? ? | P Local have a positive impact connecting Require new development to
dlffer;arj)t people with facilities and ensure that new facilities are
people: infrastructure. accessible by existing
communities as well as
new/future communities.
The GMSF should recognise
the importance of social
infrastructure (SI) and other
community facilities and
Ensure encourage detailed studies of
equality of provision and capacity.
opportunity
and equal + + + D p Local / GM Thg GMSF should state in
Promote access to policy that development
equality of facilities / which provides new social
X infrastructure : .
opportunity for all? infrastructure (SI) will be
5 ar_ld _the_ ' supported, and development
e:c|m|nat|on which results in loss of SI will
0
T n rted.
discriminatio ot be supported
n Ensure no No direct discrimination has
discriminatio been identified. However,
n based on accessibility should be
protecteq . considered when new Sl is
characteristic I P Local deli d for disabled and
s’ as defined elivered (eg for disabled an
in the elderly people).
Equality Act
20107
Physically link new
Ensure that communities to existing ones
the needs of through footpaths, cycle
different routes and/or roads to help
areas, integration.
(namely
urban, ? ? ? D P P Require new development to
suburban, ensure that new facilities are
urban fringe . _
accessible by existing
and rural) are .
equally communities as well as
addressed? new/future communities.
Support Support Receptors: built Under this Option health facilities | Improved health and reduced None identified
improved healthier 4 + 4 environment, air quality | would be located in the most health inequalities through
6 . D P Local / GM . . " .
health and lifestyles and sustainable locations. positive planning and the
wellbeing of | support Affected groups: various promotion of green spaces.
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
ffects are: S_pat|al' Receptors and/or everel enjestve
Ref L As;e_ssmen_t ST MT LT e' : consideration: P : . L S
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out anv specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or S ’ key) T y specllic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
the improvement An increase in housing under this
population sin option has the potential to reduce
and reduce determinants the number of people living in
health of health? poor housing conditions which
inequalities Reduce can have a positive impact on None identified
health health.
inequalities
within GM + D P Local / GM By directing development to the
and with the urban area, town centres and
rest of sustainable transport hubs under
England? this option, this may put pressure
on existing greenspaces from the A policy input to improve
Promote level of demand with limited access to green spaces on
access to _ D p Local / GM opportunities to create new green edge of urban area and
green spaces. beyond into the countryside
space? from the urban area.
Ensure Receptors: GM Local authorities will receive The increased number of Ensure existing facilities can
people are population contributions from development of | residents in areas will put cope with the increased
adequately sites which my help to increase pressure on the existing demand or plans are in place
served by Affected groups: all investment in education and other | facilities and social to increase capacity or
key groups will be affected social infrastructure. infrastructure and may reduce | develop new facilities.
healthcare +/? D P Local / GM by this the quality of services unless
facilities, However there is a potential risk, more are provided
regardless of that over time, existing facilities
socio- could be put under pressure from
economic the level of demand in the urban
status? area as there might be limited
Ensure Ensure opportunities to create new As above.
Zﬁ((:jess L sufficient facilities on new land in Green
provision of access to +/7? D P Local / GM Belt.
appropriate edgc_:gtlonal
social facmtl_es for
: all children?
infrastructur
e Promote Ensure playgrounds etc are a
access to policy requirement and
and provision located in accessible
of locations.
appropriate
community *? D P Local / GM
social
infrastructure
including
playgrounds
and sports
facilities?
Improve Receptors: GM Local authorities will receive Potential capacity issues if Ensure existing facilities can
Support education population and the GM contributions from development of | facilities are not developed at cope with the increased
improved levels of economy sites which my help to increase same rate as residential demand or plans are in place
educational | children in Affected groups: various | investment in education and developments. to increase capacity or
. +/? I P Local / GM S
attainment the area, /all training facilities. develop new facilities.
and skill regardless of
levels for all | their However there is a potential risk,

background?

that over time, existing facilities
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?”t%/ o Explanation / summary against
ajorty o € ec. s Spatial overall objective
Ref - Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: consideration: | R€ceptors and/or _ _ - -
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
Ithe GMSE | year | year | year | (D)or (e Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
could be put under pressure from The GMSF should encourage
the level of demand in the urban the linking together of new
area as there might be limited development and training
opportunities to create new (e.g. requiring
facilities on new land in Green apprenticeships for strategic
Improve belt. development, larger scale
educational developments and/or those
and skill /2 | 42 | p Local / GM Whic_h have some public
levels of the funding).
population of
working age? Development linked to major
infrastructure investment
should seek to up-skill the
local workforce to ensure the
right mix of skills is available
into the future.
Reduce the Receptors: GM The spatial pattern of Changes in travel patterns as Ensure that in the long term
need to population, transport development under this option people begin to take sustainable transport
travel and network would seek to maximise advantage of public transport provision can keep pace with
promote + +/? D P Local / GM Affected groups: Various | sustainable transport options for as their main form of transport | the level of demand.
efficient residents of GM.
patterns of
movement? There is a need to ensure that in
the long term _sqstainable Develop policy which
transport provision can keep pace connects (existing and
Promote a with the level of demand. planned) employment and
safe and housing land via genuine
Promote sustainable sustainable transport options
9 sustainable public Whri1(':h| ma_Lke private m_oto_r
transport vehicle trips unattractive in
?;:Sepsocr)tf network that * +? D P Local / GM terms of time-taken and cost.
reduces
reliance on The GMSF should encourage
private motor development of a strategic
vehicles? cycle network which safely
connects all the districts.
Support the As above.
use of
sustalngble + +/? D P Local / GM
and active
modes of
transport?
Improve air Receptors: the This option seeks to reduce the Increased trips by private None identified.
quality within atmosphere need to travel and to maximise motor vehicle will worsen the
Greater Affected groups: those sustainable patterns of transport air quality over time if
Manchester, affected by poor AQ as alternatives to using vehicles. sustainable modes are not
10 Improve air particularly in + D p Local / GM (see living environment | Less use of petrol and diesel utilised.
quality the 10 Air deprivation (outdoor)) vehicles will improve air quality. It
Quality is likely to be a gradual change as
Management people learn to adapt to new ways
Areas of travelling.
(AQMAS)?
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Assessment o Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
Provide Receptors: wildlife, It is assumed all development will | Wildlife, geological and other
opportunities landscapes and green be brought forward in line with sites that have a landscape The GMSF should promote a
to enhance spaces best practice, the requirements of | value or value to different strategic approach to
new and +/? D p Local Affected groups: Various | the planning system and habitats deteriorate if they are | ecological sites and networks
existing ' legislation that covers the not enhanced and managed. and consider a GM-wide plan
wildlife and protection of designated of conservation and
geological sites/habitats and species. Policy should stress the value | enhancement.
sites? of multifunctional green
Avoid There is potential that non- infrastructure, recognising the | The GMSF should resist
damage to or designated sites and wildlife economic and social value development on designated
destruction of corridors may be affected by sites can deliver. Larger, sites and encourage
designated development. strategic sites should enhancement of sites.
wildlife sites, Larger sites on the edge of the contribute to creation of new Supporting studies for new
habitats and +/? +/? +/? D P Local urban area have the potential to multifunctional green development to include
species and create new sites of ecological infrastructure within the sites appraisal of impact on sites
protected interest and the development of themselves, but also attempt where necessary.
and unique multi-functional sites co-located to connect to existing sites
geological next to housing. through green and blue
Conserve features? corridors. New sites should be
and s ¢ and accessible to existing Policy should stress the value
enhance er?f?gr?(r:ean communities as well as of multifunctional green
biodiversity, | C . proposed future residents infrastructure, recognising the
11 | green multifu%ction economic and social value
infrastructur al areen sites can deliver. Larger,
e and inf?astructure strategic sites should
geodiversity and / or contribute to creation of new
assets contribute 7 2 D p Local _multlfunct|onal green _
infrastructure within the sites
towards the
. themselves, but also attempt
creation of . )
to connect to existing sites
new
. : through green and blue
multifunction _ _
corridors. New sites should
al green . e
i be accessible to existing
infrastructure o
) communities as well as
’ proposed future residents.
Ensure As above.
access to
green
infrastructure
providing w2 | w2 | w2 D p Local
opportunities
for
recreation,
amenity and
tranquillity?
Ensure Ensure that Receptors: The main climate change risks to | Potential cumulative effects of | GMSF policies should ensure
communities | communities, communities, various GM are flooding and the urban climate change if unmitigated new development and
, existing and aspects of the built and heat island effect. Under this could be impacts on human infrastructure are designed to
development | new natural environment option there would be some high health and biodiversity as a mitigate the impacts of
12 | sand development +/- +/- +/- D P Local / GM Affected groups: density development that could result of the urban heat island | climate change.
infrastructur | s and potential for various contribute to the urban heat island | effect and damage to drainage
e are infrastructure groups to be affected and put pressure building on infrastructure, human health
resilient to systems are cooling urban green spaces. and wellbeing and housing
the effects of | resilient to There could also be pressure on provision of flooding.
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Assessment o Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects Spati L
) patial overall objective
Ref - As_se_ssmen_t ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ ' - -
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local, GM, Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
Ithe GMSE | year | year | year | (D)or (e Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they
s) | s) | s) | indirect(l) F’e”‘(‘lf)”e”t have been identified
expected the predicted drainage infrastructure in the
climate effects of urban areas, which if not invested
change climate in could potentially contribute to
change increases in the frequency and
across GM? severity of local flood events.
However, if new development is
designed in line with best practice
on flooding, drainage, provision of
green space and design than the
impacts of climate change could
be mitigated.
Receptors: flood risk As long as new development is Increased risk of flooding Policy should reinforce
areas designed to best practice, existing guidance and best
Restrict the Affected groups: planning policy guidance and practice.
development residents in or near to legislation on reducing flooding
of property in D P Local / GM flood risk areas risk, this option is likely to have Policy should link to other
areas of limited impact on reducing the risk agendas, such as those
flood risk? of flooding to people and property. relating to green
There is the possibility that where infrastructure, biodiversity,
a brownfield site is redeveloped recreation and health.
Ensure and drainage standards are As above.
adequate applied that this could lead to a
measures reduction in surface water run off
are in place D P Local / GM compared to the present situation.
to manage However this relies on districts or
existing flood GM having appropriate drainage
Red h risk? standards.
risek g;:e the Ensure that As above. Policies shOL_jld
13 | flooding to development The GM SFRA has mapped flood include appropriate drainage
does not extents taklng into account standards.
people and increase & D P Local / GM climate change which will help to
property flood risk due ensure development is
to increased appropriately future proofed.
run-off rates?
Ensure As above.
development
is
appropriately
future proof
to
accommodat + D P Local / GM
e future
levels of
flood risk
including
from climate
change?
Protect and Encourage Receptors: water There is a strong regulatory Both quality and availability of | Policy should reinforce
improve the | compliance courses, ground water, framework that development must | water resources may be existing guidance and best
14 quality and with the D = Local / GM water supplies comply with. Measures reduced practice in new development,
availability of | Water Affected groups: Various | associated with water quality are and also seek to bring about
water Framework therefore assumed to be improvements in the
resources Directive? embedded within any new conurbations surface water
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Assessment Maiority of Majf(f)”t%’ o Explanation / summary against
ajority o € ec. S Spatial overall objective
Ref - As_se_ssmen_t ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ ' - -
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local, GM, Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
Ithe GMSF | year | year | year 1) o () o Wider &) sensitive receptors where the
indirect (I) | Permanent 208 W y
s) s) s) ®) have been identified
development. As such, a basic network, linking to other
level of compliance is assumed agendas.
Promote across all new de\(elopr_nent As above.
management associated Wlth_ t'hIS option. _
practices that ngrgll, no additional effect' is
will protect D p Local / GM anticipated as a result of this
water Option, with the exception of water
features from consumption, which will increase
ollution? with a net increase in overall
Avoid housing and employment land. Policy should encourage
consuming design in new developments
greater which encourages
volumes of sustainable water use. This
water should include housing and
resources D = Local / GM employme;nt. Include in
than are design guide
available to recommendation. Continue to
maintain a liaise with United Utilities as
healthy GMSF progresses.
environment
?
Encourage Receptors: Climate Under this option the population Increased greenhouse gas The GMSF should exploit low
reduction in Affected groups: All and economic activity in GM will emissions and reliance on carbon infrastructure
energy use increase from the baseline which | non-renewable energy technologies.
and + + + D P Local / GM will have an impact on demand for | resources. Policy should encourage
increased energy. design in new developments
energy which encourages
efficiency? This option encourages use of sustainable energy use.
Encourage public transport and reduces the Policy should encourage the
the need to travel by locating homes development of low carbon
development and businesses close to each facilities to decouple
Increase of low carbon other, which in turn reduces the economic activity with carbon
energy and need to travel and use energy. emissions. This should focus
efficiency, renewable on aspects such as energy
encourage energy D P Local / GM generation, transport and
15 low-carbon facilities, buildings. Policy should also
generation including as ensure integration of low
and reduce part of carbon/renewable technology
greenhouse | conventional in conventional
gas development developments.
emissions s?
Promote a Policy should include a
proactive carbon neutral target.
reduction in
direct and
indirect * + * D P Local / GM
greenhouse
gas
emissions
emitted
across GM?
Conserve Improve Receptors: protected Under this option, there may be Landscape quality is reduced The GMSF should protect key
16 | and/or landscape ? ? ?/- D P Local landscapes and/or built | some pressure to build on or and character is lost from environmental assets through
enhance quality and heritage assets. adjacent to green and public policy, key landscape/
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?r't%/ o Explanation / summary against
a]f?” yo € eC_ S Spatial d/ overall objective
Ref - Agsgssmen_t ST MT LT e. ects are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ . - -
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L y sReclllc
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
landscape, the character Protected or locally realm spaces which may have an | various assets until it is townscape/ heritage assets
townscape, of open significant views impact on landscapes and diminished. should be listed for
heritage spaces and Affected groups: Non townscapes. protection. This may include
assets and the public identified Potential for more pressure on | some views to/from key
their setting | realm? There is potential for pressure on | Green Belt areas. assets. Policy should also
and the heritage, townscape and seek to improve areas where
character of landscape assets from public realm (etc.) requires
GM development, but some improvement, recognising the
developments will be subject to multiple-benefits associated
specialist assessments such as with such improvements
EIA, landscape assessments and (recreation/health, social
heritage impact assessments to interaction, crime reduction,
mitigate impacts. Nevertheless ecology, heritage etc). Policy
there remains a degree of should recognised the
uncertainty as sites may develop importance of "networks" as
incrementally and there may be well as individual
cumulative impacts. sites/spaces, linking
blue/green corridors to
maximise various benefits
(e.g. ecology benefits,
recreation, sustainable
transport potential and social
cohesion). Include in design
guide recommendation.
Conserve As above. Heritage Impact
and enhance Assessment required to
the historic N N o/ identify any impacts from
environment, ' ' ' D P Local sites, to conserve and
heritage enhance heritage assets and
assets and their setting.
their setting?
Respect, As above. Local policies
maintain and should set out design
strengthen expectations and codes.
local ? ? ?1- D p Local
character
and
distinctivenes
S?
Ensure that | Support the Receptors: greenfield This option strongly supports the Loss of greenfield land.
land development and brownfield land development of previously
resources of previously Affected groups: Non developed land, higher densities,
are alloca’Fed developed + + + D = Local / GM identified and other sustainable locations.
and used in | land and
an efficient other Some Green Belt land would be The GMSF should include a
and sustainable required to be developed with this policy about avoiding the
17 | sustainable | locations? option, so without further development of the best and
manner to Protect the investigation, there is a risk that most versatile agricultural and
meet the best and the best and most versatile where it is possible.
housing and | most agricultural land could be
employment | versatile -1? -1? -1? D P Local / GM developed.
needs of agricultural
GM, whilst land / soil This option encourages the
reducing resources redevelopment of derelict land,
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
ffects are: S_pat|al' Receptors and/or everel enjestve
Ref L A§se§smen_t ST MT LT e. : consideration: P : . L .
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L y specllic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
land from properties, buildings and
contaminatio | inappropriate infrastructure.
n development
? This option supports reductions in
Encourage land contamination through the
the remediation and reuse of
redevelopme previously developed land.
nt of derelict
land,
properties, ||| D P Local / GM
buildings and
infrastructure
, returning
them to
appropriate
uses?
Support
reductions in
land
contaminatio
n through the + + + D P Local / GM
remediation
and reuse of
previously
developed
land?
Receptors: waste This sees development continue Waste generation with other
disposal facilities, finite at quicker rates than at present. schemes; intra-development Set design principles based
resources. This will increase the use of effects as a number of on realistic expectations for
Support the Affected groups: All resources including non- locations are taken forward new development. Require
sustainable those in new renewables. Development will new developments of a
use of -[? -[? D P Local / GM development also continue to produce waste certain size to meet design
Promote physical during construction and operation. principles in terms of
sustainable | resources? Municipal waste will increase if resources use (including
consumption housing provision increases recycled materials). This
of resources (assuming this represents an should relate to construction
18 and support increase in population). and operation
the Promote Construction and demolition. None identified
implementati | movement
on of the up the waste 1? 1? D P Local / GM Municipal waste will increase if
waste hierarchy? housing provision increases
hierarchy (assuming this represents an None identified
Promote increase in population).
reduced Construction and demolition
waste -1? -/? D P Local / GM waste from increased building
generation activity will also result and will
rates? likely be the most significant

factor that affects waste disposal.
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Assessment Maiority of z?ézgy el Explanation / summary against
Jority ; Spatial overall objective
Ref - Assessment | ST MT LT effectg are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ _ - -
Objective criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ |are:direct | Temporary Local GM " | Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF ear ear ear (D) or (T) or o_ca ’ ! key) Ote'. . raw out Ay sl EEhie
y y y e () | Penmana Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) ®) have been identified
Ensure an Receptors: housing This option would meet the LHN Potential effects with other The LHN will be achieved
appropriate market, local / GM for Greater Manchester, although | local development schemes with this option.
. quantity of population where sites it would provide only a minimal and more pressure on Green
Provide a : . o
sustainable housing land come forward buffer above the LHN. The spatial | Belt sites in the south that
supolv Of to meet the distribution of development could be development in an
hoﬂgix land objectively + + + D P Local / GM Affected groups: includes all identified SHLAA sites | unplanned way.
incl dir? for assessed Housing where those in GM, but focuses development
rfu gfo need for already living in in the Green Belt on sites in the
a iat market and deprivation and with north of GM only.
approfpr!a € | affordable disabilities
1 {mx ot Sizes, housing? The option will boost the supply of
tgrr)](af(’es n Ensure an housing in the north and should A strategic evidenced-based
locations to appropriate pI’OVide an increased amount of approach to stimulate
meet mix of types, affordable housing. There is likely investment in under-supplied
housin tenures and to also be scope for a range of housing types and tenures.
need zgnd o sizes of housing types on sites in the
suppé)rt properties in + + + D P Local/GM south of GM. The uncertainty around
economic relation to affordable housing will need
rowth the This option would address to be addresses in district
9 respective inequalities in north GM and is Local Plans.
levels of local likely to exacerbate existing
demand? disparities.
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of | effects . S
. Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: : . | Receptors and/or
Ref . D . L consideration: . . . .
Objective criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local. GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) ote: Draw out any specific
VRl e el e Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h . i
®) ave been identified
Ensure Where development of sites
housing land There is uncertainty about does not include both housing
is well- affordable housing as this will be and employment areas, a
connected dealt with through individual strategic approach will be
with district Local Plans, with a local required to link up sites to
employment + + + D p Local / GM policy based on each districts employment, centres and
land, centres need. green space
and green
space or co- The spatial option is unlikely to
located have significant impacts on
where energy efficient and resilience of
appropriate? housing stock
Support GMSF should ensure
improvement coverage of this objective in
s in the policy. Such policy might
energy require the drawing up of
efficiency o/+ o/+ D P Wider energy assessments for new
and developments of a certain
resilience of size.
the housing
stock?
Receptors: GM This option is likely to meet the An imbalance of employment In order to meet demand in
Meet current : . . . . .
and future population and GM peeds in the_north. Ho_wever need | sites with more in the n_orth the south presentl_y unviable
demand for economy in the south is constrained by a could lead too unsustainable sites could potentially be
- - - D P Local / GM limited supply of land in the south. | travel patterns in the long term | brought forward of a
employment . . o
Affected groups: Brownfield land remediation
land across . . .
widespread effects The spatial location of grant scheme could be
GM? AR o
development in this option is brought forward
unlikely to have an impact of the GMSF policy should seek to
provision of education and maximise education and skills
training of workforce. potential.
Support
Z;g;’;?r?aﬁle ggg(ﬁ'ﬁ?ﬂ This Option would deliver Strategic mapping of existing
supplY of o provide g employment opportunities in the and future employment
errf)plg ment suiFt)abIe I P GM urban area, close to town centres requirements (in consultation
| gty labour f and sustainable transport hubs with GMs employers) could
5 | land to fa ?utr orce and so would be well served by be undertaken, and there
enstur_e bl or \Atljﬂl:;e existing transport infrastructure. It could be investment in
sustainable growth: would also release Green Belt specialists training
e?g\;}?hm;i q land located close to the strategic programmes/facilities linked
%b creation road network, However to schools and universities
J Provide infrastructure improvements are GMSF should undertake a
sufficient likely to be required to meet the strategic infrastructure
employment needs of new development in assessment to understand
land in these areas. capacity for employment
locations that development.
are well- 20+ | ?2/+ | ?/+ D P Local / GM
connected GMSF policies should require
and well- delivery of the necessary
served by transport infrastructure.
infrastructure
?
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

Ensure that
there is
sufficient
coverage
and capacity
of transport
and utilities
to support
growth and
development

Ensure that
the transport
network can
support and
enable the
anticipated
scale and
spatial
distribution of

development
?

Improve
transport
connectivity?
Ensure that
utilities /
digital
infrastructure
can support
and enable
the
anticipated
scale and
spatial
distribution of

development
?

Reduce
levels of
deprivation
and disparity

Reduce the
proportion of
people living
in
deprivation?

Assessment Maiority of N;?JO;'W o Explanation / summary against
aority ot | € e_-c S Spatial overall objective
ST MT LT effect; are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ _ - -
(0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ |are:direct | Temporary Local, GM, ﬁ\ffected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
year |year |year |(D)or e Wider ey) sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (1) E’Ff:)rmanent have been identified
Receptors: transport The development which is Potential cumulative effects The GMSF should encourage
network, road network, concentrated in the existing urban | with other development not a strategic approach to
road users, utility area will link well to the existing currently considered by the transport connectivity.
network/customers transport network and should lead | GMSF. Policies need to require the
to a greater use of public necessary transport
Affected groups: all transport. infrastructure to be delivered
Developing more allocations in Air quality And noise issues. in discussion with TFGM
the north will need to provide for
adequate transport capacity in Ensure long term investment
+/? +/? D P Local / GM these areas in the transport network and
promote through policy
New housing and businesses sustainable transport options
would be situated close to existing
utility and digital infrastructure. Policies need to require the
There is a need to ensure that it necessary transport
can accommodate the demands infrastructure to be delivered
of the scale of new development in discussion with TFGM.
planned through the GMSF.
D P Local / GM Although under this option new As above
+ +/? +/? clusters of development would
only be created in the north of
D P Local / GM GM, outside of the existing urban Ensure partners are
area consulted on development
proposals
I P Local / GM Receptors: none Under this option there will be Link to other initiatives or Direct impact will be through:
identified development which will bring investments (e.g. job creation and overall
about job creation in construction, | apprenticeships) housing stock improvement.
Affected groups: those and within the employment land However, development near
identified as living in developments. Concentrating to deprived areas is not a
deprivation development in the urban areas guarantee that there will be a
will also include a number of positive impact. As such,
areas of high deprivation. This policy makers should
could potentially affect certain consider how to ensure
21+ | ?/+ deprivation domains in certain economic benefits flow to into

areas, by removing people from
unemployment benefits
(employment deprivation domain).

It is assumed that there will some
increase in supply of affordable
housing which will result in
improvements against barriers to
Housing and Services deprivation

the local area. This will only
be achieved by developers
and the districts/tGMCA
working together to
investigate how local
businesses and residents can
apply for employment during
the construction of
developments and, in the
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of | effects . S
. Spatial overall objective
Ref - Assessment | ST MT LT effe.ct's are: consideration: | R€ceptors and/or ' _ - -
Objective criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or L ’ key) " SPeCic
year | year | year | .-/ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) TEHESE (1)) | e have been identified
P
domain. There will be an increase case of employment land, in
against the Living Environment the subsequent end use.
(indoors subset) deprivation
domain as the new housing will The GMSF should develop
result in an improvement to the policy to ensure a certain
quality of the housing stock. proportion of job creation is
targeted in deprived areas.
This could affect income and
employment domains directly.
GMSF could set policy which
seeks improvements in
housing standards across
GM, particularly relating to
insulation and efficient
heating systems, to help
reduce fuel poverty (link to
energy efficiency criteria).
Support Physically link new
reductions in communities to existing ones
poverty through footpaths, cycle
(including routes and/or roads to help
child and fuel integration.
poverty),
deprivation + + I P n/a Require new development to
and disparity ensure that new facilities are
across the accessible by existing
domains of communities as well as
the Indices of new/future communities.
Multiple
Deprivation?
Receptors: none Discrimination based on protected | Potential link to other initiatives | The GMSF should recognise
identified characteristics is not thought to be | which seek to integrate the importance of social
affected at this strategic level and | communities infrastructure (SlI) and other
Affected groups: for this approach. However, community facilities and
various, depending on protected characteristics should encourage detailed studies of
Foster good . : . . _ ;
relations locality ge c?nsmeretd in policy provision and capacity.
evelopment.
Promote bgtween ? ? ? ! P Local The GMSF should state in
. different . . ;
equality of people? The approach still contains _ poI]cy that Qevelopment_
opportunity ' uncertainty around addressing the which provides new social
5 and the needs of different areas, but it is infrastructure (SI) will be
elimination believed that there is more supported, and development
of potential for this approach to which results in loss of Sl will
discriminatio address the needs of areas not be supported.

n Ensure outside the towns and cities of No direct discrimination has
equality of GM. Specifically, there may be been identified. However,
opportunity more opportunity to address lack accessibility should be
and equal of public transport, Social considered when new Sl is
access to CO B G ' P Local infrastructure and infrastructure delivered (eg for disabled and
facilities / investment in the northern areas. elderly people).
infrastructure However it will not address
for all? equalities in the south.
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of | effects . S
; Spatial overall objective
Ref - As:se§smen_t ST MT LT effect_s are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ _ - -
Objective r:;::rgMé\évll (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ ?S;.o?lrect '(I'_It_a)rry?orary Local, GM, Céfe;cted groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
year |year | year |’ di N | p Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) |s) |s) |indirect(l) (;)rma”e”t have been identified
Physically link new
Ensure no communities to existing ones
discriminatio through footpaths, cycle
n based on routes and/or roads to help
‘protected integration.
characteristic I P Local
s’, as defined Require new development to
in the ensure that new facilities are
Equality Act accessible by existing
2010? communities as well as
new/future communities.
The GMSF should recognise
Ensure that fche importance of social
infrastructure (SI) and other
the needs of ; -
different community faC|I|_t|es and_
encourage detailed studies of
areas, isi d capacity.
(namely provision an pacity
urban, D P Local The GMSF should state in
suburban, .
) policy that development
urban fringe X . .
which provides new social
and rural) are . .
equally infrastructure (SI) will be
supported, and development
addressed? X . ,
which results in loss of Sl will
not be supported.
Support Receptors: built This has the potential to reduce Develop minimum standards
healthier environment, air quality | the number of people living in to ensure all new housing is
lifestyles and poor quality housing in the north of a high quality to avoid
support + | = GM Affected groups: various | (a determinant of health, and persistent problems which
improvement likely to affect health inequalities can affect health
sin across GM).
determinants Design guidance could be
of health? Large allocations in the north developed to address this.
Support Reduce could deliver green spaces, health None identified
improved health facilities etc.
health and inequalities GM
wellbeing of | within GM + D P Improving greenspaces as part of
the and with the development may make green
population rest of space more accessible.
and reduce England?
health Policy should be designed to
inequalities ensure development
proposals include some
Promote green space for use by new
access to 2ir | 27+ | 27+ D = GM and existing communities. If
green ' ’ ' green space in the area is
space? adequate then new
development should ensure
links to existing sites are
included in design.
Ensure Ensure Receptors: GM Large development schemes The increased number of Ensure site allocations
access to people are ?2/+ D = GM population should deliver new and improved | resident in areas will put contribute to social
and adequately social infrastructure. pressure on the existing infrastructure
provision of | served by Affected groups: all facilities and social
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

appropriate
social
infrastructur
e

key
healthcare
facilities,
regardless of
Socio-
economic
status?

Ensure
sufficient
access to
educational
facilities for
all children?

Promote
access to
and provision
of
appropriate
community
social
infrastructure
including
playgrounds
and sports
facilities?

Support
improved
educational
attainment
and skill
levels for all

Improve
education
levels of
children in
the area,
regardless of
their
background?

Improve
educational
and skill
levels of the
population of
working age?

Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of | effects . S
. Spatial overall objective
MT LT effects are: : . | Receptors and/or
are: direct | Temporar GBI Affected groups (see Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
(5-9 | (10+ ‘ P y Local, GM, group Note: Draw out any specific 9 poficy inp
year |year | (D)or okl Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they
s) s) TEHESE (1)) | e have been identified
P
groups will be affected More likely to have a positive infrastructure and may reduce
by this effect in the north. These areas the quality of services unless
have had limited investment more are provided.
previously where they are in
areas of deprivation
The GMSF should encourage
the linking together of new
development and training
(e.g. requiring
apprenticeships for strategic
development, larger scale
developments and/or those
20+ | ?2/+ D = GM which have some public
funding).
Development linked to major
infrastructure investment
should seek to up-skill the
local workforce to ensure the
right mix of skills is available
into the future.
Ensure playgrounds etc are a
policy requirement and
located in accessible
locations
20+ | ?/+ D P GM
Receptors: GM Large development schemes Ensure existing facilities can
population and the GM should deliver new and improved cope with the increased
economy social infrastructure demand or plans are in place
20+ | ?/+ Affected groups: various to increase capacity or
I P Local/GM . . L
/ all More likely to have a positive develop new facilities.
effect in the north. These areas
have had limited investment
previously where they are in
areas of deprivation The GMSF should encourage
the linking together of new
development and training
(e.g. requiring
20+ 20+ | = Local/GM apprenticeships for strategic
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

Promote
sustainable
modes of
transport

Reduce the
need to
travel and
promote
efficient
patterns of
movement?

Promote a
safe and
sustainable
public
transport
network that
reduces
reliance on
private motor
vehicles?

Support the
use of
sustainable
and active
modes of
transport?

10

Improve air
quality

Improve air
quality within
Greater
Manchester,
particularly in
the 10 Air
Quality
Management
Areas
(AQMASs)?

Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
iEloriiny off | EliEEls Spatial overall objective
ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
s consideration: : . L N
(0-4 (5-9 (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
D) or (T) or L ' key) " SBecliic
year |year | (D) Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) indirect (1) E’F()a)rmanent have been identified
Development linked to major
infrastructure investment
should seek to up-skill the
local workforce to ensure the
right mix of skills is available
into the future.
Receptors: GM The availability of potential large Changes in travel patterns as There would be a need for
population, transport sites in the Green Belt could allow | people begin to take public transport to be
network the co-location of employment advantage of public transport delivered as part of
+/? | +/? D P Local / GM Affected groups: Various | and housing as their main form of transport | development schemes.
Option 4 includes large
allocations in north GM which are
likely to stimulate more trips, Develop policy which
some of which will include private connects (existing and
car trips. Those in / close to urban planned) employment and
sites will also stimulate car trips, housing land via genuine
but in lower proportions, as they sustainable transport options
are more likely to be located to which make private motor
employment land or a transport vehicle trips unattractive in
+ +/? D P Local / GM hub. The allocations are large terms of time-taken and cost.
enough that development would
require investment in new public The GMSF should encourage
transport provision. This presents development of a strategic
the opportunity to promote cycle network which safely
efficient patterns of movement connects all the districts.
through the provision of viable
public transport, cycle and
walking routes in a way which
would not be possible with smaller Encourage development of
developments. AIthough, there is strategic cycle network
no guarantee that public transport
will be used over private vehicle.
The availability of potential large
D P Local / GM sites in the Green Belt could allow
the co-location of employment
and housing
However a positive effect on
travel would need a change in
travel behaviours to reduce use of
private car.
Receptors: the This option could deliver Increased trips by private Reduce private car travel to
atmosphere development located on the motor vehicle will worsen the the sites.
Affected groups: those Strategic Road network to meet air quality over time
affected in poor AQMA | employment needs which will Particular attention would
increase logistics movements but have to be paid to the
D = Local/GM improvements could reduce strategic provision of public
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congestion.

It is assumed that development of
the sites under this option would
generate more private car trips.

transport infrastructure for the
allocations to reduce the
communities' reliance on
private cars and the
associated impacts on Air

Quality




Revised Draft GMSF Spatial Options 2019

Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
iEloriiny off | EliEEls Spatial overall objective
Ref Assessment | ST LT effects are: consideration: Receptors and/or
Objective criteria....wil | (0-4 (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM " | Affected groups (see Note: Draw out anv specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or L ’ key) " y sReclic
A Wider sensitive receptors where they
Titefireete () E’F()a)rmanent have been identified
However the plans objectives
seek to maximise the use of
existing public transport networks,
which should reduce air quality
impacts from private motor
vehicle use, the primary source of
AQ impacts in built-up areas.
Receptors: wildlife, It is assumed all development will | Wildlife, geological and other The GMSF will need to
landscapes and green be brought forward in line with sites that have a protect/enhance key
spaces best practice, the planning system | landscape value or value to environmental assets;
Affected groups: Various | and legislation which different habitats deteriorate if | however exact detail on such
covers protection of designated they are not enhanced and assets is not defined.
sites/habitats and species. There | looked after, whereas if they The GMSF should promote a
is potential that non-designated are they are able to thrive and | strategic approach to
sites (and wildlife corridors) may become central to ecological sites and networks
be affected by development. Such | communities. and consider a GM-wide plan
sites can be important at the local of conservation and
Provide _scgle and_ can be directly or Fragile environments in the enhancement. Oppor'gunities
opportunities |nd|_rectly_ important for_ north of GM. for green space creation
to enhance national/international sites. should be explor_e_d. As
new and _ s_ho_uld op_pqrtumtles for
existing +/? +/? D P Local/GM Development of sqes also linking _eX|st|ng spaces and
wildlife and presents opportunity for ecological networks. Access
geological enhancement, _where _ to any new green space
Sites? develo_pment sites havg I|ttle/_no §hou|d pe open, t_hus
Conserve ' ecological value. The sites will increasing provision
and see extensive development on (assuming no green space is
enhance greenfield sites. This presents a taken) in local areas,
biodiversity, risk to ecology and other natural benefiting existing and future
11 | green environment receptors, and an communities.
infrastructur opportunity for integration of
e and biodiversity with new A net gain policy could
geodiversity development. This should be enhance existing sites. Policy
assets required through policy with full restricting development on
recognition of the importance of designated sites, sensitive
networks and the multifunctional landscapes etc
Avoid potential of certain sites. Policy restricting development
damage to or _ _ _ on designated sites, sensitive
i Previously inaccessible Gl could landscapes etc
gesj[ructlog of be made accessible
Wﬁ?l%ga;ﬁes Could improve Gl as part of ;he GtMiF shoutlddreiist d
. ' arm to designated sites an
hablt_ats and +/? +/7? D P Local/GM developrr?ent. Would Frjequire encourage e%hancement of
SPecies gnd specific policy reference sites. Supporting studies for
ggcgicr:ﬁque new d_evelop_ment to incl_ude
geological appraisal of impact on sites
f 5 where necessary.
eatures?
Support and Policy mitigations
enhance 20+ | 21+ D P Local/GM

existing
multifunction
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Assessment o Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of | effects . S
; Spatial overall objective
Ref L As_se§smen_t| ST MT LT effect; are. consideration: Rﬁceptors clizlio ial lati f e licy i
Objective Ic:;::rg'\./ié\'l:vl (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ ?S;:.o?lrect '(I'_It_a)n;?orary Local, GM, Ce e)cted groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
D i@ | Peiena Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) s) ®) have been identified
al green
infrastructure
and / or
contribute
towards the
creation of
new
multifunction
al green
infrastructure
?
Ensure As above
access to
green
infrastructure
- "
prowdlng _ 2+ D = Local
opportunities
for
recreation,
amenity and
tranquillity?
Receptors: This option includes development | Developments are not The GMSF should set out
communities, various across a whole range of areas protected against climate policy which seeks to make
aspects of the built and | and of different scales and types change impacts and the GM more resilient to climate
natural environment albeit all in the north. The main effects are felt within new change. Urban heat islands
Affected groups: climate change risks to GM have | developments. Some of the should be identified through
potential for various been identified in the scoping potential and cumulative up to date research which
groups to be affected report as flooding (direct and effects may not be predicted looks at existing areas and
secondary effects) and urban heat | and will therefore cause more | Option 4 sites. Urban heat
island. of an impact island mitigation should be
The Heat island effect may be encouraged in new
Ensure that . : .
" less if development is more developments. Including (but
Ensure communities, f . .
. o dispersed. not limited to): energy
communities | existing and ;. X 2
efficient design, building
, new . . ;
The loss of large areas of orientation, shading, albedo,
development | development field land Id b . ¢ ion_insulati
s and s and greenfield land could be an issue. enestration, insulation, green
. ; Unmitigated, there could be a roofs/walls, passive
infrastructur | infrastructure N : o .
12 ?/- D/l P Local negative impact in the long term. ventilation, and mechanical
e are systems are S .
i " However, new development also ventilation. Policy should be
resilient to resilient to o . A
. presents opportunities to address put in place to retrofit existing
the effects of | the predicted . ; : . .
existing climate change risk. heat islands, to reduce risk of
expected effects of : . .
; : heat island impacts. Policy
climate climate . . . .
Levels of flood risk (accounting for should reinforce best practice
change change i h il be dealt with hods f inal f
2cr0ss GM? climate change) will be dealt wit methods for accounting for

at each site through risk
assessments and design of
appropriate best practice
mitigation.

future flood risk from climate
change. Risk of extreme flood
events which overwhelm
areas will persist. This will
require emergency planning
and provisions to be put in
place. The GMSF should
support a strategic approach
to planning for extreme
weather events, which
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of | effects . S
; Spatial overall objective
Ref - As:se§smen_t ST MT LT effect_s are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ _ - -
Objective r::;::rgMé\évll (0-4 | (-9 | 10+ ?S;.o?lrect '(I'_It_a)rry?orary chal, GM, Céfe;cted groups (see Note; praw out any specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
year |year | year |’ di N | p Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) |s) |s) |indirect(l) (;)rma”e”t have been identified
includes emergency services,
the Environment Agency,
district authorities and other
parties.
Receptors: flood risk Development of allocations will Increased risk of flooding Policy should reinforce
areas involve measures to manage existing guidance and best
Affected groups: existing/future flood risk on site. practice. Policy should link to
Restrict the residents in or near to All development to be brought other agendas, such as those
development flood risk areas about following NPPF / EA relating to green
of property in D P Local guidance/best practice and in infrastructure (and the
areas of consultation with the EA. consideration of
flood risk? Assumed that all development multifunctional "green space"
flood risk assessments will and ecosystem services),
consider increased flood risk from ecology, recreation and
the effects of climate change health.
Ensure As above
adequate There is the possibility that where
measures a brownfield site is redeveloped
are in place D P Local and drainage standards are
to manage applied that this could lead to a
existing flood reduction in surface water run off
Reliju;:e the risk? compared to the present situation.
13 ;Ilzoc;)ing o | Ensure that However this relies on districts or As above. Policies should
development GM having appropriate drainage include appropriate drainage
people and does not standards. standards
property . :
increase + D P Local
flood risk due The GM SFRA has mapped flood
to increased extents taking into account
run-off rates? climate change which will help to
Ensure ensure development is As above
development appropriately future proofed.
l:ppropriately Although areas of Green Belt are
future proof proposed for development there is
to opportunity to address existing
accommodat + D =) Local flooding issues in the north and
e future provide a positive solution to
levels of these in the long term
flood risk
including
from climate
change?
Receptors: water Neutral/no effect against this Both quality and availability of | Policy should reinforce
Protect and Encourage courses, ground water, objective and assessment criteria | water resources may be existing guidance and best
. . water supplies identified. impacted by other practice in new development,
improve the | compliance ffected groups: Various development and also seek to bring about
qualityand | with the . Alfected groups: . P : 0 bring
14 LY n/a n/a wider There is a strong regulatory improvements in the
availability of | Water f k that development must conurbations surface water
water Framework ramewort P S
T comply with. Measures network, linking to other
resources Directive?

associated with water quality are
therefore assumed to be

agendas (e.g. those set out
against objective 13)
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Assessment i o z?éz,[gy of Explanation / summary against
Jority . Spatial overall objective
Ref Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: consideration: Receptors and/or
Objective criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM " | Affected groups (see Note: Draw out anv specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF year year year (D) or (T) or g ' ’ key) . y speciiic
indirect (I) | Permanent Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) ®) have been identified
Promote embedded within any new None identified
management development. As such, a basic
practices that level of compliance is assumed
will protect D P wider across all new development
water associated with Option 4. Overall,
features from no additional effect is anticipated
ollution? as a result of Option 4, with the
Avoid exception of water consumption, Policy should encourage
consuming which will increase with a net design in new developments
greater increase in overall housing and which encourages
volumes of employment land. sustainable water use. This
water should include housing and
resources D = wider employmgnt. Include in
than are design guide
available to recommendation,
maintain a Continue to liaise with United
healthy Utilities as GMSF progresses.
environment
?
Receptors: Climate This will require resources and The GMSF should exploit low
Affected groups: All energy for development, and Increased greenhouse gas carbon infrastructure
Encourage assuming new development emissions and reliance on technologies. Specific details
reductior? in represents an increase in total non-renewable energy sources | on this are unknown at this
enerav use development (and by association, stage.
and 9y N D = GM population), this will see an Policy should encourage
increased ’ increase in energy use and design in new developments
carbon emissions. which encourages
energy ) .
efficiency? sustainable energy use. T_hls
' should cover building fabric
(e.g. insulation) and
technologies.
Increase Encourage Policy should reinforce
the existing guidance and include
energy i X . .
efficiency, dﬁ/elopment design guidance in policy
encourage gngw carbon
low-carbon
15 generation renewable
and reduce energy ? D P GM
facilities,
greenhouse | . ;
gas including as
emissions part of .
conventional
development
s?
Promote a Policy should encourage the
proactive development of low carbon
reduction in facilities to decouple
direct and economic activity with carbon
indirect 9 D = GM emissions. Idgally also a
greenhouse carbon reduction target
gas should be included. This
emissions should focus on aspects such
emitted as energy generation,
across GM? transport and buildings.
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of | effects . S
. Spatial overall objective
Ref - Assessment | ST MT LT effe.ct's are: consideration: | R€ceptors and/or ' _ - -
Objective criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out anv specific Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or L ’ key) e y specllic
year | year | year | .-/ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) TEHESE (1)) | e have been identified
P
Policy should also ensure
integration of low
carbon/renewable technology
in conventional
developments. Include in
design guide
recommendation
Policy should include a
carbon neutral target.
Receptors: protected This Option includes sites that Landscape quality is reduced The GMSF should protect key
landscapes and/or built | vary (in terms of and character is lost from environmental assets through
heritage assets. landscape/townscape/heritage). various assets until it is policy, key landscape/
Protected or locally As such, potential effects will be diminished. townscape/ heritage assets
significant views varied in terms of nature and should be listed for
Affected groups: Non significance. Certain development protection. This may include
identified will be subject to specialist some views to/from key
assessment (e.g. development of assets. Policy should also
a certain type or scale or in a seek to improve areas where
sensitive environment which will public realm (etc.) requires
Improve require Environmental Impact improvement, recognising the
landscape Assessment). As such, impact on multiple-benefits associated
quality and the most protected with such improvements
the character 5 > o D p L site/views/settings should be (recreation/health, social
21- ocal ) X . .
of open protected. However, there interaction, crime reduction,
spaces and remains a degree of uncertainty, ecology, heritage etc). Policy
Conserve the public as sites may develop should recognised the
and/or realm? incrementally and there may be importance of "networks" as
enhance cumulative impacts on these well as individual
landscape, types of receptors. sites/spaces, linking
townscape, Also the inclusion of assets such blue/green corridors to
16 | heritage as Mill buildings has the potential maximise various benefits
assets and to be brought back into use as (e.g. ecology benefits,
their setting part of development that could recreation, sustainable
and the have a positive effect. transport potential and social
character of cohesion). Include in design
GM guide recommendation.
Conserve Heritage Impact Assessment
and enhance required to identify any
the historic impacts from sites, to
environment, ? ? ?1- D P Local conserve and enhance
heritage heritage assets and their
assets and setting.
their setting?
Respect, Local policies should set out
maintain and design expectations and
strengthen codes.
local ? 2 | 2 D P Local
character
and
distinctivenes
s?
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Ref - Assessment
Objective criteria....wil
| the GMSF
Support the
development
of previously
developed
land and
other
sustainable
locations?
Protect the
IIinrrmlzure that best and
resources most
are allocated verg,atlle
and used in agrlcultural
an efficient land / sol
and resources
sustainable from .
inappropriate
17 | manner to development
meet the s
housing and Encoura o
employment the 9
needs of
GM, whilst redevelopme
reducing nt of derelict
land land, .
contaminatio pr(_)p(_artles,
n _bundlngs and
infrastructure
, returning
them to
appropriate
uses?
Support
reductions in
land
contaminatio
n through the
remediation
and reuse of
previously
developed
land?
Promote
sustainable | Support the
consumption | sustainable
18 | of resources | use of
and support | physical
the resources?

implementati

Assessment Maiority of I\/;?jozlty o Explanation / summary against
aority ot | € e.c S Spatial overall objective
MT LT effects are: : . | Receptors and/or
are: direct | Temporar COMEE CETE Affected groups (see - Potential cumulative effects | Mitigation / policy input
(5-9 | (10+ iy - porary 1 ocal, GM, K group Note: Draw out any specific 9 poficy inp
year |year |(D)or e Wider ey) sensitive receptors where they
s) s) indirect (1) E’Ffz)rmanent have been identified
Receptors: greenfield This option strongly and directly Loss of greenfield land as itis | Explore opportunities for how
and brownfield land supports the development of developed incrementally development of new
Affected groups: Non previously developed land by greenfield sites could
identified optimising the existing land contribute to / enable the
supply. Additionally, it encourages development of derelict land /
redevelopment of derelict land sites elsewhere in the
5 + D = Local / GM _and indirectly supports reductions conurbat'ion (e.g. through
in land contamination. contributions / hypothecated
tax regime etc.) Policy could
Green Belt land would be required ensure wherever possible
to be developed in the north with there is a brownfield first
this option, so without further approach
investigation, there is a risk that
the best and most versatile
agricultural land could be The GMSF should include a
developed. policy about avoiding the
development of the best and
most versatile agricultural and
where it is possible.
-7 -7 D P GM/wider
Explore opportunities for how
development of new
greenfield sites could
contribute to / enable the
development of derelict land /
/2 /o D P Local / GM sites elsgwhere in the
conurbation.
As above.
+ + D P Local
Receptors: waste Option 4 sees development Greater waste generation as a | Set design principles based
disposal facilities, finite continue at quicker rates than at result of further development on realistic expectations for
resources. present. This will increase the use new development. Require
-[? -1? D P GM/wider Affected groups: All of resources including non- new developments of a

those in new
development

renewables. Development will
also continue to produce waste
during construction and operation.

certain size to meet design
principles in terms of
resources use (including
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Ref

Objective

on of the
waste
hierarchy

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

Promote
movement
up the waste
hierarchy?

Promote
reduced
waste
generation
rates?

Assessment Majority of
Majority of | effects Spatial
ST MT LT effe.ct's are. consideration:
(0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ |are:direct | Temporary Local GM
year |year |(D)or (T) or Wider
s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent
P
-I? -1? D P GM/wider
-1? -1? D P GM/wider

Receptors and/or
Affected groups (see

key)

Explanation / summary against
overall objective

Note: Draw out any specific
sensitive receptors where they
have been identified

Municipal waste will increase if
housing provision increases
(assuming this represents an
increase in population).
Construction and demolition.

Municipal waste will increase if
housing provision increases
(assuming this represents an
increase in population).
Construction and demolition
waste from increased building
activity will also result and will
likely be the most significant

factor that affects waste disposal.

Potential cumulative effects

Mitigation / policy input

recycled materials). This
should relate to construction
and operation

As above

As above

Spatial Option 5 — Sustain southern competitiveness
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
ffects are: S_pat|al' Receptors and/or el CEEEne
Ref L A§se§smen_t ST MT LT e. : consideration: P : . L S
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L SPeCIlic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
Ensure an Receptors: housing This option would meet the LHN Potential effects with other The LHN will be achieved
appropriate market, local / GM for Greater Manchester, although | local development schemes with this option.
quantity of population where sites it would provide only a minimal and more pressure on Green
housing land come forward buffer above the LHN. The spatial | Belt sites in the south that
to meet the distribution of development could be development in an
objectively + + + D P Local / GM Affected groups: includes all identified SHLAA sites | unplanned way.
assessed Housing where those in GM, but focuses development
need for already living in in the Green Belt on sites in the
market and deprivation and with south of GM only.
affordable disabilities
housing? The option will boost the supply of
Ensure an housing in the south and should A strategic evidenced-based
appropriate provide an increased amount of approach to stimulate
Provide a mix of types, affordable housing. There is likely investment in under-supplied
sustainable | tenures and to also be scope for a range of housing types and tenures.
supply of sizes of housing types on sites in the
housing land | properties in +/? +/? +/? n/a P Local/GM south of GM. The uncertainty around
including for | relation to affordable housing will need
an the This option would not address to be addresses in district
appropriate | respective inequalities in north GM and is Local Plans.
mix of sizes, | levels of local likely to exacerbate existing
types, demand? disparities.
tenures in Ensure Where development of sites
locations to | housing land There is uncertainty about does not include both housing
meet is well- affordable housing as this will be and employment areas, a
housing connected dealt with through individual strategic approach will be
need, and to | with diﬁFriCtbLOC%: Plans, mtjh a local required to link up sites to
support employment policy based on each districts employment, centres and
economic land, centres * * * I P Local / GM need. green space
growth and green
space or co- The spatial option is unlikely to
located have significant impacts on
where energy efficient and resilience of
appropriate? housing stock
Support GMSF should ensure
improvement coverage of this objective in
s in the policy. Such policy might
energy require the drawing up of
efficiency o/+ o/+ D P Wider energy assessments for new
and developments of a certain
resilience of size.
the housing
stock?
Provide a Meet current Receptors: GM The option would deliver Could have cumulative effects | In order to help meet demand
X and future population and GM employment development in the with other local development in the north presently
sustainable demand for economy urban area across GM, as well as | schemes unviable sites could
supply of employment D P Local / GM large employment opportunities in potentially be brought forward
employment : : :
land to land across Affected groups: the south of GM partlc_:ularly through a brownfield land
ensure GM? widespread effects aro_und Manchester Al_rport. remediation grant scheme.
sustainable | SuPport This Option would deliver GMSF policy should seek to
economic education employment opportunities in the maximise education and skills
h and and training I P GM urban area, close to town centres potential.
growth an to provide a and sustainable transport hubs
ob creation suitable and so would be well served by
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

labour force
for future
growth?

Provide
sufficient
employment
land in
locations that
are well-
connected
and well-
served by

infrastructure
?

Ensure that
there is
sufficient
coverage
and capacity
of transport
and utilities
to support
growth and
development

Ensure that
the transport
network can
support and
enable the
anticipated
scale and
spatial
distribution of

development
?

Improve
transport
connectivity?
Ensure that
utilities /
digital
infrastructure
can support
and enable
the
anticipated
scale and
spatial
distribution of

development
?

Reduce
levels of
deprivation
and disparity

Reduce the
proportion of
people living

Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects ial Il obiective
ST MT LT effects are: S_pat|a' . | Receptors and/or overail obj
e consideration: . . L .
(0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
(D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L SPeCIlic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
existing transport infrastructure. It Strategic mapping of existing
would also release Green Belt and future employment
land located close to the strategic requirements (in consultation
road network, However with GMs employers) could
infrastructure improvements are be undertaken, and there
likely to be required to meet the could be investment in
needs of new development in specialists training
these areas. programmes/facilities linked
to schools and universities.
Under this option employment GMSF should undertake a
growth in the north would be strategic infrastructure
constrained to the existing urban assessment to understand
area. capacity for employment
development.
20+ | ?2/+ | ?/+ D P Local / GM
GMSF policies should require
delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.
Receptors: transport The development which is Potential cumulative effects The GMSF should encourage
network, road network, concentrated in the existing urban | with other development not a strategic approach to
road users, utility area will link well to the existing currently considered by the transport connectivity.
network/customers transport network and should lead | GMSF. Policies need to require the
to a greater use of public necessary transport
Affected groups: all transport. Air quality and noise issues. infrastructure to be delivered
ole | 274 D = Local / GM _ _ _ in discussion with TFGM.
Developing more allocations in
the south will need to provide for The GMSF should define
adequate transport capacity in "most accessible locations” to
these areas ensure it is clear where these
are in order to secure higher
densities.
Development of allocations would
create clusters of development / As above
20+ | ?/+ | ?/+ D P Local / GM communities which would be
planned so that they could be
supported by the existing Ensure infrastructure partners
transport and utilities capacity or are consulted on
would incorporate improvements development proposals
to capacity. Although under this
option new clusters of
development would only be
D P Local / GM created in the south of GM,
outside of the existing urban area.
Receptors: none Under this option there will be Link to other initiatives or Direct impact will be through:
- - I P Local / GM identified development which will bring investments (e.g. job creation and overall

Affected groups: those

about job creation in construction,
and within the employment land

apprenticeships)

housing stock improvement.
However, development near
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

in
deprivation?

Support
reductions in
poverty
(including
child and fuel
poverty),
deprivation
and disparity
across the
domains of
the Indices of
Multiple
Deprivation?

Promote
equality of
opportunity
and the
elimination
of
discriminatio
n

Foster good
relations
between
different
people?

Assessment Majority of szf?ég%/s()f Explanation / summary against
ST MT LT effects are: S_pat|al' Receptors and/or everel enjestve
e ' consideration: . . L .
(0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
(D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L SPeCIlic
year | year | year | di 0 | p Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) | indirect (I) err?lf)nent have been identified
identified as living in developments. Concentrating to deprived areas is not a
deprivation development in the urban areas guarantee that there will be a
will also include a number of positive impact. As such,
areas of high deprivation. This policy makers should
could potentially affect certain consider how to ensure
deprivation domains in certain economic benefits flow to into
areas, by removing people from the local area. This will only
unemployment benefits be achieved by developers
(employment deprivation domain). and the districts/GMCA
working together to
It is assumed that there will some investigate how local
increase in supply of affordable businesses and residents can
housing which will result in apply for employment during
improvements against barriers to the construction of
Housing and Services deprivation developments and, in the
domain. There will be an increase case of employment land, in
against the Living Environment the subsequent end use.
(indoors subset) deprivation
domain as the new housing will The GMSF should develop
result in an improvement to the policy to ensure a certain
quality of the housing stock. proportion of job creation is
targeted in deprived areas.
However as there is limited This could affect income and
development in the north where employment domains directly.
there is more deprivation this may
have a negative impact in these GMSF could set policy which
areas seeks improvements in
housing standards across
GM, particularly relating to
insulation and efficient
heating systems, to help
reduce fuel poverty (link to
energy efficiency criteria).
As above.
+/- +/- I P Local / GM
Receptors: none Relations between different Potential link to other initiatives | Physically link new
identified people could be affected where which seek to integrate communities to existing ones
sites bring together groups which | communities through footpaths, cycle
Affected groups: have been previously separate. routes and/or roads to help
? ? ? I P Local various, depending on Specifically this might be people integration.
locality moving into new areas and where
communities are well established Require new development to
as the development locations will ensure that new facilities are
accessible by existing
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Assessment Majority of - :
Majority of effects _ Explanation /sun"_lma_ry against
) Spatial overall objective
Ref - As_se_ssmen_tI ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: R;afceptors and/or » - , - oyt
Objective clr::]eglg.l\./igvlzl (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ ar?bgilc::act Ter(qrgc;rrary Local, GM, Ce e;cted groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
SEEL el | el e | Ratiana Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) ®) have been identified
be within and around existing built communities as well as
up areas. new/future communities.
The GMSF should recognise
Discrimination based on protected the importance of social
characteristics is not likely to infrastructure (SI) and other
occur under this option. community facilities and
encourage detailed studies of
provision and capacity.
The GMSF should state in
Ensure i
: policy that development
equality of . : .
oobortunit which provides new social
pp y infrastructure (SI) will be
and equal
I P Local supported, and development
access to X ) .
T which results in loss of Sl will
facilities / ;
. not be supported. Physical
infrastructure . o
links between exiting
for all? "
communities to proposed
(new) social infrastructure
within allocations should be
encouraged to help
integration and equal access.
Include in design guide
recommendation
Ensure no No direct discrimination has
discriminatio been identified. However,
n based on accessibility should be
‘protected considered when new Sl is
characteristic I P Local delivered (eg for disabled and
s’, as defined elderly people).
in the
Equality Act
20107
Ensure that Consider Sl needs at specific
the needs of locations as sites come
different forward.
areas,
(namely
urban, D P GM
suburban,
urban fringe
and rural) are
equally
addressed?
Support Receptors: built This option will result in an Improved health and reduced Develop minimum standards
; Support . . . . . o ; o o
improved . environment, air quality | increased housing stock which, if | health inequalities through to ensure all new housing is
healthier . . " . . . .
health and . delivered to a high standard, has positive planning and the of a high quality to avoid
: lifestyles and o X . . )
wellbeing of supbort Affected groups: various | the potential to reduce the promotion of green spaces persistent problems which
the impfovement I P GM number of people living in poor can affect health (E.g. damp,
population P housing (a determinant of health, draughtiness). Options should
sin : ;
and reduce d . and likely to affect health be explored for funding
eterminants ; 2 . .
health inequalities across GM). However mechanisms which seek to
. . of health? i Wi
inequalities this will be focused on the south channel proceeds from new
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Assessment i o szf?ég%/s()f Explanation / summary against
Jority ; Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Affected groups (see . e Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or Local, GM, key) Note: Draw out any specific
el el el Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent - s
) have been identified
of Greater Manchester and will development, into retrofitting
not deliver the required units in old housing stock.
Reduce the north of GM. As above.
health . .
. . Large allocations in the south of
inequalities ;
within GM D = GM GM could deliver new green
and with the spaces, health facilities etc as
rest of well as delivering improving links
England? to existing green spaces and
: facilities. . .
Policy should be designed to
Improving greenspaces as part of ensure development
de\?elo rﬁegnt ma pmake rzen proposals include some
Promote space ﬁ\ore acceyssible 9 green space for use by new
access to it | 27+ | 27+ D = GM P and existing communities. If
green ' ’ ' green space in the area is
space? adequate then new
development should ensure
links to existing sites are
included in design.
Ensure Receptors: GM It is assumed that new facilities The increased number of Ensure the existing services
people are population will be delivered alongside resident in areas will put can cope with the increased
adequately development, particularly for large | pressure on the existing demand or plans are in place
served by Affected groups: all development schemes. facilities and social to increase capacity or
key groups will be affected infrastructure and may reduce | develop new facilities.
healthcare ?2/+ I P GM by this Social infrastructure is more likely | the quality of services unless
facilities, to be delivered in the south. more are provided.
regardless of Investment in the north is likely to
socio- be more limited and this may
economic negatively affect existing areas of
status? deprivation.
The GMSF should encourage
the linking together of new
development and training
Ensure .
access 1o (e.g. requiring
and apprenticeships for strategic
. Ensure development, larger scale
provision of -
. sufficient developments and/or those
appropriate X .
) access to which have some public
social ! 21+ I P Local .
. educational funding).
infrastructur L
e facilities for
all children? Development linked to major
infrastructure investment
should seek to up-skill the
local workforce to ensure the
right mix of skills is available
into the future.
Promote Ensure playgrounds etc are a
access to policy requirement and
and provision located in accessible
of 2+ D = Local locations.

appropriate
community
social
infrastructure
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
) Spatial overall objective
Ref - As_se_ssmen_t ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ ' - -
Objective clr':Lee"gl\./ié‘?lgl (0-4 | (59 | (10+ ar?b;ilc:;act Ter(rjrg)c;rrary Locql, GM, ﬁ\éfe;cted groups (see Not_e_: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
year | year | year | di y | p Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) | s) | s) | indirect(l) e”‘(‘lj‘)”e”t have been identified
including
playgrounds
and sports
facilities?
Receptors: GM The development of housing and Improved skill levels of the The population of GM is
Improve population and the GM employment land qnder Option 5 | workforce projecte_d 'Fo grow anpl as
education economy . QOes not nece_ssarlly SL_lpport suc_h .eX|st|_ng educafuonal
levels of Affected groups: various | improvement in edu<_:at|on; facnltles will see an increase
children in /all however, the aIIocathns_ are in demand. 'The G_MSF should
the area D P Local / GM generally Iar_gg and will likely develop.p.ollcy which supports
' include provision for new schools. the provision or pre-school,
regardless of . - ;
their Although impacts are likely to be primary and lsecondgry
b more positive in the south. schools particularly in areas
ackground? )
where there is low / under —
Support There will continge to .be _ supply of places.
improved development which will bring The GMSF should encourage
educational about job creation in construction, the linking together of new
attainment and within the emplqyment I_and development and training
and skill developments. All things being (e.g. requiring
levels for all equal, any net Increase in apprenticeships for strategic
Improve employment (construction or development, larger scale
educational operational employment land) will developments and/or those
and skill result in additional training and which have some public
levels of the I P Local / GM up-skilling over the long term. funding).
population of
working age? Development linked to major
infrastructure investment
should seek to up-skill the
local workforce to ensure the
right mix of skills is available
into the future.
Receptors: GM Option 5 includes large Changes in travel patterns as The GMSF should promote
Reduce the population, transport allocations in south GM which are | people begin to take strategic approach to
need to network likely to stimulate more trips, advantage of public transport sustainable transport. This
travel and Affected groups: Various | some of which will include private | as their main form of transport | should focus on planned
promote +/? | +1? D P Local / GM car trips. Those in / close to urban development, expected
efficient sites will also stimulate car trips, demand, the existing network
patterns of but in lower proportions, as they and forthcoming investment
movement? are more likely to be located to in infrastructure (including
employment land or a transport major transport hubs).
Promote hub. The allocations are large Develop policy which
sustainable Promote a enough that development would connects (existing and
modes of safe and require investment in new public planned) employment and
transport sustainable transport provision. This presents housing land via genuine
oublic the_ opportunity to promote sus_,tainable transport options
transport efficient patterns o_f movement whlc_:h mqke private motor
network that + i D P Local / GM throggh the provision of viable vehicle trl_ps unattractive in
reduces public transport, cycle and terms of time-taken and cost.
. walking routes in a way which
reliance on would not be possible with smaller The GMSF should encourage
ngiagzgotor developments. Although, there is development of a strategic
! no guarantee that public transport cycle network which safely
will be used over private vehicle. connects all the districts.
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

Support the
use of
sustainable
and active
modes of
transport?

10

Improve air
quality

Improve air
quality within
Greater
Manchester,
particularly in
the 10 Air
Quiality
Management
Areas
(AQMAS)?

11

Conserve
and
enhance
biodiversity,
green
infrastructur
e and
geodiversity
assets

Provide
opportunities
to enhance
new and
existing
wildlife and
geological
sites?

Avoid
damage to or
destruction of
designated
wildlife sites,
habitats and
species and
protected
and unique
geological
features?
Support and

enhance
existing

Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects ial Il obiective
LT effects are: S_pat|a' . | Receptors and/or overail obj
are: direct | Temporar GO EHHIONY Affected groups (see e Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
(10+ : P y Local, GM, group Note: Draw out any specific 9 policy inp
el &) e (1) Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they
g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
As above.
The availability of potential large
sites in the Green Belt could allow
the co-location of employment
+ D P Local / GM and housing. However a positive
effect on travel would need a
change in travel behaviours to
reduce use of private car.
Receptors: the It is assumed that development of | Increased trips by private Continue to address air
atmosphere the sites under this option would motor vehicle will worsen the quality through strategic
Affected groups: those generate more private car trips. air quality over time if planning and action plans.
affected in poor AQMA | However the plans objectives sustainable modes are not Require site specific action for
oY | p L seek to maximise the use of utilised future development.
2/ - ocal/GM o .
existing public transport networks,
which should reduce air quality
impacts from private motor
vehicle use, the primary source of
AQ impacts in built-up areas
Receptors: wildlife, It is assumed all development will | Wildlife, geological and other The GMSF should promote
landscapes and green be brought forward in line with sites that have a landscape strategic approach to
spaces best practice, the planning system | value or value to different ecological sites and networks
Affected groups: Various | and legislation which covers habitats deteriorate if they are | and consider a GM-wide plan
protection of designated not enhanced and looked after, | of conservation and
sites/habitats and species. whereas if they are they are enhancement. Opportunities
able to thrive and become for green space creation
There is potential that non- central to communities. should be explored. As
designated sites (and wildlife should opportunities for
corridors) may be affected by linking existing spaces and
?1+ D P Local/GM development. Such sites can be ecological networks. Access
important at the local scale and to any new green space
can be directly or indirectly should be open, thus
important for national/international increasing provision
sites. Development of sites also (assuming no green space is
presents opportunity for taken) in local areas,
enhancement, where benefiting existing and future
development sites have little/no communities.
ecological value.
A Net gain policy could
The option will see development enhance existing sites
on greenfield sites. This presents The GMSF should resist
a risk to ecology and other natural development on designated
environment receptors, as well as sites and encourage
an opportunity for integration of enhancement of sites.
biodiversity with new Supporting studies for new
2/ 4+ D =) Local/GM development. This should be development to include
required through policy with full appraisal of impact on sites
recognition of the importance of where necessary.
networks and the multifunctional
potential of certain sites.
Policy should stress the value
2/ + D p Local/GM of multifunctional green
infrastructure, recognising the
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Assessment i o szf(f)(;g%/s()f Explanation / summary against
jority ) Spatial overall objective
Ref - As_se_ssmen_tI ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: Rﬁceptors and/or » - , - oyt
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local, GM, Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
Ithe GMSF | year | year | year &) e (1) Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they
indirect (I) | Permanent - o
s) s) ) have been identified
multifunction economic and social value
al green sites can deliver. Larger,
infrastructure strategic sites should
and/ or contribute to creation of new
contribute multifunctional green
towards the infrastructure within the sites
creation of themselves, but also attempt
new to connect to existing sites
multifunction through green and blue
al green corridors.
infrastructure
? New sites should be
accessible to existing
communities as well as
proposed future residents.
Ensure As above
access to
green
infrastructure
providing. _ ?/+ D = Local
opportunities
for
recreation,
amenity and
tranquillity?
Receptors: This option includes development | Developments are not The GMSF should set out
communities, various across a whole range of areas protected against climate policy which seeks to make
aspects of the built and and of different scales and types change impacts and the GM more resilient to climate
natural environment albeit with a focus on the south. effects are felt within new change. Urban heat islands
Affected groups: The main climate change risks to developments. Some of the should be identified through
potential for various GM have been identified in the potential and cumulative up to date research which
groups to be affected scoping report as flooding (direct effects may not be predicted looks at existing areas and
and secondary effects) and urban | and will therefore cause more Option 4 sites. Urban heat
Ensure that . . . DTS
" heat island. of an impact. island mitigation should be
Ensure communities, .
communities | existing and . . encouraged in new .
Many allocations in the south are developments. Including (but
, new -t N
on the edge of GM and are not limited to): energy efficient
development | development ; . . o : .
therefore less likely to contribute design, building orientation,
s and s and ) .
infrastructur | infrastructure _to or suffer from th_g urban heat _shadm_g, albedo, fenestration,
12 -7 D/l P Local island effect. Unmitigated, there insulation, green roofs/walls,
e are systems are LY ) ; S
i " could be a negative impact in the passive ventilation, and
resilient to resilient to . o .
. long term. However, new mechanical ventilation. Policy
the effects of | the predicted .
development also presents should be put in place to
expected effects of " - AL .
; : opportunities to address existing retrofit existing heat islands,
climate climate ; . A .
climate change risk. to reduce risk of heat island
change change .
impacts.
across GM?

Levels of flood risk (accounting for
climate change) will be dealt with
at each site through risk
assessments and design of
appropriate best practice
mitigation.

Policy should reinforce best
practice methods for
accounting for future flood
risk from climate change. Risk
of extreme flood events which
overwhelm areas will persist.
This will require emergency
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Assessment Maiority of Majf(f)”t%’ of Explanation / summary against
ajorty o € ec. s Spatial overall objective
Ref - As_se_ssmen_t ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ ' - -
Objective ﬁr::]e:g.l\./igvlzll (0-4 | (59 | (10+ ar?bgilc:;act Ter(qrgc;rrary Local, GM, Céfe;cted groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
year | year | year | di y | p Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) | s) | s) | indirect(l) e”‘(‘lj‘)”e”t have been identified
planning and provisions to be
put in place. The GMSF
should support a strategic
approach to planning for
extreme weather events,
which includes emergency
services, the Environment
Agency, district authorities
and other parties.
Receptors: flood risk Development of allocations will Increased risk of flooding Policy should reinforce
areas involve measures to manage existing guidance and best
Affgcted groups: existing/future roo_d risk on site. practice. Policy should link to
residents in or near to All development will follow EA other agendas, such as those
Restrict the flood risk areas guidance/best practice. . '
development relatlng to green
of property in D P Local It is assumed that all flood risk infrastructure (and the
areas of assessments will consider consideration of
flood risk? increased flood risk from the multifunctional "green space”
effects of climate Change. and ecosystem Services),
There is the possibility that where EZZ:E? Y. recreation and
a brownfield site is redeveloped '
and drainage standards are
Ensure applied that this could lead to a As above.
adequate reduction in surface water run off
measures compared to the present situation.
are in place D P Local However this relies on districts or
F_{eliju;:e the g(i?t?nn;?lgod GM gavciing appropriate drainage
risk o ndards.
13 | flooding to risk? standarcs
people and | Ensure that The GM SFRA has mapped flood As above
property development extents taking into account
_does not climate change which will help to Policies_should _include
increase D P Local ensure development is appropriate drainage
Ilc())?ndc:lesall(sg:e appropriately future proofed. standards.
run-off rates? Although areas of Green Belt are
Ensure proposed for development there is
development opportunity to address existing
IS ) flooding issues in the south and
appropriately provide a positive solution to
IUthe proof these in the long term
(o}
accommodat + D P Local
e future
levels of
flood risk
including
from climate
change?
Protect and Encourage Receptors: water There is a strong regulatory The quality and availability of Po_lic.y shOL_JId reinforce
improve the | compliance _ courses, grt_)und water, framewor!< that development must yvater resources may be eX|st|pg gwdance and best
14 quality and with the n/a n/a wider water supplies . comply with. Measures ' impacted by other practice in new dev'elopment,
availability of | Water Affected groups: Various | associated with water quality are development and also seek to bring about

therefore assumed to be

improvements in the
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

water
resources

Framework
Directive?

Promote
management
practices that
will protect
water
features from
ollution?
Avoid
consuming
greater
volumes of
water
resources
than are
available to
maintain a
healthy

environment
?

15

Increase
energy
efficiency,
encourage
low-carbon
generation
and reduce
greenhouse
gas
emissions

Encourage
reduction in
energy use
and
increased
energy
efficiency?

Encourage
the
development
of low carbon
and
renewable
energy
facilities,
including as
part of
conventional
development
s?

Promote a
proactive
reduction in
direct and
indirect
greenhouse
gas
emissions

Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
) Spatial overall objective
ST MT LT effe(_:ts are: consideration: Receptors and/or _ ' - -
(0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local, GM, Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
year | year | year | (D)or (e Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they
s) | s) | s) | indirect(l) Pe”‘(‘lf)”e”t have been identified
embedded within any new conurbations surface water
development. As such, a basic network, linking to other
level of compliance is assumed agendas (e.g. those set out
across all new development against objective 13)
associated with this option. None identified.
Overall, no additional effect is
anticipated, with the exception of
D p wider water consumption, which will
increase with a net increase in
overall housing and employment
land.
Policy should encourage
design in new developments
which encourages
sustainable water use. This
should include housing and
. employment.
D P wider Continue to liaise with United
Utilities as GMSF progresses.
Receptors: Climate This option sees development Increased greenhouse gas Policy should encourage
Affected groups: All continue across GM but emissions and reliance on design in new developments
particularly the south. This will non-renewable energy sources | which encourages
-[? D P GM / wider require resources and energy for sustainable energy use. This
development and assuming new should cover building fabric
development represents an (e.g. insulation) and
increase in total development technologies.
(and by association, population), Policy should encourage the
this will see an increase in energy development of low carbon
use and carbon emissions. facilities to decouple
Development of low carbon and economic activity with carbon
renewable energy facilities may emissions. This should focus
occur depending on local policy on energy generation,
and/or as part of individual transport and buildings.

?2/+ D P GM / wider developments. Policy should also ensure
integration of low
carbon/renewable technology
in conventional
developments.

Policy should include a
carbon neutral target.
As above.

?+ D P GM / wider
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
emitted
across GM?
Receptors: protected This option includes allocations Landscape impact in north The GMSF should protect key
landscapes and/or built | which vary (in terms of could be significant. environmental assets through
heritage assets. landscape/townscape/heritage) Landscape quality is reduced policy, key
Protected or locally and cover areas in the south of and character could be lost landscape/townscape/heritag
significant views GM. Potential effects will be e assets should be listed for
Affected groups: Non varied in terms of nature and protection. This may include
identified significance. Certain development some views to/from key
will be subject to specialist assets.
assessment (e.g. development of
a certain type or scale or in a Policy should also seek to
sensitive environment which will improve areas where public
Improve - . .
require Environmental Impact realm (etc.) requires
landscape . . -

. Assessment). As such, impact on improvement, recognising the
quality and h d ltinle-benefi iated
the character the most protecte multiple-benefits associate

? ?/- ?/- D P Local / GM site/views/settings should be with such improvements
of open . .
protected. However, there (recreation/health, social
spaces and ) . ) ) ! .
; remains a degree of uncertainty, interaction, crime reduction,
Conserve the public _ _
as sites may develop ecology, heritage etc).
and/or realm? .
h incrementally and there may be
:an dance cumulative impacts on these Policy should recognise the
andscape, types of receptors. importance of "networks" as
16 LOV".”SC""pe’ well as individual
erlt?ge d sites/spaces, linking
&sse S Etitr.] blue/green corridors to
edlrtie Ing maximise various benefits
aﬂ ? ¢ (e.g. ecology benefits,
cél\:;}rac ero recreation, sustainable
transport potential and social
cohesion).
Conserve Heritage Impact Assessment
and enhance required to identify any
the historic impacts from sites, to
environment, ? ?/- ?/- D P Local / GM conserve and enhance
heritage heritage assets and their
assets and setting.
their setting?
Respect, Local policies should set out
maintain and design expectations and
strengthen codes
local 2 | 20| 20 D P Local / GM
character
and
distinctivenes
s?
Ensure that | Support the Receptors: greenfield This option strongly and directly Loss of greenfield land -
i Explore opportunities for how
land development and brownfield land supports the development of
" ) . development of new
resources of previously Affected groups: Non previously developed land by ; ;
. o S i greenfield sites could
are allocated | developed identified optimising the existing land .
17 . + + + D P Local / GM ., . contribute to / enable the
and used in | land and supply. Additionally, it encourages .
o . development of derelict land /
an efficient other redevelopment of derelict land : )
) S . sites elsewhere in the
and sustainable and indirectly supports reductions :
, ) . U conurbation (e.g. through
sustainable locations? in land contamination.
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
ffects are: S_pat|al' Receptors and/or el CEEEne
Ref L A§se§smen_t ST MT LT e. : consideration: P : . L .
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L y specllic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
manner to contributions / hypothecated
meet the Green Belt land would be required tax regime etc.)
housing and to be developed in the south with
GM, whilst best and the best and'most versatile policy about avoiding the
redl,Jcing most agricultural land could be development of the best and
land vergatlle developed most vgrgatlle agncultural and
contaminatio agrlcultural ' where it is possible.
n land / soil ?/- ?/- ?/- I P Local / GM
resources
from
inappropriate
development
?
Encourage Explore opportunities for how
the development of new
redevelopme greenfield sites could
nt of derelict contribute to / enable the
land, development of derelict land /
properties, + + + D p Local / GM sites elsewhere in the
buildings and conurbation.
infrastructure
, returning
them to
appropriate
uses?
Support As above.
reductions in
land
contaminatio
n through the * * * D P Local / GM
remediation
and reuse of
previously
developed
land?
Receptors: waste This option sees development Waste generation with other Set design principles based
disposal facilities, finite continue. This will increase the schemes; intradevelopment on realistic expectations for
resources. use of resources including non- effects as a number of new development. Require
Support the i X .
) Affected groups: All renewables. Development will locations are taken forward new developments of a
Prompte sustainable . those in new also continue to produce waste certain size to meet design
sustainable use of -7 D P GM / wider X . i e ;
. . development during construction and operation. principles in terms of
consumption | physical Municipal waste will increase if resources use (including
of resources | resources? housin N led ) .
g provision increases recycled materials). This
18 and support (assuming this represents an should relate to construction
j[he . increase in population). and operation
implementati Promote Construction and demolition As above
on of the movement . waste from increased building
waste up the waste -7 D P GM / wider activity will also result and will
hierarchy hierarchy? likely be the most significant
Promote factor that affects waste disposal. As above
reduced -1? D P GM / wider
waste
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Assessment i o szf?égsm Explanation / summary against
Jority : Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE car car car (D) or (T) or ocal, , key) ote: Draw out any specific
y y y L Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
generation
rates?
Spatial Option 6 — Hybrid Growth
Assessment e o M?f?égé()f Explanation / summary against
Jorrty ; Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: : . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . . _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE car car car (D) or (T) or ocal, , key) ote: Draw out any specific
y y y Y Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b identified
P) ave been identifie
Ensure an Receptors: housing This Option is designed to meet Could have cumulative socio- None as this option would
appropriate market, local / GM the LHN across GM and has the economic and environmental meet LHN.
quantity of population where sites potential to deliver a mix of types, | effects with other local
housing land come forward. tenures and sizes of dwellings development schemes.
to meet the since it includes a range of
objectively + D P Local / GM Affected groups: locations for development.
assessed Housing with an
Provid need for undersupply of green It is likely that new housing will be
ro;n de EI market and infrastructure is more located close to and/or have
Sus E}'naf e affordable likely to affect those existing transport links to existing
f]upp_y OI d housing? already living in employment opportunities, town
. OLIJS(';.]Q efm Ensure an deprivation and with centres and green spaces in Require a policy on the mix of
Inciuding for appropriate disabilities around the urban area. However, types, tenures and sizes of
an iat mix of types, as this option includes housing.
approfpr!a € | tenures and employment sites adjacent to the
:nIX O SIzeS, | o as of motorway network, which some
type& . properties in + D P Local / GM employment sector such as
Ienur_es In relation to logistics and advanced
ocattlons to the manufacturing prefer, residents
hmee ' respective may need to travel further for
Ouzlng d levels of local some employment opportunities.
nee ,Ein O | demand? However the provision of new
Zggﬁg:nic Ensure public transport should address To ensure land is well
housing land this. connected Policies must
growth . .
is well- _ _ o ensure allocations are
connected The spatial location of housing is accessible by public transport
with unlikely to have significant
employment +- +- +- D P Local / GM impacts on energy efficient and
land, centres resilience of housing stock,
and green although the GMSF should seek
space or co- to improve energy efficient in all
located housing.
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?”t%/ o Explanation / summary against
ajorty o € ecl s Spatial overall objective
Ref - Assessment | ST MT LT ef'fec_:ts are: consideration: | R€ceptors and/or _ _ - -
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out anv specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L y sReclllc
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
where
appropriate?
Support GMSF should ensure
improvement coverage of this objective in
s in the policy. Such policy might
energy require Energy Assessments
efficiency o/+ | o/+ D P Local / GM for new developments of a
and certain size.
resilience of
the housing
stock?
Meet current Receptors: GM This option will meet current and Could have cumulative socio- None required as need will be
and future population and GM future demand for employment economic and environmental met.
demand for D P Local / GM economy land by proposing a range of effects with other local
employment locations to meet the needs of development schemes.
land across Affected groups: different business sectors.
GM? widespread effects The spatial location of
Support development in this option is The GMSF should link to
Provide a educati.orj unlik_el_y to have an _impact of the other CA plans and_ '
sustainable and tra_|n|ng provision of education and programmes qbout improving
supply of to provide a n/a n/a n/a training of workforce. skills and training for GM
employment suitable _ _ _ residents.
labour force This Option would deliver
?r?sduﬁg for future employment o_pportunities ina
. growth? range of locations to meet needs.
sustainable =g o0 Employment land in the urban The GMSF should encourage
econohm|c sufficient area, close to town centres and a strategic approach to
growth and employment sustainable transport hubs could transport connectivity and
job creation land in be served well by existing ensure that employment
locations that transport infrastructure. locations take account of
are well- +? | 2+ | 2+ D P Local / GM Employment land further afield current and future
connected adjacent to motorway junctions infrastructure.
and well- would need to ensure that it is
served by accessible to workers, including GMSF policies should require
infrastructure by public transport. delivery of the necessary
? transport infrastructure.
Ensure that Receptors: transport Under this Option new housing Could have cumulative socio- Ensure long term investment
the transport network, road network, and businesses would be situated | economic and environmental in the transport network and
Ensure that network can road users, utility close t(_) transport connections, in | effects with other local prom(_)te through policy _
there is support and network/customers and _adjacent to _the urban areas development schemes. sustainable transport options.
sufficient engb_le the and in further afield Wh_e_re they _ _ o - _
coverage anticipated 4+ 1 + D P Local / GM Affected groups: all boost nqrth_ern competitiveness Air quality and noise issues Policies need to require the
and capacity scalc_a and and capitalise on national and necessary transport
of transport spat!al . global assets. !nfre_lstruct_ure to be delivered
o distribution of in discussion with TFGM.
and utilities development The GMSF would need to ensure
to S\:\J/thort q ? that development allocations
gfo an beyond the urban area are Ensure long term investment
evelopment | Improve su i [
pported by a sustainable in the transport network and
transport + + + D P Local / GM transport network, but it also promote through policy
connectivity? : .
sustainable transport options.
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
ffects are: S_pat|al' Receptors and/or el CEEEne
Ref L A§se§smen_t ST MT LT e. : consideration: P : . L .
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or S ’ key) L y specllic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
Ensure that presents the opportunity to create Ensure long term investment
utilities / new transport infrastructure. in the utility and digital
digital network by working with
infrastructure New housing and businesses providers.
can support would be situated close to existing
and enable utility and digital infrastructure.
the ? ? ? D P Local / GM There is a need to ensure that it
anticipated can accommodate the demands
scale and of the scale of new development
spatial planned through the GMSF.
distribution of
development
?
Reduce the Receptors: GM This Option would tackle Link to other initiatives or None identified as this option
proportion of population deprivation in variety of locations investments (e.g. is designed to reduce
people living + + D P Local / GM in GM by providing new homes apprenticeships, health deprivation.
in Affected groups: those and jobs in the urban area, town initiatives, education and/or
deprivation? identified as living in centres, close to sustainable skills programmes)
deprivation transport hubs, deprived areas As above.
across GM and specifically tackle
Support deprivation in the north of GM.
reductions in
Reduce poverty It is assumed that there will some
levels of (including increase in supply of affordable
deprivation child and fuel housing which will result in
and disparity | poverty), improvements against barriers to
deprivation + + D P Local / GM Housing and Services deprivation
and disparity domain. There will be an increase
across the against the Living Environment
domains of (indoors subset) deprivation
the Indices of domain as the new housing will
Multiple result in an improvement to the
Deprivation? quality of the housing stock.
Receptors: none This spatial option is unlikely to Potential link to other initiatives | Physically link new
identified have a significant impact on or the | which seek to integrate communities to existing ones
impacts are unknown on this communities. through footpaths, cycle
Foster good Affected groups: objective. However, the emphasis routes and/or roads to help
relations various, depending on on building around sustainable integration.
Promote bgtween ? ? ? ? ? ? locality _transport locations unq_er i_s option .
equality of different is likely to have a positive impact Require new develo.pment to
opportunity people? connecting people with facilities ensure_that new _faqlmes are
and the and infrastructure. accessm_lg by existing
elimination communities as WeII_ as
of new/future communities. .
discriminatio Ensur.e ThelGMSF should recognise
n equality Qf fthe importance of social
opportunity infrastructure (SI) and other
and equal + + + D p Local / GM community facili_ties and_
access to encourage detailed studies of
facilities / provision and capacity.
infrastructure
for all?
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Assessment o Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects Spati L
: patial overall objective
Ref - Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: consideration: | R€ceptors and/or _ ' - -
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
Ithe GMSE | year | year | year | (D)or (e Wider EY) sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
The GMSF should state in
policy that development
which provides new social
infrastructure (SI) will be
supported, and development
which results in loss of SI will
not be supported.
Ensure no No direct discrimination has
discriminatio been identified. However,
n based on accessibility should be
‘protected considered when new Sl is
characteristic ? ? ? delivered (eg for disabled and
s’, as defined elderly people).
in the
Equality Act
20107
Ensure that Physically link new
the needs of communities to existing ones
different through footpaths, cycle
areas, routes and/or roads to help
(namely integration.
urban, ? ? ? ? ? ?
suburban, Require new development to
urban fringe ensure that new facilities are
and rural) are accessible by existing
equally communities as well as
addressed? new/future communities.
Support Receptors: built Under this Option health facilities | Improved health and reduced The GMSF should be
healthier environment, air quality | would be located in the most health inequalities through designed to ensure
lifestyles and sustainable locations within the positive planning and the strategic/large development
support + + D = Local / GM Affected groups: various | urban area and new allocations in | promotion of green spaces. proposals include some
improvement Green belt would provide greenspace for use by new
sin opportunities to create new health and existing communities.
determinants facilities and new development
of health? that promoted heathy lifestyles
Reduce e.g. green infrastructure and As above.
Support health cycling routes.
improved inequalities
health and Witr?in GM 20+ 20+ I P Local / GM An increase in housing under this
wellbeing of | and with the option has the potential to reduce
the rest of the number of people living in
population England? poor housing conditions which
and reduce can have a positive impact on Policy should be designed to
health health. ensure development
inequalities proposals include some
Under this Option EXiSting green space for use by new
Promote gre?gipaces_inl_thedurban area and existing communities. If
access to could be capitalised on, new reen space in the area is
green o o D P Local / GM greenspaces created in gdequafe then new
space? developments in Green Belt and development should ensure

sustainable transport links created
to connect greenspaces further
afield.

links to existing sites are
included in design
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?”t%/ o Explanation / summary against
ajf(fm yo € ec. s Spatial d/ overall objective
Ref — Assessment | ST MT LT et ects are. consideration: | Roceptors andfor . . L I
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out anv specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L y sReclllc
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
Ensure Receptors: GM Local authorities will receive Increased access coupled with | Ensure existing facilities can
people are population contributions from development of | population growth may present | cope with demand with the
adequately sites which my help to increase capacity issues. increased demand or plans
served by Affected groups: all investment in education and other are in place to increase
key groups will be affected social infrastructure. capacity or develop new
healthcare +/? | +/? D P Local / GM by this facilities in new locations.
facilities, Under this option, which seeks to
regardless of redistribute development around
socio- GM, there might be positive
economic effects in areas which have not
status? experienced much investment or
Ensure Ensure development, including the As above.
Zﬁgess to sufficient provision of social infrastructure.
- access to
provision of | " vonal 7| 7 D P Local / GM There is a potential risk, that over
appropriate | ¢ “iities for time, existing facilities could be
_somal all children? put under pressure from the level
infrastructur Promote of demand in the urban area, but As above.
€ access to there might be opportunities to
and provision create new facilities in the Green
of Belt under this option.
appropriate
community MU I D P Local / GM
social
infrastructure
including
playgrounds
and sports
facilities?
Improve Receptors: GM Local authorities will receive Potential capacity issues if Ensure existing facilities can
education population and the GM contributions from development of | facilities are not developed at cope with demand with the
levels of economy sites which my help to increase same rate as residential increased demand or plans
children in w12 | +/2 | p Local / GM Affected groups: various in\(estment in education and developments. are in _place to increase
the area, / all training. capacity or develop new
regardless of facilities in new locations.
their Under this option, which seeks to
background? redistribute development around
GM, there might be positive The GMSF should encourage
Support effects in areas which have not the linking together of new
improved experienced much investment or development and training
educational development, including the (e.g. requiring
attainment provision of education. apprenticeships for strategic
and skill Improve development, larger scale
levels for all | educational There is a potential risk, that over developments and/or those
and skill time, existing facilities could be which have some public
levels of the AN I I P Local / GM put under pressure from the level funding). P

population of
working age?

of demand in the urban area, but
there might be opportunities to
create new facilities in the Green
Belt under this option.
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

Assessment

Promote
sustainable
modes of
transport

Reduce the
need to
travel and
promote
efficient
patterns of
movement?

Promote a
safe and
sustainable
public
transport
network that
reduces
reliance on
private motor
vehicles?

Support the
use of
sustainable
and active
modes of
transport?

10

Improve air
quality

Improve air
quality within
Greater
Manchester,
particularly in
the 10 Air
Quality
Management
Areas
(AQMASs)?

Majority of
effects
are: direct
(D) or
indirect (1)

Majority of
effects
are:
Temporary
(T) or
Permanent

(P)

Spatial
consideration:
Local, GM,
Wider

Receptors and/or
Affected groups (see

key)

Explanation / summary against
overall objective

Note: Draw out any specific
sensitive receptors where they
have been identified

Potential cumulative effects

Mitigation / policy input

+?

Local / GM

+/?

Local / GM

+/?

Local / GM

Receptors: GM
population, transport
network

Affected groups: Various

This option includes taking
advantage of the most
sustainable locations in GM.

There is a need to ensure that
new allocations in Green Belt
accessible by public transport and
designed to promote active and
healthy lifestyles.

In the long term there is a need to
ensure that sustainable transport
provision can keep pace with the
level of demand. This option
includes large allocations in the
north and south GM which are
likely to stimulate more trips,
some of which will include private
car trips. Those in / close to urban
sites will also stimulate car trips,
but in lower proportions, as they
are more likely to be located to
employment land or a transport
hub. The allocations are large
enough that development would
require investment in new public
transport provision. This presents
the opportunity to promote
efficient patterns of movement
through the provision of viable
public transport, cycle and
walking routes in a way which
would not be possible with smaller
developments. Although, there is
no guarantee that public transport
will be used over private vehicle.

The availability of potential large
sites in the Green Belt could allow
the co-location of employment
and housing

Changes in travel patterns as
people begin to take
advantage of public transport
as their main form of transport

Ensure that in the long term
sustainable transport
provision can keep pace with
the level of demand and that
larger new developments on
the edge of the urban area
are designed to be well
connected.

As above.

As above.

?/-

Local / GM

Receptors: the
atmosphere

Affected groups: those
affected by poor AQ
(see living environment
deprivation (outdoor))
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This option seeks to reduce the
need to travel and to maximise
sustainable patterns of transport
as alternatives to using vehicles.
Less use of petrol and diesel
vehicles will improve air quality. It
is likely to be a gradual change as
people learn to adapt to new ways
of travelling. However it also
includes Green belt release on
the edge of the urban area which
if not designed to promote the use

Increased trips by private
motor vehicle will worsen the
air quality over time if
sustainable modes are not
utilised.

Particular attention would
have to be paid to the
strategic provision of public
transport infrastructure for the
allocations to reduce reliance
on the private car.
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . . L _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, , key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
P) ave been identifie
of sustainable transport, could
increase car journeys.
Receptors: wildlife, It is assumed all development will | Wildlife, geological and other The GMSF should promote
landscapes and green be brought forward in line with sites that have a landscape strategic approach to
spaces best practice, the requirements of | value or value to different ecological sites and networks
Affected groups: Various | the planning system and habitats deteriorate if they are | and consider a GM-wide plan
Provide legislation that covers the not enhanced and managed. of conservation and
opportunities protection of designated enhancement. Opportunities
to enhance sites/habitats and species. for green space creation
new and should be explored. As
? ? ?
existing + * + D P Local There is potential that non- should opportunities for
wildlife and designated sites and wildlife linking existing spaces and
geological corridors may be affected by ecological networks. Access
sites? development. to any new green space
should be open, thus
Larger sites on the edge of the increasing provision in local
urban area on greenfield land areas, benefiting existing and
might pose more of a potential future communities.
Avoid risk to biodiversity than sites in The GMSF should resist
damage to or the urban area. However they development on designated
destruction of would also have the potential to sites and encourage
designated create new sites of ecological enhancement of sites.
Conserve wildlife sites, interest and the development of Supporting studies for new
and habitats and +? +? +? D P Local multi-functional sites co-located development to include
enhance species and next to housing. appraisal of impact on sites
biodiversity, | protected where necessary.
11 | green and unique
infrastructur | geological
e and features?
geodiversity Support and Policy should stress the value
assets PP of multifunctional green
enhance ) -
existin infrastructure, recognising the
ng economic and social value
multifunction . )
sites can deliver. Larger,
al green o
) strategic sites should
infrastructure : .
and / or cont_rlbute_ to creation of new
contribute +/? +/? +/? D P Local _multlfunct|onal green ,
infrastructure within the sites
towards the
. themselves, but also attempt
creation of S )
to connect to existing sites
new
. . through green and blue
multifunction . :
corridors. New sites should
al green . e
i be accessible to existing
infrastructure -
) communities as well as
) proposed future residents.
Ensure As above.
access to
green 2 | H? | +H? D P Local
infrastructure
providing
opportunities
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
ffects are: S_pat|al' Receptors and/or el CEEEne
Ref L As.se_ssmen_t ST MT LT e' : consideration: P : . L .
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L SPeCIlic
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
for
recreation,
amenity and
tranquillity?
Receptors: The main climate change risks to | Potential cumulative effects of | GMSF policies should ensure
communities, various GM are flooding and the urban climate change if unmitigated new development and
aspects of the built and | heat island effect. Under this could be impacts on human infrastructure are designed to
Ensure that natural environment option there would be some high health and biodiversity as a mitigate the impacts of
Ensure communities, Affected groups: density development that could result of the urban heat island | climate change.
communities | existing and potential for various contribute to the urban heat island | effect and damage to drainage
, new groups to be affected and put pressure building on infrastructure, human health
development | development cooling urban green spaces. and wellbeing and housing
s and s and There could also be pressure on provision of flooding.
12 infrastructur | infrastructure - - - D = Local / GM drainage infrastr_uctL_Jre in _the
e are systems are urban areas, which if not invested
resilient to resilient to in could potentially contribute to
the effects of | the predicted increases in the frequency and
expected effects of severity of local flood events.
climate climate However, if new development is
change change designed in line with best practice
across GM? on flooding, drainage, provision of
green space and design than the
impacts of climate change could
be mitigated.
Receptors: flood risk As long as new development is Increased risk of flooding Policy should reinforce
areas designed to best practice, existing guidance and best
Restrict the Affected groups: planning policy guidance and practice.
development residents in or near to legislation on reducing flooding
of property in + D P Local / GM flood risk areas risk, this option is likely to have no Policy should link to other
areas of impact on reducing the risk of agendas, such as those
flood risk? flooding to people and property. relating to green
infrastructure, biodiversity,
There is the possibility that where recreation and health.
Ensure a brownfield site is redeveloped As above.
adequate and drainage standards are
measures applied that this could lead to a
are in place + D P Local / GM reduction in surface water run off
Reduce the | manage compared to the present situation.
risk O.f existing flood However this relies on districts or
13 | floodingto | i o GM having appropriate drainage
people and =7 Tt standards. As above.
property
development
does not The GM SFRA has mapped flood
increase o D p Local / GM extents taking into account
flood risk due climate change which will help to
to increased ensure development is
run-off rates? appropriately future proofed
Ensure Policies should include
development Although areas of Green Belt are appropriate drainage
is proposed for development there is standards.
appropriately + D =) Local / GM opportunity to address existing

future proof
to
accommodat

flooding issues and provide a
positive solution to these in the
long term
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Assessment i o szf(f’égsm Explanation / summary against
jority ) Spatial overall objective
Ref Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: consideration: Receptors and/or
Objective clr:Leeng.Mngll (0-4 | (59 | (10+ arz:);ilc:;act Ter(rjrg)c;rrary Local, GM, ﬁ\éfe;cted groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
SEEL el | el e | Ratiana Wider y sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) ®) have been identified
e future
levels of
flood risk
including
from climate
change?
Receptors: water There is a strong regulatory Both quality and availability of | Policy should reinforce
Encourage courses, ground water, framework that development must | water resources may be existing guidance and best
compliance water supplies comply with. Measures reduced practice in new development,
with the D = L Affected groups: Various | associated with water quality are and also seek to bring about
ocal / GM . X
Water therefore assumed to be improvements in the
Framework embedded within any new conurbations surface water
Directive? development. As such, a basic network, linking to other
level of compliance is assumed agendas.
Promote across all new development As above.
management associated with this option.
Protect and | Practices that Overall, no additional effect is
imorove the | Will protect D P Local / GM anticipated as a result of this
pl't d water Option, with the exception of water
14 qua_ll 3{)""‘? i features from consumption, which will increase
3\/\;1? ity o ollution? with a net increase in overall
resources Avoid housing and employment land. Policy should encourage
consuming design in new developments
greater which encourages
volumes of sustainable water use. This
water should include housing and
resources D = Local / GM employmgnt. Include in
than are design guide
available to recommendation.
maintain a
healthy Continue to liaise with United
environment Utilities as GMSF progresses.
?
Encourage Receptors: Climate Under this option the population Increased greenhouse gas The GMSF should exploit low
reduction in Affected groups: All and economic activity in GM will emissions and reliance on carbon infrastructure
energy use increase from the baseline which | non-renewable energy technologies.
and +/- +/- +/- D P Local / GM will have an impact on demand for | resources. Policy should encourage
increased energy. design in new developments
Increase energy which encourages
energy efficiency? This option includes encouraging sustainable energy use.
efficiency, Encourage use of public transport and Policy should encourage the
encourage the reduces the need to travel by development of low carbon
15 low-carbon development located homes and businesses facilities to decouple
generation of low carbon close to each other, which in turn economic activity with carbon
and reduce and reduces the need to travel and emissions. This should focus
greenhouse | renewable use energy. on aspects such as energy
gas energy +/? +/? +/? D P Local / GM generation, transport and
emissions facilities, buildings. Policy should also
including as ensure integration of low
part of carbon/renewable technology
conventional in conventional
development developments.
s?
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Assessment . Majority of Explanation / summary against
Majority of effects . ST
: Spatial overall objective
Assessment | ST MT LT effects are: ; . | Receptors and/or
Ref . P . o consideration: . : . _—
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: D ifi Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSE (D) or (T) or ocal, GM, key) ote: Draw out any specific
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) s) indirect (I) | Permanent h b dentified
(P) ave been identifie
Promote a . Policy should include a
proactive carbon neutral target.
reduction in
direct and
indirect w2 | w2 | e D P Local / GM
greenhouse
gas
emissions
emitted
across GM?
Receptors: protected Under this option, developing land | Landscape quality is reduced The GMSF should protect key
landscapes and/or built in Green Belt on the edge of the and character is lost from environmental assets through
heritage assets. urban area might have an impact | various assets until it is policy, key
Protected or locally on the character of the existing diminished. landscape/townscape/heritag
significant views landscape and townscapes. e assets should be listed for
Affected groups: Non Within the urban area they may protection. This may include
identified also be some pressure to build on some views to/from key
or adjacent to green and public assets. Policy should also
realm spaces which may have an seek to improve areas where
impact too. public realm (etc.) requires
Improve : g
improvement, recognising the
landscape . . .
uality and Nevertheless, some multiple-benefits associated
quatty developments will be subject to with such improvements
the character 2 ? ?1- L . .
of open ’ D P Local specialist assessments such as _(recreat_|on/he_alth, soma!
spaces and EIA, landscape assessments and interaction, crime reduction,
c trf)e ublic heritage impact assessments to ecology, heritage etc). Policy
onserve P mitigate impacts. However there should recognised the
and/or realm? : - - " "
h is some uncertainty on the importance of "networks" as
:an dance impacts. well as individual
tan scape, sites/spaces, linking
16 hovv_r;scape, Development in the Green Belt blue/green corridors to
ern etlge d across GM may enable the maximise various benefits
,?hss.e S ?tr'] positive enhancement of heritage (e.g. ecology benefits,
eclirtie Ing assets and landscapes within the recreation, sustainable
aﬂ € ¢ vicinity of the development. transport potential and social
cc:;ﬁracter 0 cohesion). Include in design
guide recommendation.
Conserve Heritage Impact Assessment
and enhance required to identify any
the historic N N N impacts from sites, to
environment, ' ' ' D P Local conserve and enhance
heritage heritage assets and their
assets and setting.
their setting?
Respect, Local policies should set out
maintain and design expectations and
strengthen codes
2 ? 2/-
local ’ . 2/ D p Local
character
and
distinctivenes
s?
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Assessment Maiority of Majf?”t%/ o Explanation / summary against
ajf(f)” yo € eC_ S Spatial d/ overall objective
Ref — Assessment | ST MT LT et ects are. consideration: | Roceptors andfor . . L I
Objective | criteria....wil | (0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Local GM Affected groups (see Note: Draw out any specific Potential cumulative effects Mitigation / policy input
| the GMSF (D) or (T) or .’ ’ key) L y sReclllc
year | year | year | =\ Wider sensitive receptors where they
s) s) g) | el | PEmEneEs have been identified
(P)
Support the Receptors: greenfield This option includes developing Loss of greenfield land.
development and brownfield land previously developed land and
of previously Affected groups: Non other sustainable locations.
developed identified
land and * * * D P Local / GM Some Green Belt land would be
other required to be developed with this
sustainable option, so without further
locations? investigation, there is a risk that
Protect the the best and most versatile
best and agricultural land could be
most developed.
versatile
Ensure that agricultural This option encourages the
e land / soil -I? -I? -1? D P Local / GM redevelopment of derelict land,
resources resources properties, buildings and
are aIIoca'Fed from infrastructure.
and “.S‘?d In inappropriate
an efficient development This option supports reductions in
and o 2 land contamination through the The GMSF should include a
fnu::]ilgf toe Encourage reme_diation and reuse of policy about avoiding the
17 | et the the previously developed land. development of the best and

: redevelopme most versatile agricultural and
housing and nt of derelict where it is possible
employment land ’
needs of o
GM, whilst | Properties, + + + D P Local / GM
reducing _bundlngs and
land mfrastrt_Jcture
contaminatio ; returning
n them to

appropriate
uses?
Support
reductions in
land
contaminatio
n throggr_\ the + + + D P Local / GM
remediation
and reuse of
previously
developed
land?
Receptors: waste This sees development continue Waste generation with other
disposal facilities, finite at quicker rates than at present. schemes; intra-development Set design principles based
Promote T e .

) resources. This will increase the use of effects as a number of on realistic expectations for
sustalnabl_e Support the Affected groups: All resources including non- locations are taken forward new development. Require
c?nsumptmn sustainable those in new renewables. Development will new developments of a
0 (rjesourcets use of -[? -1? D P Local / GM development also continue to produce waste certain size to meet design

18 ﬁ}ne suppor physical during construction and operation. principles in terms of
implementat resources? Munlplpal waste W.I|| increase if resources use _(mcludmg
on of the housmg provision increases recycled materials). This _
(assuming this represents an should relate to construction
\r,:/ii?;?chy increase in population). and operation
Promote 7 o D P Local / GM Construction and demolition. None identified
movement
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Ref

Objective

Assessment
criteria....wil
| the GMSF

up the waste
hierarchy?

Promote
reduced
waste
generation
rates?

Assessment Majority of
Majority of effects Spatial
ST MT LT effects are: : o
(0-4 | (5-9 | (10+ | are:direct | Temporary Col_nj(':gfrgtl\'/? n-
year | year | year (D) or (T) or wider
s) s) s) indirect () | Permanent
(P)
-I? -[? D P Local / GM

Receptors and/or
Affected groups (see

key)

Explanation / summary against
overall objective

Note: Draw out any specific
sensitive receptors where they
have been identified

Municipal waste will increase if
housing provision increases
(assuming this represents an
increase in population).
Construction and demolition
waste from increased building
activity will also result and will
likely be the most significant
factor that affects waste disposal

Potential cumulative effects

Mitigation / policy input

None identified
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