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Bhanderi, Pushpa

From: Harrison, Debra >
Sent: 29 September 2020 12:00
To: Hard, Matt
Cc: Payne, Hannah; Welch, Victoria
Subject: 100400/OUT/20 - Former B&Q, Great Stone Road
Attachments: 200928 Continuum Report_Former BNQ - vFinal.pdf; TfGM (Metro).pdf

Hi Matthew, 
 
Thank you for calling me back this morning.  As discussed we are aiming to get this application to planning committee 
on the 15th October and there are some outstanding bits of information which I require and I understand you will be 
able to provide these to me shortly.  I need to finalise my committee report this week, therefore I would appreciate 
receipt of this information as soon as possible.  To confirm I require the following:  
 

- Courtyard elevations 
- Level access details 
- Confirmation of whether boundary tree planting is proposed – as noted in my email 20.08 there are some 

discrepancies between the landscape design statement and the site layout plan and confirmation is required 
whether tree planting along the NE and NW boundaries is proposed and if possible further information such 
as anticipated species, planting methods etc. 

- A response to the latest set of LHA comments.  In addition to the LHA comments TfGM have also advised 
that the additional information submitted has not resolved the issue raised regarding the junction assessment 
and have stated that “if the Base model is wrong the +Dev model will also be incorrect and therefore the 
results cannot be considered as valid.” 

- There is one query within the TFGM (Metro) comments, sent on the 16.07.2020 which has not been 
addressed in relation to the RPA of trees on the metrolink side.  The RPA’s shown in the Arboricultural 
Assessment did not show individual trees in this area and instead indicated the trees in the TFGM boundary 
as a group.  TfGM raised concern about this as trees within the Metrolink boundary cannot be adversely 
impacted by the works on the application site and further information was requested in this regard.  I attach 
their comments again for ease of reference. 

- Your response to whether an amended description of development is required – following on from our 
conversation I will review the legislation as soon as I can on this point too.  

 
I’ve also received a short response from the English Cricket Board via Sport England and they are still objecting to the 
proposed development and have advised the following: 
 
“On the sunpath analysis, we would take the view that this clearly proves the contention in 3.b. of your response that 
there will be a serious negative effect on the facility during winter.  Fine turf grasses can be highly susceptible to 
disease if shaded during low growth periods and this could set the whole facility at risk.  Mitigation for these issues 
can be achieved through stadium growth lights but they are expensive to both purchase and run, and further 
contribute to the carbon footprint of any turf area.” 
 
I have made clear that we need further information as to what the actual concern is as the responses received to date 
do not do so.  I hope to hear back shortly and they are aware of the urgency of this matter.   
 
I can now also provide an update to the requested developer contributions: 
 
Affordable Housing – I have now received the FVA review by Trebbi Continuum (attached).  This review outlines why 
the proposed development is considered to perform differently to generic development in the Old Trafford Market Area 
and what additional information is required to clarify issues raised.  
 
CCG – Following further discussion with the CCG I can confirm that no development contribution will be sought toward 
health facilities.   
 
Education – Further information has also been sought with regard to education and capacity within the local area and 
the LPA will seek developer contributions towards primary school provision only (£641,973). 
 
Sports Facilities – I am still waiting for confirmation on developer contribution requests in relation sports facilities, 
however I can confirm that contributions will only be sought towards outdoor sports facilities. 
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Semi-natural greenspace – no contribution required.  
 
Spatial Green Infrastructure – as per my previous email this position remains unchanged and consistent with the formula 
included in SPD 1 a total contribution of £252,836.87 towards the provision of would be required based on population 
yield of 588 for local open space (LOS) and 425 for provision for children/young people (excludes studio and one bed 
units): 
            Local open space - £161.59 x 588 = £91,783.12 
            Provision for children/young people - £378.95 x 425 = £161.053.75 
 
Highways – as per my previous email a contribution of £30,000 towards the improvement of the Great Stone Road / 
Talbot Road pedestrian and cycle infrastructure is required.  
 
I look forward to receiving the requested information and will be in touch as soon as I hear anything further from Sport 
England / English Cricket Board.  
 
Kind regards  
 
Debra 
 
Debra Harrison 
Major Planning Projects Officer  
 
Planning and Development 
Place Directorate 
Trafford Council – Trafford Town Hall – Talbot Road – Stretford – M32 0TH 
T (Direct Dial):  
T (Planning General Enquiry Line): 0161 912 3149 
F: 0161 912 3128 
E:  
 
Trafford Council is a well-performing, low-cost council delivering excellent services to make Trafford a great place to live, learn, 
work and relax.  You can find out more about us by visiting www.trafford.gov.uk. 
 
The Planning and Development Service privacy notice can be viewed here. 
 
 
This email and its attachments are confidential and for the exclusive use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not 
the intended recipient(s) please do not read, print, re-transmit, store or act in reliance on it or any attachments. If 
you have received this communication in error please notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and 
then permanently delete the e-mail and any copies of it. The Council may be required to disclose this email or any 
response to it under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. 
 
The full Trafford Council email disclaimer can be viewed at: http://www.trafford.gov.uk/emaildisclaimer.asp  
GCSX This transmission is intended for the named addressee(s) only and may contain sensitive or protectively marked 
material up to RESTRICTED and should be handled accordingly. Unless you are the named addressee (or authorised 
to receive it for the addressee) you may not copy or use it, or disclose it to anyone else. If you have received this 
transmission in error please notify the sender immediately. All GCSX traffic may be subject to recording and/or 
monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation      
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Executive Summary 
 

• Trebbi Continuum has reviewed the financial viability appraisal (FVA) prepared by Cushman & Wakefield 
(CW) submitted by Forum 1 Ltd (applicant), in respect of the Land at Former B&Q Site, Great Stone Road, 
Old Trafford, 100400/OUT/20;  

 

• The viability case made is that should more than 10% affordable housing and £1,069,870 of other 
S106/S278 contributions be made, then the development of 333 apartment units (incl. ground floor 
commercial space) at Former B&Q site would be financially compromised to a point where the scheme 
would not be delivered;  

 

• It is argued that a blended profit margin of 16.78% on GDV (17.5% on GDV for market housing, commercial 
units and parking spaces and 6% on GDV for affordable housing) constitutes the minimum return to the 
developer and the estimated land value of £3,600,000 (suggested Benchmark Land Value [BLV]) constitutes 
the minimum return to the landowner; 

 

• CW have generated a residual land value (scenario 1) that is less than what they argue the landowner should 
rightfully expect. In order for the landowner to achieve the estimated benchmark land value, the applicant 
is willing to deliver the development at a blended margin of £12,089,157 (16.61% on GDV). This is slightly 
lower than the blended aspirational return identified by CW of 16.78% on GDV; 

 

• It is our opinion, that the proposed scheme performs differently, in viability terms, to generic developments 
within Old Trafford. As such, in accordance Trafford Council Core Strategy Policy L2.12 the proposed 
scheme is subject to an affordable housing contribution of up to 40% (134 units);  

 

• CW state that following advice from the Applicant’s planning consultant, WSP, a total of £1,069,870 
S106/S278 contributions have been assumed;  

 

• CW are requested to provide further evidence to support their profit margin assertion of 17.5% on GDV 
for market housing, car parking and commercial units. We would usually expect the commercial and car 
park element to have a lower profit margin of around 15% on cost;  

 

• We agree with CW that 2.5% on GDV sales and marketing costs is appropriate for the market units, however 
we would expect a lower than 2.5% on GDV sales and marketing costs for the commercial units and car 
parking spaces;  

 

• The sale legal fees for the market units at 0.5% on GDV equates to £1,114 per market unit. This fee is 
considerably higher than what we would expect an apartment developer to incur;  

 

• CW are requested to provide a cash flow for scenario 2;  
 

• We have analysed the CW cash flow for scenario 1 and have two issues with the cash flow and phasing. The 
first issue is around the timing of the S106/S278 and CIL payments. The second is around the development 
being a single-phase development. Due to the scheme having no phasing element the total finance costs 
are one of the highest we have seen at schemes in Trafford. We find it highly unusual that a developer 
would not have designed the three-block scheme to enable some phasing element;  

 

• CW have used the Kinetic development on Talbot Road as their main sales comparable. An office to 
residential permitted development rights conversion that did not provide any developer contributions. A 
value of £322 per sq ft was achieved at the Kinetic development in October 2018. The sales values 
estimated by CW at £340 per sq ft reflect a 5.59% increase in growth in the local residential market 
between October 2018 and June 2020.     
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• We have analysed the Land Registry House Price Index and Hometrack Cities Index in order to understand 
the extent to which the Trafford Market has grown since October 2018 to present date. Based on our 
analysis the evidence suggests an increase of circa. 7.7% in Trafford’s apartment market. This assessment 
includes both new build and office to residential conversions, it is accepted that new build and conversions 
perform differently in terms of value. It is difficult to thus extrapolate from the 7.7% figure the percentage 
increase for new build apartments. When taken in isolation it is expected that the growth in value of new 
build properties would be greater than 7.7%;   
 

• The majority of the transactional data presented by CW are of office to residential 
conversion/refurbishment rather than new build schemes. It is accepted that office to residential 
conversion/refurbishment schemes have a lower sale value than new build schemes. CW have not taken 
this account when assessing the value of the proposed development;   
 

• Overall, based on the transactional data presented by CW, it could be argued that the proposed scheme 
could achieve a higher sale value than £340 per sq ft for market units. If CW’s presented transactional data 
were indexed in line Land Registry data and as a result adjusted upwards and taking into account the impact 
of office to residential conversion/refurbishment on the indexed increase, it is expected that sale values 
would be over £350 per sq ft;  
 

• CW are requested to provide comparable evidence to support their commercial rents (£10 per sq ft Café 
and £14 per sq ft retail) and yield (7%) as well as the car parking value of £10,000 per space;  
 
 

• Trafford Council have confirmed that the subject property does not have an open-A1 use and is in poor 
condition (we have been informed that it is not fit for an operator without substantial refurbishment). CW 
have failed to factor this in when assessing their EUV of the site. In our opinion, given the state of the 
property and it’s planning restriction this would have marked impact on the EUV of the site;  
 

• We disagree with CW that a 50% premium is appropriate for the subject site. CW use the Former Kelloggs 
site BLV estimated by Avison Young as evidence to support their assertion. We can confirm that in 
concluding viability negotiations at Kelloggs the agreed premium was 15%. We have also provided evidence 
to support a premium of around 15% to 20%, which CW have accepted at other brownfield sites in Trafford;  
 

• CW have used the alternate use value (AUV) when assessing their adopted BLV following stipulations 
contained in the PPG (2019);  

 

• We do not agree with the estimated refurbishment cost used in the AUV calculation. The costs are based 
off an historic cost plan which was produced in 2016, when the property had just become vacant. Significant 
time has now passed, and the physical state of the property has deteriorated. The estimated refurbishment 
cost of £483,770 (£14.83 per sq ft) is considerably lower than what we would expect when comparing to 
BCIS data;   

 

• It should also be noted that it appears CW have not applied purchaser’s cost or SDLT in the AUV calculation;  
 

• The CW estimate of AUV at circa £3,520,000 is higher than their estimated RLV of £3,480,000. Given the 
AUV is greater than the RLV it is apparent that the landowner would receive a better incentive by retaining 
the property’s current use rather than selling to a residential developer;  
 

• CW estimated AUV is the key reason for Core Strategy Policy L2.12 to be appropriate in this case as the 
proposed development perform differently to generic developments within Old Trafford. According to CW 
there is a disbenefit to the landowner for achieving a change of use;   
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• It is in our opinion that the viability case for the Former B&Q Site, Old Trafford scheme does not meet the 
required tests, either through guidance or national policy, to demonstrate unequivocally that if Planning 
Policy requirements for affordable housing is greater than is being proposed (10% affordable housing), the 
Former B&Q Site, Old Trafford scheme would be undeliverable on viability grounds. 
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1. Instructions 
 
Trebbi Continuum have been instructed by Trafford Council to undertake an independent viability assessment of 
the the viability case submitted by Accure (Forum) 1 Ltd (hereafter “applicant”) in support of the planning 
application at Land at Former B&Q Site, Great Stone Road, Old Trafford (ref: 100400/OUT/20). 
 
This independent viability assessment report has three tasks: 
 

1. Assess in terms of legislation and professional practice guidelines whether Accure (Forum) 1 Ltd has made 
a compelling case for the identified aspirational return to the developer and landowner in their viability 
proposition, and the values and costs used in their appraisal are fair and evidenced; 

2. To establish what further information/evidence is required from the applicant in the event that further 
justification for the viability case made is required; and 

3. To advise the Council, following evaluation, if there is the potential for contributions to be made by the 
applicant, once evidence based aspirational returns to the developers and landowner are achieved. 

 
The Independent Assessment report has been prepared in light of the most recent government legislations; NPPF 
(updated 2019) and PPG (updated 2019). The PPG (2019) sets out a standard approach in how to approach viability 
at both the plan and decision-making stage. The PPG (2019) defines viability as: 
 

“In plan making and decision making viability helps to strike a balance between the aspirations of developers 
and landowners, in terms of returns against risk, and the aims of the planning system to secure maximum 
benefits in the public interest through the granting of planning permission.” (paragraph 10). 

 
The emphasis in relation to viability in planning has changed. The PPG (2019) states that: 
 

“The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a matter for the decision maker, having regard to all the 
circumstances in the case, including whether the plan and viability evidence underpinning the plan is up to 
date, and site circumstances including any changes since the plan was brought into force, and the 
transparency of assumptions behind evidence submitted as part of the viability assessment.” (paragraph 8). 

 
Guidance prepared by the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) has been taken in account in the 
preparation of this report with particular reference to the RICS Professional Statement: Financial viability in 
planning: conduct and reporting, 1st Edition published May 2019. This document sets out mandatory requirements 
to be followed by RICS professionals with regard to conduct and reporting in relation to FVAs for planning in 
England.  
 
This Independent Assessment does not constitute a formal valuation, as such, the guidance included in this report 
is exempt from regulations set out in the RICS Valuation Professional Standards (the Red Book) (2019). 
 
Trebbi Continuum reserves the right to update, amend or vary our advice should the matter progress to a planning 
Appeal Hearing or Inquiry. 
 
Appendix 1 confirms that this review is in accordance with the requirements set out within the RICS Professional 
Statement: Financial Viability in Planning (2019).  
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2. Confidentiality 
 
This independent viability assessment report is confidential to Trafford Council and their advisors. It has been 
prepared in accordance with our terms of engagement. 
 
This independent viability assessment report has been prepared on the basis that it will be made publicly available 
should Trafford Council, require it to be as under our terms of engagement. 
 
No party other than the Client is entitled to rely on this report for any purpose whatsoever and we accept no 
responsibility or liability to any other party other than the Client in respect of the contents of this report. This report 
must not, save as expressly provided for in our terms of engagement, be recited or referred to in any document, or 
copied or made available (in whole or in part) to any other person without our express prior written consent. 
 
This independent viability assessment report should not be disclosed to any third parties under either the Freedom 
of Information Act 2000 (sections 41 and 43 (2)) or under the Environmental Information Regulations. 
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Core Strategy Policy L2.12 is of relevance to this planning application. The policy states that in areas where the 
nature of the development is such that, in viability terms, it will perform differently to generic developments within 
a specified market location, the affordable housing contribution will be determined via a site specific viability study, 
and will not normally exceed 40%. 
 
CW have provided two appraisals, the first showing the scheme can only support a 10% affordable housing 
contribution and the second appraisal that includes a 40% affordable housing contribution which is unviable.  

4.1.3 Car Parking Value 
 
CW have assumed a car parking sale value of £10,000 per space. This equates to a total value of £980,000 for the 
98 spaces. No evidence has been provided to support this assumption. 

4.1.4 Commercial Value 
 
The ground floor commercial units have a GIA of circa. 324 sqm (circa. 3,487 sq ft). This commercial space is split 
between a retail unit of 168 sqm ( 1,808 sq ft) and café/restaurant of 180 sqm (1937 sq ft). 
 
CW argue that: 
 

“The location of the subject property does not lend itself to high street retail operators, however we believe 
it will be more suited to a convenience type occupier serving the residential accommodation within the subject 
scheme and neighbouring developments. A frontage onto Great Stone St could provide good visibility for 
commercial occupiers, and the level of proposed tenant occupiers could generate a reasonable on-site foot 
fall. 
 
We have engaged with Cushman and Wakefield’s retail agency team who have advised a coffee bar operator 
would likely acquire the space based on a headline rent of £14 psf and a retail operator on a rent of £10 per 
sq ft.  Having assessed the local market, comparable retail lease terms indicate a tone of £10 per sq ft with 
very limited evidence of café bars therefore we have relied on the judgement of consultation with retail agents 
in this respect.” (paragraph 8.13 to 8.14).    

 
Based on the above CW have adopted a rent of £10 per sq ft for the retail unit and £14 per sq ft for the café. No 
comparable evidence has been provided to support this assumption. 
 
CW have capitalised there adopted rent by a yield of 7% based on the assumption that good covenant operators 
would occupy the space. Again, no comparable evidence has been provided to support this assumption. 
 
CW have assumed that there will be no letting voids or rent frees and have provided the following Investment Value 
for the commercial units: 
 

 
Source: CW, June 2020. 
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It could be argued that some of the cost identified in the Edmond Shipway cost plan would be perceived as an 
abnormal cost by developers in Trafford. The following costs include: 
 

• Demolition - £168,000 (incl. prelims); 

• Site preparation - £194,768 (incl. prelims); and  

• Fencing, railings, and walls (incl. retaining walls and boundary walls/fencing) - £316,820 (incl. prelims). 
 
These cost which could be perceived as abnormal equate to circa £680,000. 
 
It should be noted that the PPG on Viability (2019) is explicitly clear how abnormal costs should be treated: 
 

“abnormal costs, including those associated with treatment for contaminated sites or listed buildings, or costs 
associated with brownfield, phased or complex sites. These costs should be taken into account when defining 
benchmark land value” (paragraph 12). 

4.2.3 Contingency 
 
A contingency of 5% has been included and applied only to the build costs which equates to £2,178,227. 

4.2.4  Professional & Marketing Fees 
 
Professional fees are referenced as a percentage of total build cost (excluding contingency). The figure used is 8% 
and equates to £3,485,163. CW argue that this is in accordance with standard industry practice. 
 
CW state the figure will typically include:  

• Architect 

• Landscape architect 

• Engineer (civil and structural) 

• Traffic engineer 

• Legals – construction contracts etc. 

• Topographical survey 

• Site investigations 

• Ecological reports 

• NHBC or other building warranty costs 

• Planning application fee 

• Building regulations application fee 
 
In addition, there are sales and marketing costs and legal fees. CW state: 

 
“We have allowed for a marketing cost of 1.5% of GDV of market units and a sales agent fee of 1% of GDV of 
marketing units, which is standard industry practice and within the parameters of the Local Plan viability 
evidence.” (paragraph 9.11). 

 
CW however have applied marketing of 1.5% to the retail unit, car parking and market houses GDV and the 1% 
agent fee to the retail unit, café unit, car parking and market houses GDV. The 2.5% sales and marketing costs 
equates to £5,571 per market apartment (scenario 1) 
 
Legal fees have been assumed at 0.5% of GDV for all units (commercial, affordable, car parking and market). The 
legal fees per a market unit equates to £1,114 and per affordable units £669 (scenario 1). 
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4.2.7 Profit 
 
CW argue: 
 

“On the assumption of a market sales basis, there is greater risk to a developer to dispose of many units on 
an individual basis and as such the return they are willing to accept must be higher to reflect these greater 
risks. As such, the GVA profit position of 20% of GDV assuming market sales would be appropriate and is in 
line with the guidance set out in the PPG for Viability. We have applied 17.5% profit on GDV for market units 
which is the mid-point of the range of profit requirements indicated in National Planning Practice Guidance, 
alongside a discounted 6% profit on GDV for affordable units.  This is below the level provided for in the Local 
Plan viability evidence and also central in the range advised in NPG, therefore is justified.” (paragraph 9.16). 

 
A profit margin of 17.5% on GDV has also been applied to the commercial element and car parking. No evidence 
has been provided by CW to support this profit level. CW are also requested to provide a breakdown of how they 
got to their blended profit margins. 
 
Scenario 1’s blended profit margin equates to £12,207,157 (16.78% on GDV) and scenario 2’s blended profit margin 
equates to £9,084,948 (14.21% on GDV). 

4.3 Benchmark Land Value  
 
CW state that they have assessed the Benchmark Land Value (BLV) using both the Existing Use Value (EUV) plus a 
premium (EUV+) and Alternative Use Value (AUV) approach. CW argue that this is in accordance with the PPG 
(2019), paragraph 13-17. 
 
CW argue: 
 

“In assessing the benchmark land value, we have allowed a sufficient premium to incentivise the landowner 
to release their land for development whilst also allowing for a contribution towards public realm. This 
supports the approach to viability put forward in the PPG for Viability, which aims “to strike a balance 
between the aspirations of developers and landowners, in terms of returns against risk, and the aims of the 
planning system to secure maximum benefits in the public interest through the granting of planning 
permission” (PPG for Viability, Paragraph 10). We believe it is crucial that this balance is maintained and that 
the cost of policy compliance does not prevent a landowner from receiving a competitive return and therefore 
releasing their land for development.” (paragraph 10.1) 

 
For avoidance of doubt, the NPPF (2019) and PPG (2019) no longer includes references to competitive returns to 
landowner and developer; instead, it seeks aspirational returns. 
 
CW argue that: 
 

“any existing land with development potential will be much sought after by the residential developer market. 
Landowners will be well aware of the lack of supply and increasing competition for land which will only serve 
to increase the value of their assets. Furthermore, as the judge noted in Parkhurst Road Ltd v Secretary of 
State for Communities and Local Government and another [2018], the value of the new land use for which 
the site is to be sold should arguably represent a key factor in determining the appropriate premium to the 
landowner, with the judge suggesting that a reasonable landowner would treat this “as a primary 
consideration in valuing his property” (Paragraph 145).” (paragraph 10.3). 

 
CW argue that: 
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“In order to facilitate the release of land for development, it is essential that the landowner receives a 
reasonable premium to incentivise a sale. This is further reinforced in the PPG for Viability which emphasises 
that "the premium should provide a reasonable incentive, in comparison with other options available” 
(Paragraph 13).” (paragraph 10.4). 

 
CW first examine the historic Trafford Council Local Plan Viability Assessment prepared by GVA in 2009. GVA 
adopted a BLV of £750,000 per hectare (£303,000 per acre) for sites in “cold” market areas. CW argue there appears 
to be no premium applied to this BLV, however the BLV was based on unadjusted residential market transactions 
so we believe it does include a premium. The subject site is circa 1 hectare, so based on this the value of the site in 
2009 based on GVA’s assumption would be circa £750,000.   
 
CW argue that: 
 

“a landowner’s expected return would greatly differ should a 8 storey apartment block be developed as 
opposed to low density 2 storey estate housing which is more reflective of a land value at that lower level.” 
(paragraph 10.7). 

 
We agree with CW that the Local Plan Viability Assessment is historic and as such merely anecdotal as it pre-dates 
the NPPF (2012), updated NPPF (2019) and PPG (2019). 

4.3.1 Existing Use Value  
 
CW have used the rateable value of the property, as assessed by the VOA, as the basis for their estimation of EUV. 
The rateable value (RV) of the subject property is £178,000, which calculates to circa £5 per sq ft. This RV is based 
on a 2015 valuation when the store was occupied. CW argue that: 

 
“it should be noted that rating valuations are prepared on the assumption that the property is available with 
vacant possession. Therefore, the fact that the property is now vacant does not represent a reason in itself 
for discounting this figure further.  In fact, this is a conservative rental assumption when compared to the rent 
that the property was formerly let to B&Q for at £214,500, equating to £6.64 per sq ft.” (paragraph 10.12). 

 
CW have then provided two properties which they argue are comparable: 
 

• Carpetright, Regent Road, Salford – 19,761 sq.ft unit let to Selco for £199,783 (£10.11 per sq ft) – Regent 
Road, Salford; and 

• Wren Kitchens, Unit 6 – 15 White City Retail Park – 12,762 sq ft unit let for £198,614 (£23.40 per sq ft) 
 
CW state that: 
 

“These transactions underline the fact that the £5 per sq ft rent derived from the RV position represents a 
conservative, if pessimistic position on the rental value that could be achieved on the property.” 

 
When assessing comparables for the subject site CW have failed to take into account the planning condition which 
restricts the use of the site.  
 
CW have failed to provide information about the state of the comparable properties. From our understanding, the 
subject property is in poor condition. CW are requested to provide information on the state of the comparable 
properties. 
 
CW have applied the £5 per sq ft rent to the subject property and then capitalised the rent by a yield of 7%. After 
allowing for purchaser’s cost and SDLT, CW’s EUV equates to £2,390,779 circa £74 per sq ft. 
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retained within its existing use class, this should effectively form an AUV rather than an EUV based 
methodology.” (paragraph 10.22). 

 
CW have considered an AUV based on the refurbishment of the property for re-letting for retail use ignoring the 
existing planning condition. CW have assessed the cost of refurbishment based on a cost plan. This cost plan was 
produced by Martin Willis Partnership in 2016 and estimates the refurbishment cost at £417,219.62 (circa £12.79 
per sq ft). The cost plan is over 4 years old and we understand the state of the property is likely to have deteriorated 
since then. The refurbishment costs appear considerably lower than what would be expected to get the subject 
building back to a lettable condition. CW have used the BCIS Build Cost Index to reflect a 2020 build cost. The total 
cost equates to £483,770 (£14.83 per sq ft). CW have converted this cost into a tenant inducement equivalent to 
18 months’ worth of rent. 
 
CW have then based their assumed rental values on two comparables presented earlier and have based the rent 
on the Carpetright Salford comparable which had a rent of £10.11 per sq ft. CW have applied a £10 per sq ft rent 
as well as a 12-month rent free period. CW have then applied a 7% yield supported by the comparables below: 
 

 
Source: CW, June 2020. 
 
CW, in the estimation of AUV have included a total tenant incentive package of 30 months (18 month for 
refurbishment and 12 month rent free) as well as a void period of 6 months for letting with appropriate holding 
costs being deducted from the gross value. This equates to an AUV of £3,524,578. See calculation below:  
 

 
Source: CW, June 2020. 
 
Purchaser’s cost or SDLT has not been applied in the AUV calculation. 
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5. Independent Assessment  

5.1 The Viability Case  
 
The viability case made by CW is that the proposed development at the Former B&Q site will be unable to fund any 
more than 10% affordable housing and £1.07m of other S106/278 contributions. This is based on the assertion that 
the value created by the development minus the costs incurred to deliver it does not provide sufficient headroom 
to meet the applicant’s assertion of landowner and developer aspirational returns if more affordable housing 
contribution were sought. It should be noted that the RLV generated from scenario 1 (10% affordable housing) does 
produce a deficit when compared to the BLV of £118,000.  
 
For the purposes of clarification, the phrase “competitive return” no longer appears in the updated NPPF (2019) 
and PPG (2019). 

5.2 Development Costs  

5.2.1 Profit Margin 
 
CW are requested to provide further evidence to support their profit margin assertion of 17.5% on GDV for market 
housing, car parking and commercial units. We would usually expect the commercial and car park element to have 
a lower profit margin of around 15% on cost. 
 
We agree with the 6% on GDV profit margin for the affordable housing.  
 
CW have generated a RLV margin (scenario 1) that is less than what they argue the landowner should rightfully 
expect. In order for the landowner to achieve the estimated BLV, it appears that the applicant is ‘willing’ to deliver 
the development at a blended margin of £12,089,157 (16.61% on GDV). This is lower than the blended aspirational 
return identified by CW of 16.78% on GDV. 
 
During the Luton Appeal (Jan 2020), APP/B0230/W/19/3235438, the apartment scheme was tested at a lower profit 
margin of 15% on GDV to see what planning contributions the scheme could offer. It may be appropriate to test 
the sensitivity of the scheme based on different profit margins. 

5.2.2 Build Cost Rate 
 
We agree that the total build cost estimated by Edmond Shipway is appropriate for a scheme of this nature and 
specification. The base build costs (incl. prelims) equates to £129.41per sq ft and external works is at 4.55% of the 
base build costs. 
 
We agree that a 5% contingency is appropriate for a scheme of this nature.  

5.2.3 Fees 
 
We agree with CW that the professional fees of 8% of the build costs is appropriate for an apartment scheme of 
this nature. 
 
We agree with CW that 2.5% on GDV sales and marketing costs is appropriate for the market units, however we 
would expect a lower than 2.5% on GDV sales and marketing costs for the commercial units and car parking spaces. 
 
The sale legal fees for the market units at 0.5% on GDV equates to £1,114 per market unit. This fee is considerably 
higher than what we would expect an apartment developer to incur. 
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We would also expect the affordable units to be subject to a legal fee of around £500 per unit though this is usually 
capped to around £10,000 to £20,000 due to the block sale to one Register Provider. 

5.2.4 Finance Cost 
 
CW are requested to provide a cash flow for scenario 2. 
 
We have analysed CW cash flow scenario 1 and have two issues with the cash flow and phasing. 
 
The first is about the timing of S106/278 and CIL payments. CW has assumed that all of these payments occur as a 
single payment at the commencement of construction. For a payment of over £1m, an LPA would usually not seek 
all of these contribution at the commencement of construction.  
 
The second issue is around the development being a single-phase development. Due to the scheme having no 
phasing element the total finance costs are one of the highest we have seen in Trafford at £4,469,377 (scenario 1). 
We find it highly unusual that a developer would not have designed a three-block scheme to enable some phasing 
element. For example, Pomona Phase 2 (circa 500 apartments) was delivered in three phases which helped reduce 
their finance costs to improve the viability of the scheme. The question to pose to Trafford Council, is why should 
the community pay through the reduction in planning obligations, due to a personal commercial choice by the 
developer?   

5.3 Development Value   

5.3.1 Sale Values 
 
CW have used the Kinetic development on Talbot Road comparable as their main comparable. They have then 
increased the £322 per sq ft achieved October 2018 values to £340 per sq ft in order to allow for an increase in 
value overtime. CW have then used £340 per sq ft value in their appraisal and have therefore estimated that sales 
have increased by 5.59% from October 2018 to June 2020. 
 
Continuum have analysed the Land Registry House Price Index and Hometrack Cities Index in order to understand 
how the Trafford Market has grown since October 2018. The Land Registry House Price Index rebased to Trafford 
currently only goes up to May 2020. The index can also be separated by property type. The flats and maisonettes 
index in October 2018 was 133.85 and in May 2020 was 142.66, this equates to an increase of circa. 6.6% over this 
period (see Appendix 2). We have then looked at the Hometrack Cities Index rebased to Manchester which 
currently goes up to July 2020. The Hometrack Cities Index (all property types) for Manchester showed that 
between May 2020 to July 2020 there had been a 1.1% increase in sale values (see Appendix 3). The evidence above 
shows that between October 2018 and July 2020 (most recent figures) we could expect a circa 7.7% increase in sale 
values in the Trafford apartment market, this is greater than the increase used by CW in their assumption of sales 
value.   
 
The majority of the transactional data presented by CW are office to residential conversion/refurbishment rather 
than new build schemes. This appears to not have been factored in by CW when assessing the value of the proposed 
development. If the proposed sales values are to be estimated based on the Kinetic development on Talbot Road, 
we would expect a premium as the proposed scheme is new build. 
 
CW do not present the achieved sale comparable, Chorlton Plaza, 102 Manchester Rd, Chorlton in section 8 of their 
report, but include it in the appendices. This scheme is an office to residential conversion / refurbishment plus 
extension to provide 22 x 1 and 2 bed apartments. The average sale value was circa. £351 per sq ft in 2019. 
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Based upon the transactional data presented by CW, the scheme could achieve a higher sale value than £340 per 
sq ft for market units. If CW’s historic comparables were adjusted to present day values and to take into account 
they are office to residential conversion/refurbishment, it is expected sales values would be over £350 per sq ft. 
We have tested the increase sale values in our own sensitivity analysis (see section 5.1.11). 

5.3.2 Car Parking and Commercial Values 
 
CW are requested to provide comparable evidence to support their commercial rents (£10 per sq ff Café and £14 
per sq ft retail) and yield (7%) as well as the car parking value of £10,000 per space. 

5.4 Benchmark Land Value   

5.4.1 Existing Use Value  
 
CW have estimated their EUV based on the 2015 rateable value of the B&Q which was £178,000 (circa £5 per sq ft). 
CW also state the property was formerly let (2015) to B&Q for £214,500 (£6.64 per sq ft). CW have provided 
comparable evidence which they argue support higher rents, however CW have failed to provide information about 
the state of the comparable properties. 
 
CW have estimated a yield of 7% for the property. CW have provided comparables to support this yield, though CW 
have failed to provide information about the state of the comparable properties. 
 
Trafford Council have confirmed that the subject property does not have an open-A1 use and is in poor condition 
(we have been informed that it is not fit for an operator without substantial refurbishment). CW have failed to 
factor this in when assessing their EUV of the site. In our opinion, given the state of the property and it’s planning 
restriction this would have marked impact on the EUV of the site.  

5.4.2 Premium  
 
We disagree with CW that a 50% premium is appropriate for the subject site. CW use the Former Kelloggs site BLV 
estimated by Avison Young as evidence to support their assertion. We can confirm that in concluding viability 
negotiations at Kelloggs the agreed premium was 15%.  
 
Recent Inspector decisions argue that appropriate premiums for brownfield sites range from 15% to 30%. In the 
recent High Court case Holborn Studios Ltd vs London Borough of Hackney (March 2020), both parties accepted 
that a 15% premium was acceptable for the brownfield site. In the Inspector Decisions on Olivers Garage, West 
Oxfordshire District Council (October 2018) the inspector agreed with the Appellant that 20% premium would be 
appropriate. 
 
At Carrington Village, CW accepted that a 20% premium was appropriate for the brownfield elements of the site 
and at Itron, CW accepted that a 18% premium was appropriate for the brownfield site. 
 
It should also be noted that there are circa. £680,000 of costs which could be perceived as abnormal which need to 
be reflected in the BLV. 
 
Based on this we would argue that a 15% to 20% premium is appropriate for the site, based on the evidence we 
have provided and the AY updated premium at the Former Kellogg’s site. 
 
 

CD-F6 P27



5.4.3 Alternate Use Value  
 
The PPG (2019) allows for the use of AUV in the estimation of BLV. It is accepted that the refurbishment of the unit 
to its current use would represent an AUV. 
 
In terms of the rents (£10 per sq ft) and yields (7%) used for the refurbished property, the evidence used by CW to 
support this level do not reflect the sites restrictive planning condition. CW are requested to provide evidence to 
support their rents and yields from occupiers who would be able to operate under the sites restrictive planning 
condition.  
 
The refurbishment costs used by CW are based off an historic cost plan produced in 2016, when the property had 
just become vacant. Significant time has now passed, and the subject properties state has deteriorated 
considerably. As mentioned earlier, from discussions with Trafford Council it is understood that the building is in 
poor condition and has been subject to break ins/attempts and water ingress. There are also issues with asbestos 
in the building which would need to be dealt with. Based on this the estimated refurbishment cost at £483,770 
(£14.83 per sq ft) is considerably lower than what we would expect. 
 
We have cross-checked the refurbishment costs to BCIS, though we recognise that refurbishment costs can vary 
considerably given the different circumstances of each project. For the retail warehouse conversion costs (rebased 
to Trafford) there is only a sample of 2 which has a mean cost of £608 per sq m (£56.48 per sq ft). We recognise the 
limitations of this data due to it being a very small sample set. We have also looked at warehouse conversion costs 
(rebased to Trafford) which has a median cost of £680 per sq m (£63.17 per sq ft) based on a sample of 5. Again, 
there are limitations to this data, but it does show that when benchmarking to BCIS the refurbishment costs used 
by CW seem very low.  
 
As noted above the property does not benefit from and unrestricted A1 use and as such the applicant would need 
to demonstrate that the principle of food retail is acceptable through both a retail sequential test and a retail impact 
assessment. In addition, the applicant would need to demonstrate that the are no adverse highways or amenity 
impacts. Given the stated planning restrictions and requirement for change of use it can be argued that use as a 
retail food store does not provide an appropriate alternate use. Furthermore, in the immediate vicinity of the site 
there are Aldi, Lidl, Iceland, Tesco and M&S foodstores raising the question of where there was the market for that 
use.  
 
It should also be noted that it appears CW have not applied purchaser’s cost or SDLT in the AUV calculation. 

 
The CW estimate of AUV at circa £3,520,000 is higher than their estimated RLV of £3,480,000. Given the AUV is 
greater than the RLV it is apparent that the landowner would receive a better incentive by retaining the property’s 
current use rather than selling to a residential developer;  

5.5 Sensitivity Analysis  
 
Although we have not produced our own viability appraisal for the subject scheme, we have undertaken a sensitivity 
analysis (based on the applicant’s figures/appraisal) of certain inputs where the position could be improved. This is 
required by the RICS Professional Statement (2019). 
 
As stated under section 5.1.7 on sale values, we believe the sale values could be higher than what CW have 
estimated. We have also run a sensitivity analysis on the sale values to find out how it affects the residual land 
value. 
 
We have run a mirror appraisal on Argus Developer based on CW’s scenario 1 appraisal (10% affordable housing) 
figures and development period (though we do not agree with all of the inputs). We have then tested the sensitivity 
of the sale values, to see how it affects the RLV when the profit margin is fixed at CW’s stated blended profit margin 
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6. Conclusions 
 
It is in our opinion that the viability case for the Former B&Q Site, Old Trafford scheme does not meet the required 
tests, either through Guidance or national policy, to demonstrate unequivocally that if planning policy requirements 
for affordable housing is greater than is being proposed (10% affordable housing), the Former B&Q Site, Old 
Trafford scheme would be undeliverable on viability grounds. 
 
From our assessment of appropriate sales values, BLV, legal fees and finance costs (not an exhaustive list); the 
financial outputs of the development could be substantially different, indicating that there is the potential to fund 
further affordable housing than being offered at this stage by the applicant. 
 
It is our opinion, that the proposed scheme performs differently, in viability terms, to generic developments within 
Old Trafford. We agree with Trafford Council, that policy Core Strategy Policy L2.12 is of relevance to this specific 
planning application and the scheme is subject to an affordable housing contribution of up to 40%. 
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Appendices  

Appendix 1: RICS Professional Statement 
 
This report has been prepared in accordance with the RICS Professional Statement: Financial viability in planning: 
conduct and reporting, 1st Edition published May 2019. The aim of the RICS Professional Statement (section 1.2) is 
to: 

• Set out mandatory requirements on conduct and reporting in relation to FVAs for planning in England; 

• Recognises the importance of impartiality, objectivity and transparency when reporting on such matters; 

• Support and complement the government’s reforms to the planning process announced in July 2018 and 
subsequent updates, which include an overhaul of the NPPF and PPG on viability and related matters. 

 
The RICS Professional Statement explains that: 
 
“The primary policy and guidance on assessing viability in a planning context is provided in the NPPF 2019 and the 
PPG 2019. These have sought to change the emphasis on how viability should be approached in the planning 
system and the weight that should be given to viability assessments at the plan-making and development 
management stages.” (section 1.4). 
 
This report has been set out in accordance with the government guidance on assessing viability in a planning 
which is provided in the NPPF (2019) and PPG (2019). 
 
Sections 2.1 to 2.14 of the RICS Professional Statement set out the fourteen mandatory reporting and process 
requirements for all FVAs prepared on behalf of, or by applicants, reviewers, decisionmakers and plan-makers. 
We confirm that this Independent Viability Assessment has been carried out in accordance with sections 2.1 to 
2.14. The mandatory reporting requirements are set out under the headings below and expanded on where 
relevant in this Independent Viability Assessment report. 

6.1.1 Section 2.1: Objectivity, Impartiality and Reasonableness Statement 
We confirm that this Independent Viability Assessment has been carried out by a suitably qualified practitioner 
who has acted with: 

• with objectivity; 

• impartially; 

• without interference and; 

• with reference to all appropriate available sources of information. 

6.1.2 Section 2.2: Confirmation of Instructions and Absence of Conflicts of Interest 
We were instructed by Trafford Council to undertake an Independent Assessment and to provide advice on the 
viability case put forward by Accure (Forum) 1 Ltd (applicant), in respect of the Land at Former B&Q Site, Great 
Stone Road, Old Trafford, 100400/OUT/20. 
 
We can confirm that these is an absence of conflict of interest as we only act for the public sector, in the North 
West, in matters to do with financial viability in planning. We are currently working for a number of Local 
Planning Authorities in the North West which we do not consider is a conflict of interest. 

6.1.3 Section 2.3: A No Contingent Fee Statement 
We can confirm that we have no performance-related or contingent fees agreed with our Client, Trafford Council 
. 

6.1.4 Section 2.4: Transparency of Information 
The PPG (2019) states that 
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“Any viability assessment should be prepared on the basis that it will be made publicly available other than in 
exceptional circumstances.” (paragraph 21). 
 
We can confirm that this viability assessment has been prepared on the basis that it will be made publicly 
available should our Client, Trafford Council, require it to be as under our terms of engagement. 

6.1.5 Section 2.5: Confirmation Where the Practitioner is Acting on Area-wide and Scheme Specific FVAs 
As stated above, we only act for the public sector, in the North West, in matters to do with financial viability in 
planning. We are currently working for a number of Local Planning Authorities in the North West on both Area-
Wide and Scheme-Specific FVAs, which we do not consider is a conflict of interest. 

6.1.6 Section 2.6: Justification of Evidence 
In this Independent Viability Assessment, we have provided a detail response to the viability case set out by the 
Applicant and have outlined areas where the Applicant is requested to provide more detail, evidence, justification 
and explanation. We also highlighted areas where we believed the Applicant has deviated from the government 
national guidance PPG on Viability (2019). Each of our queries in this Independent Viability Assessment are clearly 
set out and supported by justifications as to why more detail of these inputs are needed. 

6.1.7 Section 2.7: Benchmark Land Value 
We have assessed the Applicant’s Benchmark Land Value in accordance with the requirements of section 2.7 of 
the RICS Professional Statement. The RICS Professional Statement is clear that when estimating the Benchmark 
Land Value, practitioners must follow the PPG on Viability (2019). The PPG defines Benchmark Land Value as: 
 
To define land value for any viability assessment, a benchmark land value should be established on the basis of the 
existing use value (EUV) of the land, plus a premium for the landowner. The premium for the landowner should 
reflect the minimum return at which it is considered a reasonable landowner would be willing to sell their land. 
The premium should provide a reasonable incentive, in comparison with other options available, for the landowner 
to sell land for development while allowing a sufficient contribution to fully comply with policy requirements. 
Landowners and site purchasers should consider policy requirements when agreeing land transactions. This 
approach is often called ‘existing use value plus’ (EUV+). (paragraph 13). 
 
And; 
 
Benchmark land value should: 
• “be based upon existing use value 
• allow for a premium to landowners (including equity resulting from those building their own homes) 

• reflect the implications of abnormal costs; site-specific infrastructure costs; and professional site fees… 

• This evidence should be based on developments which are fully compliant with emerging or up to date plan 

policies, including affordable housing requirements at the relevant levels set out in the plan.”  (paragraph 14). 

 
Where we believe the Applicant has not followed the PPG (2019) and RICS Professional Statement when assessing 
the Benchmark Land Value, we have clearly explained and justified why. 

6.1.8 Section 2.8: FVA Origination, Reviews and Negotiations 
This document is an independent review of an FVA. It is clear from the RICS Professional Statement that 
negotiations occur subsequent to the production of a viability case review. If the reviewer/assessor is unable to 
form an opinion due to limited information being provided by the Applicant, then it is not possible to get to the 
negotiation phase. If the requirements of the PPG (and thus the RICS Professional Statement) have not been 
followed, then the viability case does not meet the required criteria. 
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6.1.9 Section 2.9: Sensitivity Analysis 
Although we have not produced our own viability appraisal for the subject scheme, we have undertaken a 
sensitivity analysis (based on the Applicant’s figures/appraisal) of certain inputs where we believe the position 
could be improved. This can be found in section 5 of this report. 

6.1.10 Section 2.10: Engagement 
We can confirm that we will advocate reasonable, transparent, and appropriate engagement between the parties 
at all stages of the viability process. 

6.1.11 Section 2.11: Non-technical Summaries 
The executive summary of this report has been provided as a non-technical summary, which outlines the key 
figures and issues that support the conclusion of our Independent Viability Assessment. 

6.1.12 Section 2.12: Author(s) Sign-off 
This report has been produced by Murray Lloyd and Chris Gardner on the 27nd September 2020. 
 
Murray Lloyd and Chris Gardner have extensive experience undertaken Independent Viability Assessments on 
behalf of Local Planning Authorities and currently work with 8 LPAs on their viability cases. 

6.1.13 Section 2.13: Inputs to Reports Supplied by Other Contributors 
We can confirm that all contributions to this report relating to assessments of viability comply with the 
mandatory requirements as set out in the RICS Professional Statement. 

6.1.14 Section 2.14: Timeframes for Carrying out Assessments 
We can confirm that adequate time has been allowed to produce this Independent Viability Assessment having 
regards to the scale and complexities of this particular project. 
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Appendix 2: Land Registry House Price Index 
 

 
Source: Land Registry, September 2020. 
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Appendix 3: Home Track Cities Index 
 

 

 
Source: Hometrack, September 2020. 
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Appendix 4: Trebbi Mirror Appraisal (10% Affordable Housing) 
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From:Lynda Griffin
Sent:10 Jul 2020 17:20:22 +0100
To:Harrison, Debra
Cc:Alan Lowe;Andrew Charnock;Darren Embury;gregg mitchell;Jennifer McKinney;Landuse
Subject:RE: Planning Application 100400/OUT/20 Consultation - Former B&Q Site , Great Stone Road

Debra,

 

APPLICATION No:           100400/OUT/20

LOCATION:                       Former B&Q Site , Great Stone Road, Stretford, M32 0YP

DEVELOPMENT:              The demolition of existing retail unit and associated structures; erection of 
buildings for a mix of use including: 333 apartments (use class C3) and 
communal spaces ancillary to the residential use; flexible space for use classes 
A1, A3, D1 and/or D2; undercroft car parking; new public realm; and associated 
engineering works and infrastructure

 

I refer to the above application and make the following comments from a Metrolink perspective:

 

General Comments:

 

Red Line Boundary

The red line boundary for this proposal extends into Metrolink�s maintenance boundary, albeit 

marginally, the extents of the Metrolink�s boundary is denoted by the blue areas in the image below 
and the minor encroachment can be seen on the second image highlighted in yellow. The applicant is 
required to amend his red line boundary to exclude this land or engage with TfGM�s Estate Manager to 
ensure its inclusion is acceptable, even if being used temporarily for the purposes of tree clearance or 
construction works.
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Cycle/Footway Link to Old Trafford Tram Stop

The supporting documentation with this application makes reference to the development enabling a 
future footway/cycleway link to the Old Trafford Tram Stop to support current Trafford planning policies 
and aspirations.

 

Whilst, in principle, Metrolink support this aspiration, any such provision must be wholly at the expense 
of others and must not adversely impact Metrolink�s operations and/or maintenance responsibilities. 
It should also be noted that: cycles are not allowed on the tram platform; there is currently no cycle 
storage provision at this stop; the use of the platform as a through route is not acceptable to Metrolink; 
and that the stop area is strictly managed on match and event days via the corralling system.

 

The Landscape Statement submitted in support of this application shows the route, identified in pink in 
the first extract below, along the south-easterly boundary within Metrolink�s boundary and not within 

the Applicant�s site. This is also evidenced in the second image taken from the same document where 
the outdoor space to the block extends up to the Metrolink boundary.

 

Clearly the provision of this route relies on land outwith the applicant�s control, it is understood that 
the large area of land identified in yellow in the image above is owned by Lancashire County Cricket 
Club.  Therefore, to realise the aspiration of the footway/cycleway link to the tram stop along the line 
shown would requiring land access arrangements to be made with others in addition to Metrolink. 
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If, as it currently appears, the Applicant is not delivering the footway/cycle link to the tram stop as part 
of the proposed works it is essential that the proposals for the development provide secure boundaries 
to Metrolink to ensure that no informal route between the development and the Old Trafford Tram Stop 
develops. It is clearly envisaged that there will be a desire line between the development and the tram 
stop and therefore the development must either safely accommodate this or physically prevent it to 
address safety concerns around pedestrians walking adjacent to Metrolink where there is no formal 
provision. This is particularly important adjacent to the LCCC yellow land where the blue land is quite 
narrow and pedestrians would be forced to walk close to the tramway path. 

        

Impact on Trees within Metrolink Site

It is noted that the Tree Removal and Protection Plan contained within the Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment identifies all the trees on the Metrolink/LCCC side of the boundary fence as a group, G1, 
with circa 60 trees having a range of trunk diameters of between 75 and 400mm, and the canopy or root 
protection area extending no further than the Metrolink boundary � extract included below.
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An individual tree identified as T9 with a stem diameter of 380mm (20mm less than the maximum 
identified in G1) has a root protection radius of 4.6 metres and it can clearly be seen on the above image 
that the root protection area for this tree extends some way beyond the boundary with Metrolink. 
Unless all of the larger trees within G1 are in excess of 4.6metres away from the boundary then logic 
would suggest that the root protection area should extend into the application site. Clearly, Metrolink 
would not want trees within the Metrolink boundary to be adversely impacted by the works on the 
neighbouring site and I would ask that as a minimum the location of the larger trees within the group 
are individually identified and plotted along with the appropriate root protection area and that further 
information is then provided regarding whether these trees will be impacted and if so how that will be 
mitigated. 

 

Subject to the forgoing issues being satisfactorily addressed I would also request that, due to the 
proximity of the development to the operational Metrolink line, the following conditions are applied to 
any planning permission for this development:

 

Conditions:

 

1.           Working safely near Metrolink

No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until a Construction Management 
Plan (CMP) with detailed method statements of construction and risk assessments, has been submitted 
to, and approved in writing by Trafford Council (approval to be in consultation with Transport for 
Greater Manchester).  The approved CMP shall include agreed safe methods of working adjacent to the 
Metrolink Hazard Zone and shall be adhered to throughout the construction period.  The CMP shall 
provide for: -

 

� construction and demolition methods to be used; including the use of cranes (which must not 
oversail the tramway);

� the erection and maintenance of security hoarding; and

� measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction.

 

Reason:  

1.           To safeguard the amenities of the locality.
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2.           To ensure that the developer complies with all the necessary system clearances and agrees safe 
methods of working to meet the safety requirements of working above and adjacent to the Metrolink 
system.  Further details can be found via the Metrolink Website at; https://www.tfgm.com/public-
transport/tram/working-safely   

 

2.           Noise and Vibration

Prior to the commencement of the development a scheme for acoustically insulating the proposed 
development against noise and vibration from the adjacent Metrolink line shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by Trafford Council as local planning authority. The approved noise insulation 
scheme shall be completed before the use of the development commences.

 

Reason: To secure a reduction in noise from Metrolink in order to protect future residents from noise 
nuisance, pursuant to policies

 

3.           Drainage

No development shall take place, until the detailed design for the drainage of the development has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by Trafford Council as Local Planning Authority (approval to be in 
consultation with Transport for Greater Manchester). 

 

Reason:

To manage the risks associated with water run-off onto the Metrolink infrastructure and tramway 
pursuant to policies

 

4.           Track monitoring during construction works

Excavation is not to be carried out greater than 1m deep within 1m of the Metrolink operational 
boundary or any piling works within the zone of influence without notifying Metrolink in advance. Any 
such works may require track monitoring to be carried out as agreed with Metrolink and at the cost to 
the developer.

 

Reason:  To ensure that the development does not adversely affect the track alignment and therefore 
the operation of Metrolink
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5.           Tree Protection

No development shall take place until full details of the tree protection to the trees located within the 
Metrolink boundary have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, Trafford Council, the Local 
Planning Authority (approval to be in consultation with Transport for Greater Manchester).

 

Reason:

To protect trees against root damage and thereby the longer term protection of Metrolink 
infrastructure.

 

6.            Boundary Treatment

No development shall take place until full details of a secure boundary treatment to prevent entry from 
the application site onto Metrolink controlled land has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, 
Trafford Council, the Local Planning Authority (approval to be in consultation with Transport for Greater 
Manchester).

 

Reason:  

In the interests of health and safety and to mitigate against trespass and the development of 
unapproved and unsafe walking routes adjacent to Metrolink  

 

Regards

 

Lynda

 

 

Lynda Griffin 

Approvals and Consents Manager 
Metrolink 
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Transport for Greater Manchester

2 Piccadilly Place, Manchester M1 3BG 

Mobile 
Office fax 0161 244 1316 
www.tfgm.com 

Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to! 

 

This email and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the individual or 
entity to whom they are addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. 
Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance 
upon this information by individuals or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If 
you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender immediately and delete the email and 
any attachments. As a public body, Transport for Greater Manchester may be required to disclose 
this email or any response to it under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, unless the 
information in it is covered by one of the exemptions in the Act.
This email has been scanned for all viruses and passed through Content Control by the iCritical 
Email Security System.
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