
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
TRANSPORT AND WORKS ACT 1992: 
APPLICATION FOR THE PROPOSED NETWORK RAIL (ORDSALL CHORD) ORDER 
AND DEEMED PLANNING PERMISSION 
 
1. I am directed by the Secretary of State for Transport (“the Secretary of State”) to say 
that consideration has been given to the report of the Inspector, Brendan Lyons BArch MA 
MRTPI IHBC, who held a public local inquiry between 23 April 2014 and 23 May 2014 into 
the application made by your clients Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (“NR”) for—  
 

a) the Network  Rail  (Ordsall  Chord)  Order  (“the  Order”)  to  be  made  under 
sections 1, 3 and 5 of the Transport and Works Act 1992 (“TWA”); and 

 
b) a direction as to deemed planning permission for the development provided 
for in the Order, to be given under section 90(2A) of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 (“the planning direction”). 

 
2. The Order would authorise NR to construct a new elevated chord railway linking the 
Bolton  Lines  railway  near  the  Castlefield  Centre  with  the  Chat  Moss  Lines railway  near 
Salford Central station in the Ordsall area of Greater Manchester (referred to in this letter 
as “the scheme”).  The Order would also authorise the compulsory acquisition of land and 
rights  in land  for  the  purposes  of  the  scheme.   The  scheme  would  provide  a  direct  link 
between the three main stations in Manchester – Victoria, Oxford Road and Piccadilly.  
 
3. Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the Inspector’s report.  His conclusions on this 
application are  set  out  in paragraphs 595  to  842  and  872  to  885 of  the  report and  his 
recommendations are at paragraph 886. 
 
Summary of Inspector’s recommendations 
 
4. The Inspector recommended that the Order be made with modifications and that the 
planning direction be given subject to conditions. 
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Summary of Secretary of State’s decision 
 
5. For the reasons given in this letter, the Secretary of State has decided to make 
the Order, with modifications; and to direct that planning permission be deemed to 
be  granted,  subject  to  the  conditions  set out  in  Annex 1 to  this  letter.  In  separate 
letters being issued today, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 
has decided to give the various listed building consents required for implementation of the 
scheme as recommended by the Inspector at paragraph 887 of his report, and a certificate 
under section 19(1)(b) of the Acquisition of Land Act 1981 in respect of open space land 
that would be compulsorily acquired for the purposes of the scheme. 
 
Secretary of State’s consideration 
 
6. Careful consideration has been given to all the arguments put forward by, or on the 
behalf of, the parties. The Secretary of State’s consideration of the Inspector’s report is set 
out in the following paragraphs.  All paragraph references, unless otherwise stated, are to 
the Inspector’s report (“IR”). Where not stated in this letter, the Secretary of State can be 
taken to agree with the Inspector’s conclusions as set out in his report. 
 
The need for the scheme and the anticipated benefits  
 
7. The Secretary of State notes that the current layout of routes across Manchester, 
with poor connections across the city, has very significant adverse consequences by acting 
as a bottleneck to movement and a severe constraint on capacity, particularly at Piccadilly, 
which  results  in  delays  and  congestion.    He  agrees  with  the  Inspector  that  there  is  a 
pressing  need  (which  was  undisputed  at  the  inquiry) for a new  route  connecting  the 
Piccadilly and Victoria rail corridors to expand rail routing options, to ease congestion at 
Piccadilly and to allow Manchester Victoria to assume an enhanced role (IR 595-596). 
 
8. The Secretary of State notes that the scheme is the first component of the wider 
Northern Hub programme of improvements to the rail network in the North of England and 
that there was no dispute at the inquiry that the scheme was crucial to the delivery of the 
transportation, regeneration and socio-economic benefits of that programme.  He agrees 
with the Inspector that implementation of the scheme would result in very substantial public 
benefits at both the local and regional level, and that this provides very strong justification 
for the scheme (IR 597-599).  
 
Consistency with national and local planning and transport policies 
 
9. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s assessment at IR 600 to 613 of 
the extent  to  which  the  scheme  complies  with relevant policies in the National  Planning 
Policy  Framework  (“NPPF”),  the Manchester  Core  Strategy  and  the  Salford  Unitary 
Development Plan.  In particular, he agrees with the Inspector that the scheme is consistent 
with  polices at both national  and  local  level  which support the  delivery  of sustainable 
economic growth and promote the use of sustainable transport modes for the movement of 
passengers and goods.  The Secretary of State, nevertheless, accepts like the Inspector, 
and as mostly conceded by NR, that the scheme would cause the substantial harm to listed 
buildings in  the  vicinity and  their  setting, and  to  the  character  and  appearance  of  the 



Castlefield conservation area, as referred to at paragraph 15 below.  In coming to a decision 
on this application he has given considerable weight to these matters, having regard to the 
duties under sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990 which, while not directly applicable to a TWA Order determination or the giving of 
directions as to deemed planning permission, are reflected in the NPPF and development 
plan policies aimed at protecting the historic environment.   
 
Main alternative options considered including Option 15 
 
10. The Secretary of State has considered NR’s option selection process summarised 
by the Inspector at IR 614-623 and has noted the criticism that English Heritage was not 
involved sufficiently  early to  ensure  that  heritage  impacts  were  given  full  weight  in  the 
evaluation of options.  However, given the rigorous review of all previous steps which took 
place once English Heritage was involved, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector 
that there is no reason to believe that earlier consideration of heritage issues would have 
influenced  the  outcome  of  the  process so  as  to  produce  a  different  scheme  from  that 
submitted by NR with improved heritage impacts (IR 624, 626).  He is similarly satisfied 
that the scheme and Option 15 - which only came forward late in the selection process and 
which  the  Inspector  considered  to  be  the  most  persuasive  alternative - were  thoroughly 
examined both before and during the inquiry so as to enable properly informed conclusions 
to be reached on this application (IR 627). 
 
11. The  Secretary  of  State  has  considered  the  Inspector’s  detailed  comparison  at  IR 
628-695  of  the  scheme as submitted  by  NR and  the  Option  15  alternative  which  would 
involve  constructing  the  new  chord  further  to  the  west,  across  the  Middlewood  Locks 
redevelopment site.  He notes in this regard that it was not disputed that Option 15 would 
have  a  less  harmful  effect  on  heritage  assets  and  their  setting  than NR’s  proposals  (IR 
631).   The  Secretary  of  State agrees  with  the  Inspector,  however, that the  key  issue  in 
deciding whether the scheme satisfies the tests in paragraphs 132 and 133 of the NPPF is 
whether the substantial harm or loss to heritage assets that would result from the scheme 
is necessary to achieve substantial benefits which outweigh that harm or loss.  He agrees 
further that, in assessing whether such harm or loss is necessary, the particular issue in 
this case is whether Option 15 would provide a reasonable alternative to NR’s proposals, 
on an appropriate alternative site (IR 633-634).     
 
12. With regard to the impact of Option 15 on the Middlewood Locks site, the Secretary 
of State agrees with the Inspector that considerable weight must be given to the formally 
adopted  policies for  the  regeneration of Central  Salford which  has  suffered from  severe 
economic and social decline for many years.  He notes, in particular, that the scheme and 
the wider Northern Hub programme is identified in the Salford Central Planning Guidance 
as a vital contribution to the economic renewal of the area, and that the Middlewood Locks 
site is a key component of the Central Salford regeneration strategy.  He therefore agrees 
with  the  Inspector  that  the  delay  and  uncertainty  that  would  result  from  rejection  of the 
scheme proposed by NR would, in the immediate term, cause a significant setback to the 
ongoing regeneration of the Salford Central area (IR 636-644).  
 
13. As  regards impacts on  the  development  potential  of  Middlewood  Locks,  the 
Secretary  of  State  agrees  with  the  Inspector  that  the  severance  of  the  site by  rail 
infrastructure under the Option 15 proposals would be inherently harmful and would militate 
against successful comprehensive redevelopment (IR 648-652).  He agrees also that the 



new  elevated  structures  would  impose  a  significant  barrier  to  connectivity  of  movement 
across the site and that doubts over the provision of satisfactory access to a major part of 
the  site  weighs  heavily  against  Option  15  (IR  653-662).  The  Secretary  of  State  has 
therefore concluded, like the Inspector, that Option 15 as currently framed would be unlikely 
to support delivery of comprehensive regeneration of Middlewood Locks (IR 663). 
 
14. In other respects, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s assessment, for 
the reasons given at IR 664-692, that Option 15 would be capable of delivering the outputs 
of  the  scheme  as  proposed  by  NR,  subject  to  the  resolution  of  some  outstanding 
engineering issues and subject to considerably higher costs and disruption to rail travel.  
However, he is satisfied that, taking these considerations with the likely significant adverse 
effects of Option 15 on the regeneration of Central Salford, Option 15 is not a reasonable 
alternative to NR’s proposals and that Middlewood Locks is not an appropriate alternative 
site for the new chord railway (IR 696–697).  The Secretary of State is similarly satisfied 
that  none  of  the  other  options  referred  to  by  other  parties  would  provide  a  reasonable 
alternative to the scheme proposed by NR (IR 698-708). 
 
Likely impacts of the scheme on heritage assets 
 
15. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s assessment at IR 709-736 of the 
importance  of  the  buildings  and  structures affected  by the  scheme, many  of  which  date 
from the earliest days of passenger rail travel, and the extent to which the scheme would 
cause harm to those heritage assets.  He agrees, in particular, that substantial harm would 
be caused by the demolition of the Grade II listed Girder Bridge and Cast Iron Bridge; that 
construction of  the new  chord  structure would  not  preserve the  setting  of  three  Grade  I 
listed buildings (the former Liverpool Road Station, the former railway goods warehouse 
and Stephenson’s Bridge across the Irwell, all of 1830) or of the Grade II listed 1830 and 
Zig  Zag  Viaducts;  that  construction  of  the  chord would  be  substantially  harmful  to  the 
significance of those listed buildings and structures; and that implementation of the scheme 
would  be  substantially  harmful  to  the  character  and  appearance  of this  part  of  the 
Castlefield conservation area.   
 
16. The  Secretary  of  State agrees  with  the  Inspector  that  the  cumulative  substantial 
harm to heritage assets which the scheme would cause does not align with the statutory 
duties and the national and local policies referred to at paragraph 9 above (IR 738).  He 
has, therefore, considered whether the presumption against approving development that 
would cause such harm as expressed in those duties and policies should be set aside in 
the circumstances of this case.  With regard specifically to the test in paragraph 133 of the 
NPPF,  the  Secretary  of  State  agrees  with  the  Inspector  that  taking  into  account  the 
conclusions on Option 15 at paragraphs 11 to 14 above and the limited scope for alternative 
options at Ordsall, the scheme as proposed by NR may well provide the only viable option 
(IR 875-876).  He agrees further that because of the scale of the benefits that would be 
realised across Greater Manchester and the North of England by the scheme, the harm to 
heritage assets in the vicinity would in this instance be outweighed by those public benefits 
(IR 877-882).  The Secretary of State is for these reasons satisfied that clear and convincing 
justification  for  the  scheme  has  been  provided  so  as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of 
paragraph 133 of the NPPF.  
 



Likely impacts of the scheme on residents, businesses and the environment 
 
Noise and vibration 
 
17. The  Secretary  of  State agrees with  the  Inspector  that  the  package  of  measures 
proposed by NR, based on those developed for the Thameslink project, would represent a 
proportionate approach to dealing with the adverse effects of construction noise.  He notes 
that some residents in the vicinity would suffer significant disruption during construction and 
are likely to qualify for noise insulation or temporary re-housing.  He agrees, however, that 
taking into account the proposed Noise and Vibration Plan to be approved under the Code 
of Construction Practice (“CoCP”) this would not be so severe that the scheme should be 
rejected (IR 739-745).  As regards operational noise, the Secretary of State notes that only 
a small number of locations would be likely to experience greater than a moderate increase 
in both day and night-time conditions and agrees with the Inspector that this would be an 
adverse impact of the scheme to be weighed in the balance against its benefits (IR 746). 
 
18. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that subject to the correct method 
of piling and other techniques which would be required under the CoCP, vibration should 
not be a cause for concern either during construction or operation (IR 747-748).  
 
Visual intrusion and light 
 
19. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that visual intrusion caused by the 
viaduct widening and new bridge over Water Street would have some adverse impact on 
living conditions in nearby apartments due to loss of light and the effect on outlook, but not 
to an unacceptable degree (IR 749-751).  He notes also that construction lighting would be 
controlled through the CoCP and that any adverse effects should be short-lived (IR 752). 
 
Access and parking 
 
20. The Secretary of State has noted NR’s assurance that the Traffic Management Plan 
(“TMP”) would ensure access to the Woollam Place and Potato Wharf properties and their 
parking during periods of temporary traffic restriction, and that alternative parking would be 
provided where necessary (IR 753).  He agrees with the Inspector that adverse effects on 
access  to  residential  properties  and  parking  would  be  satisfactorily  mitigated  to  limit 
disruption to the minimum necessary (IR 754-756). 
 
Townscape and visual amenity 
 
21. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, while recognising the efforts 
that have  been  made in  the  design  of  the  scheme  to mitigate  its harmful  effects  on  the 
existing townscape including  the  heritage  assets referred  to  above, the  overall  lasting 
effects on the townscape could not be seen as beneficial (IR 757-763).  He considers that 
these effects need to be weighed against the benefits of the scheme in the overall balance.  
 



Statutory undertakers 
 
22. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the protective provisions in 
Schedules 11 and 12 to the Order would satisfactorily address the concerns of statutory 
undertakers and public communications providers (IR 767). 
 
Water resources and flood risk  
 
23. The  Secretary  of  State  agrees  with  the  Inspector  that  the  impacts  on  water 
resources,  flood  risk  and  contamination  have  been  properly  considered  in  the  Order 
proposal, and adequate mitigation measures identified, which would be addressed through 
the CoCP (IR 769-772). 
 
Land use 
 
24. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, despite the densely developed 
urban location of the scheme, the adverse effects on commercial property would be kept to 
the  minimum  necessary and  future  planned  development  could  be  designed  to 
accommodate the changed circumstances.  He notes that there was no dispute that the 
scheme would, more widely, have significant positive effects on planned development in 
Manchester City Centre, Salford Central and at Manchester Airport (IR 773-781).   
 
Air quality 
 
25. The  Secretary  of  State  agrees  with  the  Inspector  that, taking  into  account  the 
mitigation which would be secured through the Nuisance Management Plan as part of the 
CoCP, the impact of construction activities on air quality close to the Castlefield Viaduct 
should  be  no  more  than  slight  adverse.  He  agrees,  therefore,  that  the effect  on  living 
conditions would not be unacceptable (IR 782). 
 
Traffic impacts  
  
26.   The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that construction traffic should not 
add  significantly  to  congestion  on  main  routes  and  that  the  TMP  should help  to  avoid 
unacceptable impact on the local highway network (IR 784–786). He agrees also that the 
scheme would maintain or enhance conditions for pedestrians and cyclists, in particular as 
a result of replacing Prince’s Bridge with a footpath and cycle track bridge (IR 787-791). 
 
Ecological impacts  
  
27. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, subject to the adoption of an 
Ecological Management Plan, which would be secured by condition 10 in Annex 1, and to 
the  proposed  Pollution  Prevention  and  Incident  Control  Plan  as  part  of  the  CoCP,  the 
residual ecological impacts should not be significant.  He agrees also that an appropriate 
assessment is not required under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2010 (IR 795-797). 
 



Impacts on users of the River Irwell 
 
28. The Secretary of State notes NR’s commitment that full closures of the waterway 
would be limited to the absolute necessary  and that otherwise a clear corridor  of  5 to 7 
metres would be maintained.  He agrees with the Inspector that the Order would provide 
adequate protection for users of river and for the Manchester Ship Canal Company and the 
Canal & Rivers Trust (IR 798-802). 
 
Mitigation measures 
 
29. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the CoCP and its constituent 
plans  and  programmes  should  be  effective  in  addressing  adverse  impacts  during  the 
construction phase.  He agrees, however, that lasting adverse effects on the quality of the 
historic  environment  and  on  the  townscape  as  a  result  of  the  scheme  would  not  be 
prevented by any of NR’s mitigation measures; and that some adverse noise effects both 
during construction and in the longer term would remain after mitigation (IR 803-811).    
 
30. Under section 14(3AA) of the TWA, the Secretary of State is required to describe 
the  main  measures  to  avoid,  reduce  and  if  possible,  remedy  the  major  adverse 
environmental effects of the scheme.  In this case he considers that the main measures to 
mitigating the effects of the scheme are in the planning conditions set out in Annex 1 to this 
letter and the CoCP that would be secured by condition 8.   
 
The adequacy of the Environmental Statement 
 
31. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the Environmental Statement 
(“ES”)  adequately addresses the environmental issues raised by the scheme, that correct 
procedures  have  been  followed  and  that the  requirements  of  the  Transport  and  Works 
(Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 2006 have been met 
(IR 812-815).  The Secretary of State is satisfied that he has sufficient information for the 
purposes  of  his decision  on  this  application and  confirms  that he has  complied  with  the 
requirements  of  paragraphs  (a)  to  (c)  of  section  14(3A)  of  the  TWA  relating  to  the 
consideration of the ES.  
 
Conditions to be attached to the planning direction 
 
32. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, subject to changes set out in 
paragraph 33 below, the recommended conditions at Appendix 3 to the IR are appropriate 
and satisfy the tests set out in paragraph 206 of the NPPF (IR 816-826). 
 
33. The  changes  which  the  Secretary  of  State  intends  to  make to  the  conditions 
recommended by the Inspector are as follows: 
 
• he  has  deleted  the  definitions  of  “commence”,  “commencement”  and  “preliminary 
works” in the Interpretation section of the conditions since he does not consider it 
appropriate to enable potentially significant works to be carried out before mitigation 
measures such as the CoCP have been approved in accordance with the conditions; 
  

• he does not consider that the conditions proposed by NR as to the requirement for 
written approval and the amendment of approved details are unenforceable (IR 817); 



he has therefore deleted the last two paragraphs of the Interpretation section of the 
conditions  and  inserted  provisions to similar effect  at condition  16 (approval  and 
implementation under these conditions);  

 
• he does not consider that it is appropriate for condition 3 (accordance with planning 
drawings) to authorise non-material changes to be made to the approved planning 
drawings and has deleted that provision;  this is because such provision would side-
step the procedures under sections 73 and 96A of the Town and Country Planning 
Act  1990  for,  respectively,  developing  land  without  compliance  with  conditions 
previously attached or making non-material changes to a planning permission; and 
 

• he  has  made  a  number  of  other minor  drafting  changes  to  the  conditions  in  the 
interests of clarity and consistency. 

 
The conditions that the Secretary of State intends to attach to the planning direction are set 
out in Annex 1 to this letter. 
  
NR’s proposals for funding the scheme. 
 
34. The Secretary of State notes that the scheme is fully funded as part of the Northern 
Hub programme  (IR  827-829).   He  is  therefore  satisfied  that  there  is  unlikely  to  be  any 
impediment to implementation in this regard. 
 
Compulsory acquisition matters 
 
35. The Secretary of state agrees with the Inspector that there is a compelling case in 
the  public  interest  for  conferring the  necessary  compulsory  acquisition powers  on  NR, 
having  regard  to  the  substantial  transportation  and  potential  economic  benefits  of  the 
scheme.  He is satisfied also, like the Inspector, that the land and rights in land for which 
compulsory acquisition powers have been sought are required to secure the satisfactory 
implementation of the scheme.  With regard to the adverse effects of the scheme on the 
enjoyment  of  residential  property,  the  Secretary  of  State  agrees  with  the  Inspector  that 
taking into account the planned mitigation measures, NR’s Hardship Policy and the benefits 
of the scheme, the interference would be proportionate and would not breach Article 1 of 
the First Protocol to the European Convention on Human Rights (IR 830–837). 
 
The proposed TWA Order  
 
36. The Secretary of State is satisfied that the form of the Order as recommended by 
the  Inspector  is  appropriate, subject  to  the  following  changes    (IR  838–840).    He  has 
decided  to delete  article  38  (trespass)  which  is  unnecessary  because  section  55  of  the 
British Transport Commission Act 1949 (for better prevention of trespass on railways &c.) 
applies to NR’s undertaking; and to make a number of other minor drafting changes which 
do not materially alter the effect of the Order.  He is satisfied that none of modifications 
made to the Order since application would make a substantial change in the proposals such 



as would require notification to affected persons under section 13(4) of the TWA. 
  
Secretary of State's overall conclusions and decision 
 
37. For the reasons given at paragraph 16 above, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector that the balance lies in favour of approving the scheme as proposed by NR, in 
spite  of  the  substantial  harm to  heritage  assets  that  would  result.   He  agrees with  the 
Inspector also that, taking into account the proposed mitigation measures, the benefits of 
the scheme to the wider community outweigh the adverse impacts on a small number of 
local  residents of constructing  and  operating the  scheme;  and  that  none  of  the  other 
adverse effects of the scheme would critically affect the overall balance of considerations 
(IR 883-885). 
 
38. The  Secretary  of  State  has  therefore  decided  to  make  the  Order,  subject  to  the 
modifications referred to in paragraph 36 above, and to give the planning direction subject 
to the conditions in Annex 1 to this letter.  The letter conveying the planning direction will 
be issued shortly, at the same time as the Order is made, following publication of a notice 
of the determination in the London Gazette. 
    
Notice under section 14 of the TWA 
 
39. This letter constitutes the Secretary of State's notice of his determination to make 
the Order with modifications, for the purposes of section 14(1)(a) and section 14(2) of the 
TWA.    Your  clients  are  required  to  publish  newspaper  notices  of  the  determination  in 
accordance with section 14(4) of the TWA. 
 
Challenge to decisions 
 
40. The circumstances in which the Secretary of State's decisions may be challenged 
are set out in the note attached at Annex 2 to this letter. 
 
Distribution 
 
41. Copies of this letter are being sent to those who appeared at the inquiry and to all 
statutory objectors whose objections were referred to the inquiry under section 11(3) of the 
TWA but who did not appear. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Martin Woods 
 
  



 
 

ANNEX 1 
 
 
CONDITIONS WHICH  THE  SECRETARY OF  STATE  INTENDS  TO ATTACH  TO  THE 
DIRECTION AS TO DEEMED PLANNING PERMISSION 

Interpretation 
 
In the following conditions:– 
 
“the Applications Rules” means the Transport and Works (Applications and Objections 
Procedure)(England and Wales) Rules 2006 (S.I. 2006 No. 1466); 
 
“the  Code  of  Construction  Practice”  means  the  code  of  construction  practice  to  be 
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority, a draft of which accompanies 
the Environmental Statement; 
 
 “the development” means the development authorised by the Order; 
 
“the  Environmental  Statement”  means  the  statement  of  environmental  information 
submitted  with  the  application  for  the  draft  Order  pursuant  to rule  10(2)(g)  of  the 
Applications Rules and dated September 2013; 
 
“the local planning authority” means, as respects development in their respective areas, 
Manchester City Council and Salford City Council; 
 
“Network Rail” means Network Rail Infrastructure Limited; 
 
“the Order” means the Network Rail (Ordsall Chord) Order 2015; 
 
“the planning drawings”  means  the  drawings  listed  in  Schedule  2  to  the  request  for 
deemed planning permission submitted in accordance with rule 10(6) of the Applications 
Rules; 
 
 “significant archaeological remains”  means  archaeology  of  medium and  high 
significance as defined in the Heritage Assessment in the Environmental Statement; and 
 
“stage” means a defined section or part of the development the extent of which is shown 
in  a  scheme  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  local  planning  authority  pursuant  to 
condition 2 (stages of development); and  
 
“Works Nos. 1 to 5” means the works so numbered in Schedule 1 to the Order. 
 

 
Time limit for commencement of development 
 
1. The development must commence before the expiration of five years from the date 
that the Order comes into force. 



 
Reason: To set a reasonable time limit for the commencement of the development and to avoid blight. 
 
Stages of development 
 
2. No development is to commence until a written scheme setting out all the stages of 
the development has been submitted to and approved by each local planning authority.  
 
Reason: To control the timescale for the approval of details.  
 
Accordance with planning drawings 
 
3. The development must be carried out in accordance with the planning drawings. 
 
Reason: To ensure compliance with the approved plans and for the avoidance of doubt. 
 
Landscaping and Lighting 
 
4.(a)  No stage of the development is to commence until a landscaping and lighting scheme 
for  that stage  has  been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  each  local  planning  authority  with 
responsibility for any area within the stage. 
 
(b)  The approved scheme must include the mitigation measures set out in Chapter 17 of the 
Environmental Statement, within the areas outlined by a purple dashed line on the Ordsall 
Chord  Landscape  Boundary  Plan  Ref  TWA-1-6-408  and  must  contain  details  of  hard 
landscaping, soft landscaping and lighting including: 
 

i. the  location,  number,  species,  size  and  planting  density  of  any  proposed 
planting; 

ii. the cultivation and importing of materials and other operations to ensure plant 
establishment; 

iii. hard surfacing material; 
iv. minor structures such as furniture, refuse or other storage units and signs; 
v. lighting, including to the façade and underside of Stephenson’s Bridge, areas 

below the railway, ground level at the widened viaduct at Water Street and on 
the replacement Prince’s Bridge pedestrian/cycle bridge; 

vi. implementation timetables; and 
vii. any temporary fencing to protect existing trees adjacent to the development. 

 
Reason: To ensure that the development provides an acceptable quality of environment. 
 
Paving and surfacing 
 
5.(a)    No stage  of  the development  is  to  commence  until  a paving  and  surfacing  strategy 
(including  finishes and  materials)  for  the  public  footpaths,  vehicular  crossings,  collision 
protection,  cycle  track  and  carriageways  within  that  stage has  been  submitted  to  and 
approved by each local planning authority with responsibility for any area within the stage.  
 
(b)    No stage  of  the development  is  to  commence  until  a  scheme  to  ensure  access  for 
disabled people has been submitted to and approved by each local planning authority with 



responsibility for any area within the stage. The approved scheme must include details to 
ensure access for disabled people, including wheelchair routes, to the areas of public realm 
and public access shown outlined by a purple dashed line on the Ordsall Chord Landscape 
Boundary Plan Ref TWA-1-6-408. The approved scheme must be implemented in full within 
one  year  of  the  date that the development  is first brought  into  use  for  the  purpose  of 
timetabled services transporting fare-paying passengers. 
 
Reason:  To  ensure  that  the  development  provides  an  acceptable  quality  of  full  accessible  public 
space. 
 
Implementation and maintenance of landscaping 
 
6.  Any tree or shrub included in the approved scheme that, within a period of five years after 
planting, dies, is removed or becomes, in the opinion of the local planning authority, seriously 
damaged or diseased, is to be replaced in the first available planting season with a specimen 
of the same species and size as that originally planted. 
 
Reason: To secure correct implementation. 
 
Archaeology 
 
7.(a)  No stage of the development is to commence until a written scheme for the investigation 
of  areas  of  archaeological  interest within  that  stage  identified  at  chapter  17.3  in  the 
Environmental  Statement  has  been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  each  local  planning 
authority with responsibility for any area within the stage. 
 
(b)  The approved scheme must identify areas where field work and/or a watching brief are 
required and the measures to be taken in order to protect, record or preserve any significant 
archaeological remains that may be found.  
 
(c)  Any archaeological works or watching brief must be undertaken by a suitably qualified 
person or  body  approved  by  each  local  planning  authority  with  responsibility  for  any  area 
within the stage. 
 
Reason:  To  ensure  that  the  significance  of  the  historic  environment  is  properly  assessed  and 
preserved. 
 
Code of Construction Practice 
 
8.(a)  No stage of the development is to commence until a Code of Construction Practice 
(“CoCP”) for that stage, including the relevant plans and programmes referred to in paragraph 
(b),  which  incorporate  the  means  to  mitigate  the  construction  impacts  identified  in  the 
Environmental  Statement,  have  been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  each  local  planning 
authority with responsibility for any area within the Stage.  
 
(b)  Part B of the CoCP must include the following plans and programmes: 
 

i. an external communications programme; 
ii. a pollution prevention and incident control plan; 
iii. a site waste management plan (including a materials management plan); 



iv. a traffic management plan and a travel plan; 
v. a nuisance management plan concerning dust, wheel washing measures, air 

pollution and temporary lighting; and 
vi. a noise and vibration management plan including a construction methodology 

assessment. 
 

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents and the quality of the local environment by ensuring 
the mitigation of adverse construction effects. 
 
Contaminated land 
 
9.(a) No stage of the development is to commence within the area of a local planning authority 
until a written scheme to deal with the contamination of any land, (including groundwater and 
gases) within that stage identified within Chapter 17 of the Environmental Statement which 
is  likely  to  cause  significant  harm  to  persons  or  pollution  of  controlled  waters  or  the 
environment  has  been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  each  local  planning  authority  with 
responsibility for any area within that stage. 
 
(b)  The approved contaminated land scheme must include an investigation and assessment 
report, prepared by a specialist consultant approved by the local planning authority, to identify 
the extent of any contamination and the remedial measures to be taken to render the land fit 
for its intended purpose, together with a contaminated land management plan setting out any 
long-term measures relating to any contaminants remaining on the site. 
 
(c)    Any  required  remediation  must, on  completion  of  each stage  of  the development, be 
reported  in  a  verification  report  which  is  to  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  each  local 
planning authority with responsibility for any area within the stage. 
 
Reason: To protect human health and the quality of the local environment. 
 
Ecology 
 
10.  No stage of the development is to commence until an ecological management plan for 
that  Stage  has  been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  each  local  planning  authority  with 
responsibility for any area within the stage. The approved ecological management plan must 
reflect the survey results and ecological mitigation and enhancement measures included in 
the Environmental Statement, in particular to accord with Chapter 17.2 of the Environmental 
Statement, and must include an implementation timetable. 
 
Reason: To protect and enhance the quality of the natural environment. 
 
Details of the materials, colour schemes and finishes 
 
11. No stage  of  the development  is  to  commence  until  details  of  the  materials,  colour 
schemes  and  finishes,  including  samples  of  bricks  and  details  of  anti-graffiti  coatings  in 
respect of the bridge and viaduct structures included in Works Nos. 1 to 5 within that stage, 
have been submitted to and approved by each local planning authority with responsibility for 
any area within the stage.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the development provides an acceptable quality of built environment. 



 
Contract for works 
 
12. No works of demolition of Prince’s Bridge within the Castlefield Conservation Area are 
to  commence  until  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  the  Ordsall  Chord  has  been  let  and 
evidence  of  that  contract,  specifying  commencement  time,  has  been  submitted  to  and 
approved by Manchester City Council as local planning authority. 
 
Reason:  To  ensure  that  the  character  of  the  conservation  area  is  not  unnecessarily  harmed  by 
premature demolition. 
 
Crime reduction 
 
13. No stage  of  the development  is  to  commence  until  a  scheme  of  crime  reduction 
measures within  that  stage has  been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  each  local  planning 
authority with responsibility for any area within the stage. All such crime reduction measures 
must be implemented in full and afterwards retained unless an alternative measure which is 
equally effective has been approved by each local planning authority with responsibility for 
any area within the stage. 
 
Reason: To protect the safety of public space. 
 
Heritage Assets 
 
14. No stage of the development is to commence until a detailed analysis and design of 
specific elements of proposals which affect a listed building or its setting within that stage 
have been submitted to and approved by each local planning authority with responsibility for 
any area within the Stage.  
 
Reason: To ensure the conservation of the historic environment. 
 
15. The deck of the viaduct forming part of the Ordsall Chord must not be constructed over 
the 1830 Viaduct until details of the treatment to Stephenson’s Bridge following removal of 
the Girder Bridge have been submitted to and approved by each local planning authority with 
responsibility for Stephenson’s Bridge.  
 
Reason: To ensure the conservation of the historic environment. 
 
Approval and implementation under these conditions 
 
16. Where under any of these conditions the approval or agreement of the local planning 
authority is required, that approval or agreement must be given in writing.  The development 
must be carried out in accordance with any such approval or agreement, or any subsequent 
revisions that have been submitted to, and approved by, the local planning authority. 
 
Reason: To provide for certainty in the approvals and implementation processes. 

 
 
END. 
  



ANNEX 2 
 
 
 
 
RIGHT TO CHALLENGE ORDERS MADE UNDER THE TWA 
 
Any person who is aggrieved by the making of the Order may challenge its validity, or the 
validity of any provision in it, on the grounds that— 
 
• it is not within the powers of the TWA; or 
• any requirement imposed by or under the TWA or the Tribunals and Inquiries Act 
1992 has not been complied with. 

 
Any such challenge may be made, by application to the High Court, within the period of 42 
days from the day on which notice of this determination is published in the London Gazette 
as required by section 14(1)(b) of the TWA. This notice is expected to be published within 
three working days of the date of this decision letter. 
 
CHALLENGES TO DEEMED PLANNING PERMISSION GIVEN IN CONNECTION WITH 
A TWA ORDER 
 
There is no statutory right to challenge the validity of the Secretary of State's direction that 
planning permission shall be deemed to be granted for development for which provision is 
included in the Order.  Any person who is aggrieved by the giving of the direction may, 
however, seek permission of the High Court to challenge the decision by judicial review. 
 
 
 
A  person  who  thinks  they  have  grounds  for  challenging  the  decision  to  make  the 
Order is advised to seek legal advice before taking action. 
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