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This appendix includes information we have received from individuals to support their comments on the Rossendale Draft Local Plan which are too large to 

include in the main body of the report. This information includes photographs, maps and reports and it is organised numerically by the individual reference 

number for each person.  Confidential information including personal addresses, signatures, contact details etc. have been removed.  

Individual 
Reference 

Name Policy or Site 
Reference 

Type of Policy or 
Site  

Site Name (if 
applicable) 
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Number 

Page 
No.  

51 John Sikora Site HS2.54 Housing Site Land between Newchurch Road 
and Bacup Road / Land off 
Newchurch Road / Land to west 
of Dobbin Lane 

1 1 

69 P.L. Massey New site A site that has not been 
considered previously 

Land off Booth Road 1 18 

164 P. and T. Hellawell New site A site that has not been 
considered previously 

Field adjoining Todmorden Road 1 20 

432 Antony Greenwood Policy SD2 Urban Boundary and 
Green Belt 

Land behind no. 198 Haslingden 
Rd 

1 23 

461 Richard Gee on behalf 
of Lee Jeys 

New site A site that has not been 
considered previously 

Land south of Lumb Village, 
Ramsbottom 

1 24 

490 Richard Gee on behalf 
of Mr & Mrs Vines, Mrs 
Jackson and Mrs 
Preston 

Site not allocated A site that was examined 
in the SHLAA but that has 
not been taken forward in 
the Draft Local Plan 

Land at Marl Pitts, Newchurch 
Road, Rawtenstall 

1 31 

492 Residents and friends of 
Townsend Fold 

Site HS2.60 Housing Site Townsend Fold 1 36 

498 John Barnes Site EMP2.15 / 
Site not allocated 

Employment Site /  
A site that was examined 
in the SHLAA but that has 
not been taken forward in 
the Draft Local Plan 

Land north of Hud Hey / 
Land at Rising Bridge Road 

1 60 



572 H. Keith Smith Site HS2.76 Housing Site Snig Hole, Helmshore  1 63 
598 David Trick Policy SD2 Urban Boundary and 

Green Belt 
Hutch Bank Farm, Flip Road, 
Haslingden 

1 82 

615 Elaine Garrard Sites HS2.11, HS2.12, 
HS2.13 and HS2.32 

Housing Sites Bankside Lane 1 84 

740 Linda Bohen New site A site that has not been 
considered previously 

Land at Irongate, Holcombe 
Road 

1 86 

944 Andrew Watt on behalf 
of Britannia Hotels 

Site not allocated / 
New site 

A site that was examined 
in the SHLAA but that has 
not been taken forward in 
the Draft Local Plan /  
A site that has not been 
considered previously 
 
 

Land to south of Bar Terrace, 
Tonacliffe SHLAA16003 

1 93 

948 David Ashworth Policy SD2 Urban Boundary and 
Green Belt 

Lomas Lane Rawtenstall 1 94 

1018 White Acre Estates, on 
behalf of Turnbull 
Prints Ltd 

Site HS2.73 Housing Site Edenwood Mill, Edenfield 1 97 

1042 Alan Houghton, 
AECOM, on behalf of 
John Lord (LANXESS) 

Policy SD2 Urban Boundary and 
Green Belt 

Rising Bridge 1 100 

1045 Keith Loughlin Policy HS2 Housing Site Allocations Waterbarn Chapel, Rakehead 
Lane and adjoining land, 
Stacksteads 

1 101 

1371 Daniela Ripa Policy SD2 Urban Boundary and 
Green Belt 

Lower Fold Head Farm, 
Whitworth 

1 105 

1388 Steven Hartley on 
behalf of Stan 
Ainsworth 

Site HS2.49 Housing site Site at the Glory, Loveclough 1 115 

1416 Donna Barber on behalf 
of Ian Shorrock 

Site 
EMP2.19 

Employment Site Grane Road Mill. Haslingden 1 117 



1431 Christopher Dance Site HS2.8 /  
Site HS2.9 

Housing Sites Land south of the Weir Public 
house /  
Land west of Burnley Road, 
Weir 

1 124 
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Roman Summer Associates Ltd Lime Leach Studio, 363 – 367 Rochdale Road, Turn Village, Ramsbottom, Bury, BL0 0RL 
Telephone: 01706 829 592 www.romansummer.com Company number: 7403591 

Head of Planning                            Our Ref:  RG/G267L001 
Rossendale Borough Council                               Date:  5 September 2017 
Room 121  
The Business Centre  
Futures Park  
Bacup  
OL13 0BB  
 
Email:  forwardplanning@rossendale.gov.uk 
 
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
 
Representations on Emerging Local Plan 
Land south of Lumb Village, Ramsbottom, Bury, Lancashire  
 
We are instructed by Lee Jeys to submit these representations objecting to the omission of his land 
as a housing allocation for up to 5 dwellings in the emerging Local Plan.  A site location plan 
accompanies these representations, and the site’s location is marked (very crudely) by the red 
asterisk on the extract from the draft Proposals Map below. 
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Mr. Jeys’ land is well known to the Council and has recently been the subject of an allowed appeal in 
respect of a timber building constructed for the purposes of working and storing wood (ref: 
APP/B2355/C/15/3139574).   
 
We contend that this is a brownfield site that ought to be released from the Green Belt and 
allocated for up to 5 houses.   
 
In the spirit of openness, we acknowledge that the appeal Inspector presented a contrary view 
concerning the status of the land in her paragraph 16 :  
 
‘The Council takes issue with the contention that the land is a previously developed site. Whilst the site in the 
past accommodated several buildings, including a mill, these buildings were demolished in the 1990’s. Over 
the years the land has become largely covered over by vegetation and has the character and appearance of 
woodland, open clearings and riverbanks. Whilst there is some evidence of foundations, fragments of walls, 
roads and hardstandings these industrial remains are such that they have blended into the landscape. Having 
regard to the definition of “previously developed land” at Annex 2 to the Framework I am inclined to agree 
with the Council that the site cannot be regarded as previously developed land.’  
 
Notwithstanding that, we continue to maintain that the land is previously developed and that the 
Inspector’s judgement in that regard is flawed.  Inspectors can and do of course reach incorrect 
judgements, as evidenced by a long series of legal challenges that have overturned appeal decisions. 
 
Our client’s stance is that much of his land is indisputably brownfield.  Very large expanses of stone 
and concrete foundations and walls are evident, and while the site may appear verdant in parts, that 
is very much around its periphery.  The Council presented historic photographs of the site as part of 
its appeal evidence, which offered the appearance of dense woodland on the site.  What those 
photographs do not reveal is that that ‘greenery’ was little more than a sea of Himalayam Balsam and 
small, poor quality self set saplings struggling to grow through narrow gaps in the foundations of the 
former mill.  It is also worth highlighting that our client operated on the advice of the Forestry 
Commission, and associated correspondence was presented in support of the above appeal. 
 
It is also worth highlighting that Himalayam Balsam is an invasive weed, and carries a particular threat 
close to rivers and streams (as in this case).  The following advice is reproduced from the website of 
the Royal Horticultural Society : 
 

 
What is Himalayan balsam? 

Introduced to the UK in 1839, Himalayan balsam is now a naturalised plant, found especially 

on riverbanks and in waste places where it has become a problem weed.  

Himalayan balsam tolerates low light levels and also shades out other vegetation, so 

gradually impoverishing habitats by killing off other plants. It is sometimes seen in gardens, 

either uninvited or grown deliberately, but care must be taken to ensure that it does not 

escape into the wild. 
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Appearance 

Himalayan balsam is a tall growing annual, 2-3m (6-10ft) in height. Between June and 

October it produces clusters of purplish pink (or rarely white) helmet-shaped flowers. 

The flowers are followed by seed pods that open explosively when ripe. 
 
The problem 

Each plant can produce up to 800 seeds. These are dispersed widely as the ripe seedpods 

shoot their seeds up to 7m (22ft) away. 

The plant is spread by two principal means; 

• The most widespread distribution tends to be by human means where individuals pass on 
seed to friends  

• Once established in the catchment of a river the seeds, which can remain viable for two 
years, are transported further afield by water 

 
 
As such, while our client has openly cleared parts of his land, it is important that the LPA does not 
labour under the impression that he has removed a rich Tolkeinesque ancient woodland.  He has 
simply sought to remove a serious, unattractive and dangerous problem, which if left would have 
spilled out into the adjacent countryside and further downstream. 
 
Notwithstanding any debate about greenfield versus brownfield (and bearing in mind that the 
Council is in the process of proposing the release of far larger and greener / more attractive swathes 
of Green Belt land elsewhere in the Borough), we suggest that the site is ideally suited for a small, 
bespoke, high quality housing scheme – up to 5 large detached dwellings of excellent design and 
strong sustainability credentials.  Such a development would not only make a meaningful and much 
needed contribution towards Rossendale’s housing land supply, but it would also efficiently and 
sustainably reuse what we continue to maintain is brownfield and unsightly land, and could cross 
subsidise environmental improvements through tree and ecological mitigation and maintenance. 
 
The site barely fulfils any meaningful Green Belt function.  Aside from being barely visible, it is 
unattractive in appearance, with large expanses of concrete, stone footings and remnants of walls 
and other structures.  Public views towards the site from the wider Green Belt are very limited / 
glimpsed, such that the site does not read as part of the wider open landscape or countryside.  It is 
essentially a self contained mini-parcel that does not fulfil a wider Green Belt role, and - unlike some 
of the other sites that are being proposed by the Council for release - it is not readily visible from 
wider vantage points and does not fulfil the purposes of Green Belt designation.   
 
Considering the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF, we comment as below : 

 
To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 
 
A small, discrete and high quality housing scheme would not result in the unrestricted sprawl of a 
large built up area.  The site is an ideal site for release from the Green Belt, for reasons of its self-
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containment; its relationship with Lumb as a small but sustainable settlement; its clear, defensible 
boundaries; and its lack of overall visibility.  The careful and sensitive design of much needed homes, 
with substantial areas of open space that adjoin the adjacent Green Belt could not sensibly be seen 
as ‘urban sprawl’. 
 
To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 
 
We acknowledge that – in two dimensional (plan) form - the wider parcel of Green Belt (of which 
the site forms a minute part) plays an important role in preventing the merging of built up areas, but 
the specific role the application site plays in that is negligible, and certainly when the site and context 
is considered in three dimensions.  The erection of up to 5 houses on the site (having regard to its 
limited visibility and substantial boundary features) will be barely perceptible when considering both 
the actual and perceived gap between settlements.    
 
To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
 
The site does not read as part of the wider countryside, partly because of its poor and largely 
brownfield condition, and partly because it is barely visible from any public vantage point. Building 
houses on this site would not therefore constitute material encroachment into the countryside. 
 
To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 
 
The site does not fulfill any role in preserving the setting or character of any town.   
 
To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land 
 
It is very evident that, while the emphasis correctly remains on reusing brownfield land, there is 
insufficient brownfield land to accommodate the future needs of the Borough.   The extremely low 
brownfield target (20%) set out in the emerging Plan is testament to that, as is promotion of sizeable 
Green Belt sites across the Borough.  The emerging Local Plan recognises that : 
 
‘Previously developed (brownfield land) has been identified wherever possible but the supply of sites without 
significant constraints within urban areas is limited.’ 
 
As such, we contend that retaining the application site within the Green Belt plays no part in the 
encouragement of the recycling of derelict or other urban land.  
 
In conclusion, we contend that the site is an excellent site for release in respect of its self-contained 
nature; its clear defensible boundaries; its relationship with the established residential area (Lumb); 
its relative lack of constraints; its modest scale and the modest amount of new houses proposed (up 
to 5 homes); its lack of visibility from the wider Green Belt and most public vantage points; and in 
turn the limited extent it ‘reads’ as part of the wider Green Belt in respect of its openness.   
 
We anticipate that the LPA might point to §55 of the NPPF, which indicates that new housing should 
not be approved in ‘isolated’ locations.  We suggest that the site should not be viewed as isolated in 
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the true sense, simply because it does not form part of a settlement.  The site was, of course, home 
to a major mill that was constructed close to homes for its workers.  The site has a ready made 
vehicular access well suited to serve a small number of homes.   
 

 
 
The aerial image above shows the site in relation to the settlement of Lumb (to the north).  The 100 
metre line marks the distance from the centre of the site to what we understand to be a recently 
built new dwelling approved under application ref: 2014/0335 at Vale Lodge, Lumb.  While we have 
failed to extract the details of that application from the Council’s website, the following description 
confirms that a new dwelling was approved in this location :  
 
‘Demolition of part of existing dwelling house and construction of proposed new detached dwelling 
while retaining remainder of Vale Lodge as a separate detached dwelling. (Design and details of proposed 
detached house as approved scheme 2014/0127) [approved on 7 October 2014]. 
 
The relevance of that planning permission is that the LPA clearly did not consider that new dwelling 
at nearby Vale Lodge to be in an ‘isolated’ location.  Had it done so, that application would have 
been refused.  Our client contends that his land is no more or less ‘isolated’ than Vale Lodge. 
 
The aerial image above also shows the proximity of the site to the closest property in Edenfield 
(marked by the 200 metre annotation). 
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Our client’s site is served by mains water immediately at its periphery, with an electricity 
transformer.  Foul sewerage could readily be accommodated in septic tanks, and we understand that 
the current nearby cottages pump their foul up to a treatment plant.  We therefore suggest that this 
site should not be considered ‘isolated’. 
 
The site is readily available and owned by a single willing owner, and is ideally suited to 
accommodate the type of housing required in Rossendale within the next 5 years, as is recognised 
by the emerging Local Plan : 
 
‘The SHMA particularly highlights a need for larger, aspirational property types in Rossendale to rebalance 
the stock away from small terraced properties and reduce the high levels of outmigration to adjoining areas.’ 
 
We therefore request the Council to give due consideration to the release of this site from the 
Green Belt and its allocation for up to 5 houses. 
 
We look forward to confirmation of receipt and validation of these representations, and please do 
not hesitate to contact Richard Gee at these offices if anything further is required. 
 
Yours faithfully 
for Roman Summer Associates Ltd 

 
Richard Gee 
Director   
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Roman Summer Associates Ltd Lime Leach Studio, 363 – 367 Rochdale Road, Turn Village, Ramsbottom, Bury, BL0 0RL 
Telephone: 01706 829 592 www.romansummer.com Company number: 7403591 

Head of Planning                            Our Ref:  RG/G267L001 
Rossendale Borough Council                                Date:  5 September 2017 
Room 121  
The Business Centre  
Futures Park  
Bacup  
OL13 0BB  
 
Email: forwardplanning@rossendale.gov.uk 
 
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
 
Representations on Emerging Local Plan 
Land at Marl Pits, Newchurch Road, Rawtenstall  
 
We are instructed by Mr M Vines, Mrs K Vines, Mrs L Jackson and Mrs A Preston (as joint owners) to 
submit these representations objecting to the omission of their land as a housing allocation in the 
emerging Local Plan.  We contend that this is an accessible and sustainably located site that ought to 
be allocated for up to 60 dwellings.  The site’s location is marked (very crudely) by the red asterisk 
on the extract from the draft Proposals Map below.   
 

 
 
A separate location plan is enclosed, as produced by RGP Architects (drawing ref: 04).  That shows 
the full and precise extent of our client’s landownership, and superimposes the proposed settlement 
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boundary extracted from the draft Proposals Map.  It will be noted on the RGP drawing that almost 
the entirety of our client’s land falls within what is proposed to be the amended settlement 
boundary.  That is welcomed by our client. 
 
This is clearly an excellent housing site.  It is located sustainably on the edge of the built up area, 
close to established housing of good quality and value.  The fact that the site currently falls just 
outside the defined settlement boundary is noted, but so too is the proposed ‘extension’ of the 
settlement boundary on the draft Proposals Map to include the overwhelming majority of our 
clients’ land.  That ‘extension’ is welcomed and supported, but our clients maintain that that 
represents only stage one of what ought to be a two stage process – namely that the site calls to be 
allocated specifically for housing (in much the same way that the Council has treated other 
comparable sites – for example, nearby site ref: HS2.53). 
 
It is worth noting that highways-related advice from DTPC has confirmed that – from a technical 
perspective – a safe and efficient access into the land can readily be delivered.  
 
In the Core Strategy (CS), the site does not fall within any designation.  The Proposals Map extract 
below marks the site (red arrow), and it will be seen that it falls just outside (to the north of) the 
defined Urban Boundary (marked by the dark red line).   The eastern section of the site falls within 
the large green area associated with the leisure centre. 
 

  
Policy 2 of the Core Strategy outlines the housing requirement in Rossendale over the plan period, 
with a target of 247 dwellings per year stated.  In the CS, the aim is to achieve 65% of new 
residential development on previously developed land (PDL) (and so, by definition, 35% will be on 
greenfield sites), and encourage higher density development (50+ dwellings per hectare) in 
sustainable locations, including those within or adjacent to Rawtenstall.  A minimum density of 30 
dwellings per hectare across the borough will be expected. 
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In that regard, it is interesting to note that the draft Local Plan is suggesting a much lower 20% 
target for brownfield land, which is further recognition of the need to release greenfield land if the 
Borough’s housing needs are to be accommodated.  Our client contends that the Council ought to 
be releasing their site in advance of the numerous Green Belt and other arguably less sustainable 
sites that are being promoted for housing elsewhere in the draft Plan. 
 
The site was of course considered as part of the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessments 2015, and as the assessment form demonstrates that – in spite of scoring a ‘0’ for 
access as “a major constraint” (which we consider to be incorrect, based on dedicated highways 
advice from DTPC) – it was proposed to be allocated for housing as a ‘Phase 2’ site.  That 
assessment / conclusion is clearly helpful in taking matters forward, and is a further reason why this 
land should be the subject of a housing allocation in the Local Plan. 
 

 
 
The site is ideal to accommodate the type of housing required in Rossendale, as is recognised by the 
emerging Local Plan : 
 
‘The SHMA particularly highlights a need for larger, aspirational property types in Rossendale to rebalance 
the stock away from small terraced properties and reduce the high levels of outmigration to adjoining areas.’ 
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We therefore request the Council to give due consideration to the allocation of this site for up to 
60 dwellings.  We look forward to confirmation of receipt of these representations, and please do 
not hesitate to contact Richard Gee at these offices if anything further is required. 
 
Yours faithfully 
for Roman Summer Associates Ltd 

Richard Gee 
Director   
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Resubmission of Response to Rossendale Forward Planning proposals to change the Green Belt boundaries at Townsend 

Fold as set down under site reference SHLAA16248 and 16249 formerly  Boundary references:                                                                                        

RCGL (GB) 5 and RCGL (GB) 4 

September 8, 2017 

 

1 

 

 

(Front Cover is a Photograph of ELR train approaching Duckworth Bottom, Townsend Fold 

reproduced by kind permission of ELR and the photographer Mr Brian Dobbs) 
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RESIDENTS AND FRIENDS OF TOWNSEND FOLD 

 

 

SUBMISSION TO ROSSENDALE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

FORWARD PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Update September 2017 

RESPONSE TO PROPOSALS TO REMOVE LAND FROM 

THE GREEN BELT AT TOWNSEND FOLD AS SET DOWN  

AS SITE REFERENCE SHLAA16248 AND SHLAA16249  

FORMERLY 

RCGL (GB) 5 AND RCGL (GB) 4 

Contact: 

David@komunikate.eu.com 

  

37 Appendix



Resubmission of Response to Rossendale Forward Planning proposals to change the Green Belt boundaries at Townsend 

Fold as set down under site reference SHLAA16248 and 16249 formerly  Boundary references:                                                                                        

RCGL (GB) 5 and RCGL (GB) 4 

September 8, 2017 

 

3 

 

Index 

PAGE NUMBER CONTENT 

1 Front Cover-ELR Train Approaching Duckworth Bottom, 

Townsend Fold. 

2 Contact Page 

3 Index 

4 Introduction 

 5– 10 Response to forward planning appraisal RCGL(GB)5 and 

RCGL(GB)4 ( Now SHLAA16248 and 16249 

11 General Comment 

11 Additional comment relating to RCGL(GB)4 

12 – 14 Response to potential Developer Proposals for additional 

land to be removed from the Green Belt at Haslam Farm 

RCGL (GB) 5. 

  

14 Conclusion 

15 General Summary 

16 Appendix A 

East Lancashire Light Railway Co ltd formal position 

regarding Rossendale Borough Council proposals to 

revise green belt boundaries in the Townsend Fold area. 

17 Appendix B –Petition 

18-22 Photo Gallery-Photographs of Townsend Fold. 

(i) Bury Road in the Snow January 2013-Residents “Parking” 

(ii) ELR Duckworth Bottom 

(iii) North View from Duckworth Bottom 

(iv) View from Duckworth Lane looking towards The Chapel, 

Whitchaff and Haslam Farm 

(v) View from top Duckworth Lane looking downwards 

across field immediately South of Haslam Farm 

(vi) The Irwell, ELR and  land behind K Steels. 

(vii) Looking South from Duckworth Lane 

(viii) Bottom of Duckworth Lane (ELR dining train stop!) 

(ix) ELR Train Passing through Duckworth Bottom 

(x) ELR Train approaching Townsend Fold Crossing 
  

38 Appendix



Resubmission of Response to Rossendale Forward Planning proposals to change the Green Belt boundaries at Townsend 

Fold as set down under site reference SHLAA16248 and 16249 formerly  Boundary references:                                                                                        

RCGL (GB) 5 and RCGL (GB) 4 

September 8, 2017 

 

4 

 

1. SHLAA16248 AND SHLAA16249 FORMERLY RCGL(GB)5 –ADDRESS HASLAM FARM, RAWTENSTALL 

Introduction 

 

This formal response was first prepared June 2013 in response to the green belt review being 

undertaken at that time and  was submitted to Rossendale Borough Council August 2013. Although 

the current review has changed some of the original  proposals for the green belt  situated at either 

side of Duckworth Lane  and goes some way to recognise  some of the points raised in the original 

submission  there remains strong support in the area to leave the Green Belt boundaries unchanged. 

Many of  the comments made in the 2013 submission responded to the documents issued at the 

time however they remain valid  where they  support the continuation of the Green Belt. 

 

The new proposals which leave the land to the South of Duckworth lane inside the Green Belt 

represent a significant improvement and are supported by the local residents. In addition the 

evidence collected by Forward Planning supports the continuation of the Green Belt.  

 

The new proposals for land to the North of Duckworth lane also represent a substantial 

improvement over the former assessment and recognise the value of the area and its importance as 

a “stepping stone” site. 

  

During the 2013 consultations proposal emerged which accepted the boundary for continuation of 

the Green Belt as Duckworth lane as this provided a natural conduit to the Rossendale green areas 

with green field on both sides and a country lane taking visitors into picturesque countryside 

providing open views of the Rossendale valley.  The residents of Townsend Fold remain of the 

opinion set down in the report submitted August 2013 that the area is a natural green oasis and 

enhances the approach into Rossendale seen by road and rail (a view openly supported by East 

Lancashire Light Railway Co Ltd at the time who have stated: 

 

”We would object most strongly to any development in that area on the basis that it will degrade 

considerably the visual aspect of what is currently an attractive semi-rural location” (The full 

comments are reproduced as Appendix “A”). 

 

The area is one of natural beauty and of continuing importance to the development of tourism in 

Rossendale. Any change of use would damage this key approach into Rossendale and would be an 

act of environmental vandalism impossible to reverse. It is accepted that there is pressure on local 

councils to meet housing development targets; however, there are many sites which would provide 

these opportunities without damaging further Rossendale’s landscape and natural beauty. 

 

The following is a restatement of the report submitted and although four years have passed the 

comments in support of retaining the green belt remains as valid today as they did when the 

report was originally compiled.   

The residents sincerely hope RBC will appreciate the comments made in the original report which 

was supported by a petition which eventually exceeded 1000 individuals. 

Whilst appreciating forward planning have already amended the original proposals it is 

understood that the natural beauty of the area is attractive to potential developers and this 

39 Appendix



Resubmission of Response to Rossendale Forward Planning proposals to change the Green Belt boundaries at Townsend 

Fold as set down under site reference SHLAA16248 and 16249 formerly  Boundary references:                                                                                        

RCGL (GB) 5 and RCGL (GB) 4 

September 8, 2017 

 

5 

 

update based on the original review is being submitted to ensure the opinions of the local 

residents are not overlooked. 

We also take note of the Rossendale Green Belt Review 2016 in which Land parcel 25 which 

includes the land to the South of Duckworth lane was assessed. The conclusion was that: 

• Purpose 1 – To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. 

Rating Strong 

• Purpose – 2 To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

Rating Strong 

• Purpose 3 – To assist in the safeguarding of the countryside from encroachment 

Rating Strong 

 

The conclusions reach in the Green Belt Review substantially support the opinion of the 

residents that the Green Belt should be retained and we support the  recommendation of  

the various reports  which supports this position. 
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THE FOLLOWING SETS DOWN THE COMMENT MADE IN THE ORIGINAL SUBMISSION AUGUST 2013.IN SUPPORT 

OF RETAINING THE GREEN BELT AND ALTHOUGH PARTIALLY OVERTAKEN BY EVENTS REPRESENT THE STRONG  

SUPPORT FOR RETENTION OF THE GREEN BELT 

 

GREEN BELT BOUNDARY ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

 

Rossendale forward planning made a series of observations as part of their green belt assessment 

criteria. This took the form of a series of questions against which were set the forward planning 

departments’ response.   

 

The responses are considered as incomplete and in some instances do not reflect accurately the 

position “on the ground”. 

The following Table sets down the questions included in the forward planning appraisal document 

and a series of responses which reflects the opinion of residents and visitors to the area: 

 

  Question (From 

Forward Planning) 

Rossendale Forward 

Planning Advice 

The Response of the Residents 

1 (a) Cartographic errors 

have occurred; or 

N/a The Leader of the Council, Councillor 

Alyson Barnes has reassured and 

described to Full Council that the whole 

“Lives and Landscapes” review being 

carried out by Rossendale Borough 

Council as “no more than a tidying up 

exercise of existing boundaries”.  

 

 As no cartographical errors have 

occurred and no boundaries are running 

through peoples back gardens there is 

no reason Rossendale Borough Council 

should be proposing the loss of this 

significant area of green belt.  

 

1 (b) The current boundary 

defining the extent of 

the Green belt is un-

identifiable, 

intermittent and/or 

indefensible on the 

ground 

N/a The Green Belt boundary is easily and 

well defined, complete and highly visible 

and is totally defensible on the ground in 

its current form. 

2 

 

(a) It would not 

significantly reduce 

the current distances 

between settlements 

and built up areas 

separated by the 

Green belt; and 

The site forms a 

"green finger" 

between the railway 

line and housing on 

Bury Road. 

Surrounded on three 

sides by development 

The “green finger” of meadow land 

forms an important and integral feature 

to both the green belt and the historic 

landscape of Townsend Fold.  

On the east side the site is bounded by 

both the heritage railway and the Irwell 

Sculpture Trail, two of Rossendale’s 
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it does not separate 

settlements. 

most important tourist assets.   

On the South Side the site is bounded by 

the historic setting of the pre 1833 

Haslam Farm and the Railway signal Box, 

and Cottages.  

On the west site the “green finger” is 

bounded by the historic Townsend Fold 

buildings of Hare and Hounds (Now the 

Whitchaff) and the 1867 Methodist 

Chapel.  

In the centre of the meadow land is the 

historic and picturesque Duckworth Hall 

and Duckworth Lane. 

 

 

 

 

 

    

  Question From 

Forward planning 

Rossendale  F.P Advice The Response of Residents 

    Rossendale Borough Council’s proposals 

would lead to the development of this 

meadow land in filling with housing 

leaving little open area and destroying 

the settings of these historic 

settlements. 

 

2 (b) The site perimeter is 

directly adjacent to 

the Urban Boundary; 

and 

Yes The land is adjacent to the existing 

urban boundary as it is the 

commencement of the green belt in this 

area of Rossendale. The whole point of 

the green belt is to place a brake on 

urban sprawl and to protect green areas 

for the benefit of residents and visitors 

to the area. 

2 (c)  It would not hinder 

urban regeneration 

of derelict, vacant 

and /or previously 

developed land in 

adjacent or 

neighbouring 

settlements. 

Could have a minor 

impact but would 

depend on the 

attractiveness of the 

alternative sites that 

are available. 

Rossendale Borough Council have 

themselves recently produced a list of 

over thirty brown field sites in 

Rossendale that currently are waiting for 

development. This list itself is not 

exclusive and we are of the opinion that 

a more in depth study will reveal a 

significant larger amount of brown field 

and previously developed sites within 

Rossendale waiting for, and suitable for 

development. 

Releasing this picturesque land from the 

green belt would not only reduce 

pressures to develop these visually 

negative brown field sites on a land area 
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for land basis but would also 

considerably deteriorate the setting of 

the Heritage Railway and approach into 

Rawtenstall and Rossendale and thus 

compromise the future influence of the 

Heritage Railway and tourism to help 

regenerate the whole of Rossendale 

including the above referred to brown 

field sites.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Questions From 

Forward Planning 

Rossendale F.P Advice The response of the Residents 

2 (d) It would not 

adversely impact 

upon local and longer 

distance views or 

detrimentally affect 

the openness of the 

Green Belt; and 

It would have some 

impact on views of 

local residents and 

from the ELR -it would 

be visible from longer 

distances but would 

appear within a 

broader urban context 

The development would have a major 

impact on the views and devastate 

environment experienced by local 

residents. 

Passengers and tourists using the ELR 

would see a major change to the 

landscape on the approach into 

Rossendale, destroying the picturesque 

views from the steam trains The ELR 

clearly recognised the tourist value of 

the area by choosing to feature it in their 

publications. Further on the ELR main 

website the area has been specifically 

identified for railway photographers as 

key photo opportunity area. 

 

Walkers and tourists on the Irwell 

Sculpture Trail would also suffer a 

dramatic loss of pictures views similar to 

those of the Heritage Railway. 

The area is highly visible from the A56 

North to Helmshore and Rawtenstall and 

from the opposite side of the valley and 

would have a negative impact on the 

green views currently experienced. 

What is currently an attractive part of 

the countryside would be lost forever to 

urban sprawl. 
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2 (e) It does not make a 

significant 

contribution to the 

beneficial use of the 

Green Belt. 

Because of the degree 

of enclosure makes 

little impact 

The statement that loss of this green 

belt would have little impact 

demonstrates a lack of understanding as 

it is clear to those who use the area that 

it is an important section of the green 

belt. There appears to be a failure to 

realise the importance of the green belt 

to the area and Rossendale. 

The meadow land makes a significant 

contribution to the green belt. 

 Development of this land will 

substantially reduce enjoyment of the 

countryside for residents and visitors 

who enjoy immediate access to this part 

of the Green belt via Duckworth Lane. 

 

  Questions From 

Forward Planning 

Rossendale F.P Advice The response of the residents 

    The approach into the valley along the 

heritage railway and Irwell Sculpture 

Trail will be permanently blighted, 

damaging further the potential for 

developing the tourist industry within 

Rossendale. 

Picturesque Duckworth Lane runs 

through the middle of the proposed loss 

of Green Belt. This is a popular lane used 

by residents, walkers and railway 

photographers 

 Duckworth Lane’s position running 

through the green belt, allows walkers 

and residents to interact with and 

experience the benefits of the green 

belt.  

 

3 (a) Normal planning 

policies would not be 

adequate to maintain 

the permanence and 

openness of the 

existing green belt; or 

Site would be 

removed from Green 

Belt 

We fail to understand the meaning 

behind this question or the response. 

 

Normal planning policies would be 

adequate to maintain the permanence 

and openness of the green belt.    

 

3 (b) Site specific 

circumstances have 

significantly changed 

since the boundaries 

were defined; and in 

all cases 

Core Strategy defines 

Rawtenstall as the 

location for 30% of 

new development. 

It is the opinion of residents and 

supported by various signs that 

Townsend Fold is a village in its own 

right and as such has an identity 

separate to Rawtenstall. 
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There have been no site specific changes 

to the area since the area was originally 

designated as green belt. 

 

It is our understanding that the “Core 

Strategy” from which the 30% of new 

development is quoted is based on a 

document for development which is no 

longer current.  

The core strategy for development 

relates to the provision of homes to 

meet (withdrawn) government targets. 

Homes mean dwellings of all types 

including existing conversion of existing 

buildings into apartments etc. There are 

a number of sites which could provide 

the planners with the solution to  

 

  Question From 

Forward Planning 

Rossendale F.P. Advice The response of the Residents 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   meeting any national targets without 

invading Rossendale’s Green Belt. 

3 (c) It would maintain or 

increase the current 

distance between 

settlements and built 

up areas separated 

by Green Belt; and 

Would reduce 

distance within urban 

area but not between 

urban areas. 

It is our belief that the advice is incorrect 

in that although the map included as 

part of RCGL(GB)5 implies there would 

not be a reduction of distance between 

urban areas, this would not be the 

appearance “on the ground” following 

development. 

For any observers the infill arising from 

development would give the impression 

of a reduction in distance between the 

settlements of Townsend Fold and 

Edenfield. 

 

This threat to the distances between 

settlements is further increased by the 

proposal to remove two sections of the 

green belt at the Northern end of 

Edenfield. 

 

Forward planning proposal for loss of 

green belt at Townsend Fold has 
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resulted in submissions  from a 

developer seeking to increase the 

amount of land to be considered in the 

proposed boundary changes which (if 

considered) would mean a reduction of 

distance between urban areas. 

 

3 (d) It would assist the 

urban regeneration 

of derelict, vacant 

and /or previously-

developed land in 

adjacent or 

neighbouring 

settlements; and  
 
 

Impact likely to be 

relatively minor but 

depends on the 

attractiveness of 

alternative sites. 

It is our contention that any 

development of the nature under 

consideration will have an adverse 

impact on the neighbourhood by 

increasing congestion on Bury Road and 

the A56, creating major safety and 

parking problems on Bury Road during 

periods of snow and ice (see 

photographs illustrating the problems in 

the area caused by adverse weather 

  

 

 

 Questions from 

Forward Planning 

Rossendale F.P. Advice The Response of the Residents 

    conditions) and adding to local 

infrastructure problems. 

3 (e) It would protect or 

enhance local and 

longer distance views 

and the openness of 

the Green Belt; and 

There would be a local 

effect but not 

significant at larger 

scale. 

 Forward planning state that there 

would be a “local” effect but not 

significant at larger scale. This statement 

could apply to any part of the 

countryside!  Any change will impact the 

immediate area and will have a major 

visual impact on longer distance views 

and the openness of the Green Belt. The 

area under threat is clearly visible as 

part of the main gateway approach into 

Rawtenstall both by road and rail.  

 

 

 

3 (f) It would make a 

significant 

contribution to the 

beneficial use of the 

Green belt. 

Little impact at 

present 

 

The view of the Forward planners is that 

there is “little impact” at present. This 

statement is at odds with the reality on 

the ground. The Townsend Fold Green 

Belt is widely used by both residents and 

visitors to the area more frequently than 

most parts of the Green Belt as there is 

easy access to open countryside via 

Duckworth Lane. The area is used by 

local walkers, tourists, ELR train spotters 

and photographers and ramblers. It is an 

area of particular value to Rawtenstall 

and Rossendale as a whole. It is a highly 

visible part of the approach into 
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Rossendale and, is clearly an integral 

part of the existing green Belt. The area 

is one of natural beauty as can be seen 

from the photographs of the area 

included in this submission.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GENERAL COMMENT  

 

The” Appraisal”.  

 

“Site has no special ecological status or wider constraints. It reads as part of the urban area 

and has no special value as part of the Green Belt. While it is Greenfield land it would 

contribute to the housing supply in Rawtenstall which is a Core Strategy priority” 

 

The “Response” 

 

The area is rich in ecological habitat, with buttercup meadows and bluebell woodland. It is 

home to numerous wildlife including butterflies, insects, bats, badgers deer and owls. 

 

It is part of the green belt not the urban area and provides a hugely important and historical 

green setting to the village of Townsend Fold, the heritage railway and the Irwell Sculpture 

Trail. 

 
Rossendale is not without land suitable for development it has many Brown field sites, and 

in addition, there are substantial areas of land graded as countryside. It is our understanding 

that development should first use existing Brown Sites, then Countryside and finally 

(supposedly as a very last resort when other sources are exhausted and there is an 

overwhelming need) consideration may be given to use of the green belt. 

 

It is clear that Rossendale has not reached saturation levels where it is necessary to 

reclassify green belt land. 

 

RCGL (GB) 4 –BEHIND K STEELS 
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The Forward planning proposal is to take some land from the Green Belt and bring it into the Urban 

Boundary, to enable it to be developed in the future. It is claimed that the present boundary is very 

difficult to read on the ground and that the proposal would represent a more logical and defensible 

boundary. 

 

The Green Belt Boundary assessment Criteria raises the same questions already set out in RCGL 

(GB) 5 and the responses to the questions in RGL (GB) 5 can therefore be considered as equally 

applicable to RCGL (GB) 4. 

 

The area included in RCGL (GB) 4 is divided from the proposed changes set down in RCGL (GB) 5 by 

the East Lancashire Rail line. Apart from this it is a contiguous part of the Green area accessed via 

Duckworth Lane. The ELR Timetable front cover for 2013 illustrates the continuous nature of the 

Green area as the photograph shows both sides of the area under threat. 

The Summary of the Green Belt Assessment statement prepared by Forward Planning makes the 

claim that the present boundary is very difficult to read on the ground and is confusing. This 

statement is refuted as access to the area via the level crossing at the bottom of Duckworth lane is 

clearly visible with footpaths well marked providing open access to the wooded area, grassland and 

the Irwell River pathway. There has not been any evidence of the delineation of the boundary 

creating any confusion other than the statement made by the Forward Planning department. 

 

Additional Comment- Response to Potential Developers Proposals 

 

General Statement 

 

Our detailed response and opposition to the Forward Planning proposals to release land set down on 

RCGL (GB) 5 and RCGL (GB) 4 apply equally to any proposals made by developers to build on these 

Green Belt areas. 

 

Area proposed by forward planning to excluded from Green Belt under RCGL (GB) 5 

 

It is understood that the land area set down in RCGL (GB) 5 represents approximately 1.6 ha (3.95 

acres) and is considered by Forward Planning as potentially suitable for development of up to 72 

dwellings.  

 

Additional Area proposed by Turley Associates to be excluded from the Green Belt 

 

Turley Associates, acting on behalf of Peel Holdings (Land and Property) Limited made a submission 

to Forward Planning by Email on the 28
th

 November 2012.  In this submission reference is made to 

additional land to the south of the proposed Green Belt release that they state they believe should 

also be taken out of the Green Belt. The additional area of 1.9 ha (4.7 acres) is shown on the 

development plan submitted by Turley Associates under their reference PEEM2067 and is part of 

their development framework document submitted on the 28
th

 November 2012.  

 

Turley Associates claim that the combined site represents a “logical” rounding off of this part of 

the urban area of Rawtenstall. 

 

The claim made by Turley Associates is difficult to reconcile (for all the detailed reasons set out in 

this response document) and is considered totally inappropriate by local residents. 
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The proposed extension of Green Belt release takes a large piece of additional land which parallels 

the ELR and extends the exiting urban boundary. 

 

The Green Belt Boundary Assessment Criteria item number 3 (c) prepared by Forward Planning 

states that the Forward Planning proposal would “reduce distance within urban area but not 

between urban area”.  

 

The proposals made in the Turley associates submission is a clear breach of Forward Planning 

proposals and, if adopted, would impact the existing urban boundary by reducing the distance 

between the urban areas. 

 

The removal of any of the land situated In the Haslam Farm or K Steel area from the Green Belt is 

considered to be unnecessary to support the Core strategy and the request  by Turley Associates 

that an extra piece of land is included for removal from the Green Belt  is considered  unacceptable 

for the following reasons:. 

 

1. Simply because an area has been chosen for review and forms part of a Core strategy 

proposal does not mean that there should be an automatic presumption that housing 

development will go ahead or the land will be removed from the Green Belt. The 

consultation process, if it is to have any validity, must take into account opposing points of 

view and in particular those of the people of Rossendale and especially those of local 

residents most affected by any changes. 

 

2.  The site is an area of green land which would no doubt be of prime interest to any 

developer as it is an area of natural beauty and therefore a particularly attractive 

proposition to a housing developer. However, this does not make the area an appropriate 

location to achieve an early boost to housing supply as by doing so it removes permanently 

an area of Green Belt which is of particular importance to the locality and prevents the very 

urban sprawl for which the Green belts were first established. 

 

3. The site is approximately one mile from Rawtenstall town centre and local schools are within 

reach however their ability to cope with a substantial influx of pupils is questionable. The 

proposal by Turley Associates to build 155 dwellings in the enlarged area will severely test 

the road infrastructure especially at peak times. In addition, weather conditions during the 

winter months necessitate parking of cars (by local Residents) on Bury Road. (See photo 

gallery).There is a shortage of suitable space for this purpose and an increase in population 

to the area would simply exacerbate the problem.   For these reasons the area is not as well 

related as is being suggested. 

 

4. It is claimed the enlarged site shares many of the characteristics of RCGL (GB) 5. It may do so 

in that it is part of a contiguous area of Green Belt land. This land is the first (or last) defence 

of the urban boundary which prevents the encroachment of urban sprawl into the remaining 

Green areas bringing with it the environmental damage referred to in this document. 

 

5. Turley Associates make the point that the SHLAA concluded that site RCGL (GB) 5 is “within 

a wider area of good desirability and within an immediate area of excellent desirability”. 

 

This statement absolutely supports the view of the community that the area is of 

particular importance in maintaining the integrity of Rossendale urban boundary and 

ensuring it remains of benefit to current and future visitors and residents of Rossendale. 
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It seems clear from points made by Turley Associates that the economic value of the site is 

considered as the primary reasons for changing its status. It is hoped that Forward Planning 

and the Local Council will accept that an important decision relating to the maintenance of 

the Green Belt will not be made primarily on the basis of the economic argument presented 

by potential developers. 

 

6. It is  claimed: 

 

• The area is not in a sensitive landscape – this statement is contested on the 

grounds that the area is visited regularly by many groups who enjoy the proximity 

and access to the local natural landscape 

. 

• It is clear that a change of status from Green Belt to Urban Development land would 

lead to development similar to that proposed by Turley Associates which would 

have a major impact on the landscape and the visual character of the area. 

 

• The local area contains many habitats including woodland, grassland and has its own 

ecological system with an abundance of bird life. The adjacent woodlands provide 

sanctuary to a range of animals including small deer which would be adversely 

affected by development. 

 

• The development would place a severe strain on local road infrastructure. 

 

7. The existing landscape represents an area of natural beauty and does not need 

enhancement by development and landscaping and is best left unchanged as a barrier 

against urban encroachment on limited green space. 

 

8. Turley Associates have also stated that: 

 

• The site does not perform a strategic Green Belt function: this point is strongly 

disputed for the reasons stated in this document. 

 

• They claim the development would not result in encroachment into the wider 

countryside- it is clear that the  development will remove Green Belt land from the 

countryside so is clearly an encroachment into the wider countryside. 

 

• They claim it would not result in urban sprawl or lead to the merger of separate 

settlements- The proposed development is an example of urban sprawl and with the 

addition of the area shown in Turley associates plan reference PEEM2067 reduces 

the gap between settlements. 

 

• They claim that the proposals would create a logical defensible long term green Belt 

boundary- The existing boundary has been perfectly defensible since its inception 

and there is no logical argument to suggest this would not be the case in the future. 

To claim that a development (as proposed) and change of use as is being proposed 

by forward planning would improve the defensibility of the boundary is not credible.   
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The Development framework document pack submitted by Turley Associates is an attempt 

to provide justification for a substantial housing development on land designated as Green 

Belt. The arguments put forward are fundamentally for the benefit of the developer and do 

not take into account current use and the views of visitors and residents to the area or the 

visual impact upon a major gateway into Rossendale. 

 

 

Included in support of our response to the proposals is a copy of a petition signed by more 

than 800 individuals who are strongly opposed to any changes to the green belt at 

Townsend Fold.  (Full details will be made available to Rossendale Borough Council)  

 

 

This document has been prepared for submission to Rossendale Forward Planning 

department in response to the proposed change to the Green Belt at the Haslam Farm and 

K-Steel area of Townsend Fold. It sets down the objections to the proposals based upon a 

survey of the views of the residents and visitors to the area. 

 

The Residents and Friends of Townsend Fold Association are submitting these objections on 

behalf of the local community and all those parties who have shown support to the 

objectives of the association to protect Townsend Fold Green spaces. 

 

Appendix “A” 

 

Received by: greenbelt@townsend-fold.org.uk email dated 22
nd

 May 2013 

 

Subject:  Objection to revision to Green Belt 

 

Sirs 

 

Would you please accept this email as the East Lancashire Railway’s formal position regarding 

Rossendale Borough Council’s proposals to revise the green belt boundaries in the Townsend Fold 

area. 

 

We would object most strongly to any development in that area on the basis that it will degrade 

considerably the visual aspect of what is currently an attractive semi-rural location and one that 

provides a pleasant outlook for our visitors and customers.  Indeed, the location provides an 

important backdrop for our prestigious evening dining train service which pauses in the vicinity to 

allow the service of the main meal during the journey to Rawtenstall. 

 

The railway has previously suffered a degradation of the visual aspect in the area when the 

properties adjacent to the line in Holmeswood Park were built a few years ago and we would object 

most vigorously to any similar proposals that would result in a further worsening of the overall 

product offering for the ELR.  Considering that the local authority is a key stakeholder in the railway 

and are pressing to improve the visitor experience in regard to the area and Rawtenstall in particular 

we would dare to suggest that the two issues are very much in conflict. 
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We wish you every success with the petition and are more than happy to help further with these 

objections, wherever we can be of assistance. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Andy Morris 
General Manager 
East Lancashire Light Railway Co Ltd 
  
Mobile no.  
Office tel. 0161 763 4340 
 

 

The North West’s Premier 

        Heritage Railway 

 

 

 

Appendix “B” 

PETITION 

PROTECT ROSSENDALE GREEN BELT 
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I am signing this in support of the campaign 

to prevent changes to Townsend Fold green 

belt. 

I confirm I do not think the changes 

proposed by Rossendale forward planning 

are acceptable and I do not believe there 

should be any change to the present 

boundaries. 

Signature:__________________________________________ 

Please print:_______________________________________ 

Address: (including post 

code)_____________________________________________ 

Photo	Gallery	

(i) Bury Road January 2013 –Residents Parking! 
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(ii) ELR at Duckworth Bottom 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(iii) Approaching Duckworth Bottom Looking North  
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(iv) Duckworth Lane looking towards The Chapel, Whitchaff, and  Haslam Farm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(v) View from the top of Duckworth Lane looking downwards across field South of Haslam 

farm 
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(vi) The Irwell, ELR and Land behind K Steels and looking towards Duckworth Bottom

 

 

 

 

(vii) Looking South from Duckworth Lane 
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(viii) Bottom of Duckworth Lane (ELR Dining Train Stop!) 
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(ix)   ELR Train passing through Duckworth Bottom

 

 

 

(x) Train approaching Townsend Fold Crossing 
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Rossendale Local Plan Consultation 
Summer 2017 

Commenting on a policy 
 

The comments below are provided as SUPPORT to the conclusion of the SHLAA in relation to site 

identified as No 16105 (Waterbarn Chapel, Rakehead Lane and adjoining land Stacksteads).  The 

conclusion states: “not developable or not to be included in the SHLAA” and describes its 

development potential as, “not suitable”.  The SHLAA justification references that the land as “high 

surface water flood risk” and is also “contrary to the Playing Pitch Strategy”. 

 The Chapel itself being a derelict Grade II listed building with graveyard, as described under the 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 - list entry number 1361948, and the 

land being a long-term substantial greenfield area well used by resident and other bodies. 

 

1. CURRENT POLICY AND DEIGNATION 

The site is currently designated as “Recreation” in guidance (Local Plan Policy E2 of the 

“Continuation of Local Plan: Saved Policies through the Core Strategy DPD” document, dated 

2010) and is registered with Sport England as an active sport facility (Site ID 1208540).  It has been 

used as such for over 100 years by the local community, and a great loss if allowed to be developed.  

In fact the Council’s own commissioned Playing Pitch Strategy, dated April 2016, for the borough 

recommends protection of all existing facilities due to a shortfall in sporting provisions. 

 

2. FLOOD RISK 

The Environment Agency has produced maps indicating an area of high degree of flood risk of the 

land and the attached map indicates their view of degrees of risk of flooding from low to high.  Their 

“high risk” area indicates a minor percentage of the site area and is reflected in the Local Plan 

assessment criteria sections. 

However, actual flooding of the land which has recently, and physically occurred, was more 

extensive than that indicated by the Environment Agency (see next page): 
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The photo below shows the land actually flooded during Storm Eva on Boxing Day 2015 (taken from 

the north side of the land – River Irwell to left of photo) the result of which ultimately flooded 

existing Victorian terraced properties bordering the north boundary to a depth of some 2-3 feet: 
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3. SITE ACCESS – (graveyard / sight lines / Jnctn of Brandwood Rd and Newchurch Rd) 

The only vehicular access available within the ownership boundaries of the site (Chapel and 
Land) requires an access point to link with an existing highway situated over the open land 
to the side and behind the Chapel, which would also have to cross the existing graveyard 
(whose remains are numerous and include a Rawtenstall notary, Lord Tricket, a peer of the 
realm).  Due to the juxtaposition of high neighbouring walls and the Chapel building itself 
this junction will fall foul of Tables A & B of the Development Control Advice Note 15 for 
Vehicular Access Standards, which show the “sight-lines” required at junctions.  
Development would also impact the number of vehicles using an existing restricted width 
junction between Brandwood Road and Newchurch Road. 
 

 

4. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE DENSITY / OWNERSHIP 

I note the SHLAA indicates housing numbers on the site as “Yield Calculated 32”, but also “Yield 

Proposed by Applicant 42”, as per an initial proposal block plan; which I understand was discussed 

with Planners by a previous owner, as part of a pre-application meeting.  You may be aware the site 

has recently changed ownership, having been sold via a property auction site in early September 

2017 to a company called TMJ Contractors Ltd, based in Ashton-under-Lyne (contact telephone:xx).  

Therefore, it is now uncertain what the current owners propose for development numbers and 

therefore assumptions made in the SHLAA need to be removed/corrected. 
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5. Eco Viability  

Chapter 4 of the Core Strategy DPD document adopted in 2011, and in particular AVP2 
covering Stacksteads, inter alia, states “The area’s distinct sense of place is to be retained 
and enhanced, with vacant sites and buildings to be occupied and open spaces retained “.  
By changing land use from Recreation to Housing does not support the spirit of this 
directive. 
 
Item No 6 of Policy 2 of the Core Strategy DPD, states that housing development should 
safeguard “the character of established residential areas from over-intensive and 
inappropriate new development”, and Item 7 requires the prioritising of “the development 
of previously developed land. However, development of un-allocated greenfield land will be 
permitted where: 

i. It is for 100% affordable and/or supported housing schemes; or 

ii. It forms a minor part (upto 15% of overall site size) of a larger mixed use scheme 

or major housing proposal (10+ dwellings) on previously developed land or 

iii. It delivers a significant social, economic, or environmental benefit .....” 

Item 3 of Policy 3 of the same DPD document states development in “ ...Stacksteads... will be 

permitted having regard to ... capacity of infrastructure” 

Item 2.a of Policy 4 of the same DPD document states that affordable/supported housing should be 

“a minimum of 30% on Greenfield sites over 8 dwellings...” and in 2.c “unless otherwise agreed with 

the Council, a relaxation of the above requirements will only be considered if ... development being 

financially unviable ... based on viability assessment approved by the Council.” 

I contend that the proposal to allow development fails to comply with all of the above criteria of 

existing/adopted Core Strategy DPD documents, as the character of the area will be significantly 

affected by the loss of such a large and well used community space; the local road infrastructure is 

insufficient to take additional vehicles; the other local infrastructure facilities are insufficient e.g 

schools, businesses, replacement recreational space etc; the area is well catered for in affordable 

housing as Together Housing have a large stock already and any such proposed additional stock 

(“100% on un-allocated greenfield land”)  would skew the mix with existing standard residential 

facilities 

 

6. Other Factors 

The land has been used several times by the Helicopter Emergency Service for major trauma 
cases from nearby industrial facilities.  There is no other facility near to these industrial 
sites, and loss of this open space negates this optional and vital use. 
 

7. Conclusion 
 
In lieu of all of the above I would request the SHLAA conclusion remains intact and not 
changed to facilitate change of use of the land from its current designation, and thus allow 
any development of housing. 
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By email 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Re: Rossendale Borough Council Regulation 18 Local Plan Consultation - Representation to 

Consultation on the Draft Local Plan (2019-2034) 

I am planning professional and manage a team of development management officers within a 
neighbouring authority, although I write this representation in my capacity as a resident of the 
Rossendale Borough. I have lived in the Borough since 1988 with the exception of intervening 
periods of work and study. In a professional capacity, I have experience in local plan processes both 
pre and post adoption of the National Planning Policy Framework and have previously accompanied 
an appointed Core Strategy Inspector on viewings of sites proposed to be allocated for development. 

I recently attended the Draft Local Plan (2019-2034) consultation event at Futures Park and would 
like to extend my thanks to  who was approachable, welcoming and 
helpful to myself and other members of the public at this event.   

I understand that the Council resolved to withdraw the Draft Local Plan Part 2 – Site Allocations and 
Development Management Policies DPD (2015) on 24th February 2016 and commence work on a 
new local plan to replace the Adopted Core Strategy (2011). The Draft Local Plan (2019-2034) 
includes the allocation of land for development and the release of land from the Green Belt.  

This representation contains comments in support of some proposals within the Draft Local Plan 
(2019-2034) and in objection to others. For the reasons set out below, I am of the opinion that the 
Regulation 18 consultation has been compromised and could be considered unlawful. I would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments in more detail should this assist Rossendale 
Council in producing a robust Submission Version of the Local Plan that will withstand scrutiny at 
examination.  

 

Comments in Support 

The withdrawn Draft Site Allocations document proposed the allocation of land currently used as 

playing fields for development in Whitworth. Playing fields provide a valuable resource for 

communities, making a significant contribution to the social dimension of sustainable development 

and the health and wellbeing of local communities. I welcome the omission of these proposals from 

the Draft Local Plan (2019-2034). 

 

Mixed Comments 

I welcome the proposal to allocate land for employment development in Haslingden. However, I am 

of the opinion that, without prejudice to the site specific comments below, insufficient land is 

proposed to be allocated for housing in both Haslingden and Rawtenstall, the most readily accessible 

areas in the Rossendale Borough with good motorway and public transport links to Manchester, 
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Lancashire and the wider Greater Manchester area. The allocation of land for employment in 

Haslingden and the promotion of employment opportunities should go hand in hand with the 

allocation of land for residential development and the creation of new homes in the Borough’s two 

most accessible areas, Haslingden and Rawtenstall. 

The under provision of land for residential development in Haslingden and Rawtenstall leads to a 
resultant overprovision of land for residential development in other areas, namely Whitworth and 
Edenfield.  

Whitworth has significant accessibility constraints due to the fact it is linear in character - the 
Council’s Adopted Core Strategy (2011, page 37) identifies this as a constraint (‘…….with the main 
road a single carriageway so improvements are limited…’). Although it is part of Rossendale, the 
closest town is Rochdale to the south. There are only two routes to Rochdale from Whitworth: the 
A671, which leads to the junction of Whitworth Road with John Street, St Mary’s Gate and Yorkshire 
Street - a signalised junction known as ‘Townhead’; and the B6377, which leads to the junction of 
Falinge Road and Sheriff Street (a roundabout). At peak times and predominately during the morning 
(AM) peak, these junctions operate over capacity, with significant queuing of in excess of 20 minutes 
to pass through these junctions.  Of particular concern is the roundabout, which from my 
observations appears to exceed absolute capacity in the AM peak. There is an added complication in 
respect of highway infrastructure as both of these junctions are in Rochdale and appropriate 
mitigation would therefore require input from Rochdale Borough Council. 

In addition, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies a need for health and education facilities in 
Whitworth (the single local doctors surgery has over 900 patients registered and Whitworth primary 
school has very limited capacity), but no land is proposed to be allocated for health purposes and 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan proposes education ‘improvements will be dealt with on a case by 
case basis’.   

Edenfield is a village and its character would be irreversibly damaged should land be allocated for 
500 homes in 2019-2034.  Whilst I support the allocation of land for residential development in 
Edenfield in principle, the scale of the expansion proposed is excessive and should be reduced as it 
would result in significant harm to the social dimension of sustainable development.  

 

Comments in Objection 

 

Inadequate consultation 

 The Regulation 18 consultation is flawed in that it proposes release of land from the Green Belt 

without justification and for no identified purpose. The consultation in this respect misleads 

members of the public and consultees and conflicts with both the National Planning Policy 

Framework and relevant case law.  The National Planning Policy Framework is clear that land may 

only be released from the Green Belt in exceptional circumstances and case law (IM Properties 

Development Ltd v Lichfield DC [2015] and Gallagher Homes Ltd v Solihull Metropolitan Borough 

Council [2014]) has established that the production of a local plan is in itself not sufficient 

justification for land to be released. 
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Paragraph 2.25 of the Green Belt Review Report states: 

 

Gallagher Homes Ltd v Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [2014] clearly established that a plan- 

maker may err in law if it fails to adopt a lawful approach to exceptional circumstances. The Draft 

Local Plan (2019-2034) proposes the release of land from the Green Belt at Lower Fold Head Farm, 

Whitworth (Figure 1) but does not clearly identify the intentions with regards to this released land 

(illustrated by the Key for the Policies Map 2017 at Figure 2, which does not define what this land 

will be designated as) and this is a clear failure to adopt a lawful approach to exceptional 

circumstances.  There may be other such instances in the Draft Local Plan.  

As a planner, I am able to deduce from this that the land may become ‘Countryside’ or ‘Safeguarded 

Land’, but even I am unclear whether the release is for one of these purposes or another purpose 

altogether and thus what the justification and exceptional circumstance for the release may be. I 

have therefore been prejudiced by this as I am unable to comment fully on the proposals as they are 

unclear. I am not able to come to a conclusion with regards to whether the Green Belt release can 

be justified in accordance with case law and meets the exceptional circumstance test in the National 

Planning Policy Framework.  

If it is unclear and has caused prejudice to me, it will not be clear to members of the public or 

statutory consultees. The fact that the land proposed to be released from the Green Belt at Lower 

Fold Head Farm is not proposed to be allocated for any intended purpose is unlawful for it fails to 

satisfy the exceptional circumstance test necessary for the release to be permitted in any event.  

This element of the plan conflicts with the National Planning Policy Framework and presents a 

significant risk of challenge should the plan be progressed as proposed. 
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Figure 1 – Green Belt Release at Lower Fold Head Farm 

 

 

Figure 2 – Policies Map Key 
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The only potential means by which the failure in the Regulation 18 Consultation can be remedied 

are: 

1. The omission of the proposed release of land at Lower Fold Head Farm from the Green Belt 
from the Publication/Submission Version of the Local Plan.  

2. A revision to the Policies Map to ensure all land proposed to be released from the Green 
Belt is appropriately allocated for whatever purpose it is intended to be released for, 
otherwise there can be no justification to release the land from the Green Belt. Any such 
revision would necessitate a new Regulation 18 Consultation.  
 
 

Site Specific Representations 

I support the allocation of HS2.102 for housing at Market Street, Whitworth and would encourage 

the Council to actively support the development of the land through bids for funding to address 

contamination issues that may inhibit the development of the land. 

I object to the allocation of HS2.33 for housing at Kirkhill Avenue, Haslingden. This allocation 

comprises Areas A and B of the Kirkhill and Moorland Haslingden sites of the Landscape Study 

Document (2015). This document identifies that these parcels are not suitable for development on 

landscape grounds, in particular Area B, which would result in moderate to substantial adverse harm 

to the landscape. The proposed allocation directly conflicts with the evidence base. The Landscape 

Study Document (2015, pages 152-157) identifies Areas C and E of the Kirkhill and Moorland parcel 

as potentially suitable for development with mitigation. Area E is to the north of Brynbella Drive 

within the under construction Taylor Wimpey development at the Former Rossendale Hospital Site 

(known as Dale Moor View) and this should be allocated for housing instead of HS2.33 on the 

grounds that: it is a logical phase 2 of this recent development; the infrastructure is already in place 

for this to be brought forward in the short to medium term, with a signalised junction at Union 

Road/Haslingden Road and potential for access from Brynbella Drive; and it would be in line with the 

Landscape Study (2015) which identifies only a moderate degree of harm would arise, which is far 

less harm than would arise from the allocation of HS2.33 (moderate to substantial adverse harm). In 

addition, the requirement to bring the entirety of Hillside Road/Kirkhill Avenue to adoptable 

standards presents a challenge to the delivery of the housing allocation.  

 

Release of Land from the Green Belt at Lower Fold Head Farm, Whitworth 

In addition to the comments above, I object to the release of the above on the following grounds: 

1. Paragraph 4.6 of the Green Belt Review identifies that it ‘only considers the relative 
performance of the Green Belt; it does not consider the exceptional circumstances required 
to demonstrate the need for Green Belt release, or the range of other constraints that may 
inhibit sustainable development e.g. ecological, archaeological, infrastructure, social and 
economic constraints.’ 

2. Notwithstanding that the failure to allocate the land for any purpose does not meet the 
exceptional circumstance test and is contrary to established legal principles, no assessment 
of site constraints or justification for the release of the land has been undertaken by the 
Council.  
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3. No landscape assessment has been undertaken for this proposed release.   
4. Development on this land as suggested by the Green Belt Review document (page 52) 

would result in a significant adverse impact on the landscape character and would 
significantly encroach into the countryside (Photographs of this parcel are in appendix 1) 

5. There is no realistic prospect of the land coming forward to meet unmet development 
needs in future as there is no feasible means of access to the land. Hall Fold is single vehicle 
width and due to the topography and character of the area, I can see no feasible means by 
which the carriageway could be brought to adoptable standards to facilitate access for 
development purposes (photos 1 and 2 below). The development of the land would not 
meet Lancashire County Council’s highways requirements or those of the Lancashire Fire 
Authority. Access and accessibility have not been considered. 
 
Photo 1 – Junction of Hall Fold with Hall Street 

 

 Photo 2 – Junction of Hall Fold with Wallbank Lane 
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6. There is a clearly defined boundary to the Green Belt at this point – the eastern boundary is 
formed by a dry stone wall that is a retaining wall of significant height in parts (in excess of 2 
metres in height).  

7. The proposed boundary of the Green Belt would result in an irregular and angular boundary 
that would harm the openness of the remaining Green Belt and present a significant 
encroachment into the countryside. 

8. It would lead to pressure for development in future that would compromise the farm 
holding of Lower Fold Head Farm.  

9. It would be harmful to the Rossendale Way.  
10. The parcel performs strongly against purpose 1a and 1b, performs strongly against purpose 

3 moderately against purpose 4 (Parcel 74 – Green Belt Review Below). Development 
within the parcel would not form a coherent extension to the current settlement edge and 
would introduce an element of sprawl. The parcel is open pastoral land and displays strong 
characteristics of the open countryside and has a relatively intact rural character. Releasing 
the identified sub-area would have a substantial negative effect on the integrity of the 
Green Belt and would result in a high degree of harm that, given the elevated nature of the 
land (standing some 3 metres higher than Wallbank Lane) could not be mitigated by 
‘planting’ as suggested in the Green Belt Review.  

11. Paragraph 5.4 page 55 of the Green Belt Review states ‘It is important to note that the 
conclusions reached in this study, do not state that the parcels identified should be released 
from the Green Belt; as the consideration of further constraints by the Council will be 
required to ensure that any development is sustainable. It is also recommended that any 
identified land parcels are considered as part of the wider work undertaken by the Council to 
identify key housing and employment sites and land and tested through the Sustainability 
Appraisal process, as part of a robust approach to develop the future development strategy 
for Rossendale.’ There is no document that demonstrates the Council has considered any 
such constraints.  
 
Parcel 74 – Green Belt Review  
 

 
 

 

 

 

Other Comments 

1. The Rossendale Hospital Site has been redeveloped and it should now be taken out of the 
Green Belt – its retention in the Green Belt does not meet the five purposes of the Green 
Belt. The Policies Map should be updated to reflect this development as it presently shows 
the now demolished Rossendale Hospital and is therefore out of date.  

2. The land to the south west of parcel HS2.62 marked ‘IWS’ on the Policies Map should be 
allocated as a Recreational Area within the Green Belt.  
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I would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments in more detail should this assist. I can 

be contacted on  

Yours sincerely, 
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Appendix 1 - Release of Land from the Green Belt at Lower Fold Head Farm, Whitworth 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Eden Planning is submitting representations on behalf of Blackmores D Ltd. 

1.2. The site the representations relate to is referred to as Grane Road Mill. The property lies to the 

south of Grane Road and is separated from the larger employment area of Carrs Industrial Estate 

(EMP 37 within the Rossendale Employment Land Review – 2017).  

1.3. The site measures approximately 3.3 Ha and lies adjacent to residential properties fronting 

Jubilee Road and Grane Road. 
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2. CONTEXT 

2.1. Grane Road Mill lies to the south of Grane Road, physically and operationally separate from the 

adjacent Carrs Industrial Estate.  The site is typical of an old industrial site, which has evolved 

over time in an ad hoc way. 

2.2. The site comprises a range of small spaces. Most of the buildings have low ceilings and 

poor/limited vehicular (access and no vehicular access between buildings. The buildings cannot 

easily be subdivided into smaller lets and due to the physical conditions. 

2.3. A further constraint is proximity to residential properties, as occupiers are concerned about 

restrictions to operations. 

2.4. In short, the site is not suited to modern industrial occupier requirements and demand for 

employment use is poor. 

2.5. Industrial agents (LM6) have provided initial advice, and confirmed that demand for the mill for 

continued industrial use is likely to be low, with occupiers preferring more modern industrial 

units well connected to the motorway network. 

2.6. Looking forward, the buildings need major maintenance and upgrades, with a number of 

abnormal costs, including asbestos roofs and at this stage the needed work are not viable. 

Redevelopment for employment use is further restricted by the cost associated with 

accommodating the stream that runs beneath the site.  
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3. PROPOSED ALLOCATION AND ASSOCIATED POLICIES EMP2 AND EMP3 

3.1. Within the emerging Local Plan the site forms part of allocation EMP 2.19 and is proposed to be 

retained as an Employment Site with Policy EMP2 applying. 

3.2. The background document informing this allocation, the Employment Land Review 2017, 

considers the site as part of the wider Carrs Industrial Estate (EMP38). We disagree with the 

assessment and believe, due to the physical separation that Grane Road Mill should be assessed 

as a separate allocation. 

3.3. We have provided a revised assessment below which we consider more accurately reflects the 

subject site. 
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3.4. Furthermore, the Page 31 of the emerging Local Plan notes that much of the employment 

committed supply is of poor quality and unable to meet the needs of modern businesses, nor 

located where market demand is greatest. Hence there is a qualitative as well as a quantitative 

need to identify new land for employment.  
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3.5. This reinforces our own assessment, that whilst there is a lot of buildings/sites in employment 

use, these rarely meet modern occupier requirements, and land should be allocated in 

alternative locations to meet the needs and support the economic growth of the Borough. The 

focus should be shifted to allocate larger Green Field sites for employment uses, allowing 

existing employing sites, that are constrained to come forward for alternative uses. 

3.6. Furthermore, the need for employment land must be balanced against the demand for land for 

housing. It is noted that within the emerging Local Plan, reference is made (page 12) to the need 

to release land from the Green Belt to meet housing needs.  It is therefore essential, to make 

best use of brownfield land opportunities. 

3.7. In this regard, EMP 3 is too restrictive, and could result in the delay of bringing sites that are 

suitable for housing or alternative needs. This does not accord with the objectives of the NPPF 

which states clearly that planning should not be a barrier to economic growth or meeting 

housing needs. It could also be interpreted in a number of ways, ie many of the criteria are 

subjective.  Whilst greater clarity will come forward in the SPD we raise concerns that the policy 

as drafted is overly restrictive and does not support the overall objective of supporting economic 

growth and meeting housing needs. 
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4. ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO – ASSOCIATED POLICY HS1 AND HS2 

4.1. Should an alternative approach be taken towards the allocation of more suitable land for 

employment, it is likely that a larger proportion of the existing sites in employment use, that are 

no longer suitable for this use, could come forward for housing. 

4.2. This would enable to Council to seek a higher target than 20% of new housing to be provided on 

Previously Developed Sites, and we suggest that Policy HS1 should be amended accordingly. 

4.3. We note that the target is for a minimum of 4,000 dwellings over the plan period and that the 

SHLAA only identified land for c 3,600. 

4.4. We are specifically asking that the Grane Road Mill be added as a housing allocation. As 

acknowledged in the assessment provide in Section 3 above (and the ELR), the site is very 

accessible. The site is surrounded by existing residential properties and is close/adjacent to 

proposed location HS2.78 – Land off Holcombe Road. The principle of housing in this location is 

already considered acceptable.  

4.5. Measuring c3.3 ha, using the Councils calculation of 30 dph, the site has potential to provide 

around 100 dwellings.  

4.6. Furthermore, the redevelopment of the site for housing, removes an existing land use conflict 

and could deliver many amenity and environmental benefits, opening up the culverted river, of 

a prominent site.  
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5. SUMMARY 

5.1. In summary, we are requesting: 

▪ Allocation EMP 2.19 be revised to remove the Grane Road Mill 

▪ Grane Road Mill should be reallocated as a housing site under Policy HS2. 

▪ Policy HS2 should be amended to seek a higher proportion of housing to be provided on 

Previously Development Sites. 

▪ Policy HS3 should be revisited, as in its current form it does not provide clarity or certainty 

for land owners or developers, and could result in planning being a barrier to economic 

growth and delivery of housing. 

 

5.2. These representations have been prepared in haste to meet the deadline. The developer is 

committed to bring the site forward for redevelopment and can provide additional information 

to support the submission including details of ownership and control, indicative layout plans and 

technical reports. 
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