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Rossendale Draft Local Plan Proposals
(Regulation 19 Consultation) - Proposed
Housing Plans For Rossendale — Letter Of
Objection — 25/09/2018

| AM A Resident of Crawshawbooth and would like to object to the RBC
Proposed Housing Scheme, currently under Review.

Since 2009 RBC have made frequent declarations that there will be no
developments West of A682 Burnley Road in this area (H13 / H17). This
Statement is within RBC’s ‘Core Strategy’ and supported in 2015 and
2017 by Planning Inspectors.

No Locals have been consulted about the proposed scheme, until the
recent meeting at ‘The Top Club’, Loveclough. As RBC have continually
failed in their duty to keep the Community informed and we are literally
weeks away from ‘decision day’ and as some of these buildings are to be
built within the specific area in which | live, | feel justified to object
about the specific areas around which | reside (H4,H5,H7,H13,H17) :

Sites designated are within RBC’s stated “Countryside” area and lie
outside of RBC’s ‘Urban Boundary’

H13 is located directly between the two ‘Conservation Areas’ of
‘Loveclough Fold’ and ‘Goodshaw Fold’ - | am also concerned that this
area between those two villages will be targeted in the future.

There is no guarantee that “the scale and nature of the development
would be in keeping with the character of the Settlement” as those
guarantees have been broken in the past.



e 179 houses crammed into the tiny areas of H4, H5, H13 and H17 will
change these areas forever, reduce the already scarce amenities,
seriously affect the appearance and rural setting of our historic
‘Swinhaw Hall’ and all squeezed in between two “Conservation” areas.

e Increase of Traffic on A682

e There are no Infrastructure plans (within the proposal) — no plans to
create or improve the area, prior to building in relation to :

e No provision for a Doctors Surgery

e No provision for a Dentist Surgery

e No provision for any kind of Shops

¢ No detail improvements regarding Water capacity

e No detail improvements regarding Waste Water capacity

e School capacity is already at 100%

e Road capacity is already at a seriously dense level

e The area H13 is already open to flooding within the very area where
another 93 Houses are proposed to be built

e 183 new houses in the Loveclough / Crawshawbooth area will equate to
say 250+ vehicles and between 200 and 300 children.

e Qur roads are smaller, country roads and — as officially stipulated in the
recent meeting at ‘The Top Club’ in Loveclough CANNOT be widened —a
daily traffic snarl up, waiting to happen.

e Our Primary School is at CAPACITY NOW with it’'s maximum +/-300
pupils and is a VILLAGE SCHOOL.

e | and other Residents who live here, do not want a larger, sprawling
School which is situated on the one and only road through this VILLAGE
area — the congestion in front of the School is already of a dangerous
nature.

Crawshawbooth and Loveclough are small VILLAGES....Loveclough is just a
collection of countryside houses, in a RBC ,DESIGNATED “Countryside” area
and no longer even has a Public House.



It is stated by Locals that few current Residents of the area, will be in a position
to purchase any of these new abodes, which leaves the obvious conclusion
that non-Rossendalians will continue to proliferate in the area — we will soon
become the ‘Manchester overspill’ area, which some believe Rossendale
already is — a little like Milton Keynes has become an overspill area for London.
There ends the attraction of living in a Village.

| am concerned that Rossendale will become a completely different area —
more congested, with little to zero road improvement, with (in my own area) a
compacted Primary School and similarly over-subscribed Secondary School
(Just over 1 mile away, towards Rawtenstall). All of these points of objection,
are subjects which are beneficial to the local community — there are few
benefits TO the community of welcoming another 300-400 individuals and
similar amount of vehicles, to our already congested area.

In addition just this week, we have had the news that Rossendale has the 3"
most congested road system, outside of any City in England NOW.

Within this RFP report, our own Conservative MP Jake Berry states “Our
Transport System in East Lancashire......has been underfunded for decades



which is why our levels of congestion are so bad”. This would appear to be one
of those “known” facts, ignored by Government, in place of more salubrious
projects.

| would hope that RBC will take on board the comments provided by myself
and others within Rossendale, when coming to a final conclusion on this
matter : the destruction of what is a natural area of beauty and which includes
conservation areas, is a seriously damaged future for Rossendale to accept.

Regards

Mr Chris Henry



ROSSENDALE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN Regulation 19 Consultation August 2018.
Rossendale Civic Trust Comments 4 October 2018.

1. Overview — Local Plan’s local history:

A. 4 years Delayed Progress to 2017’s Regulation 18 Consultation : Rossendale Civic Trust,
after seeing Rossendale Borough Council deliver a Core Strategy well before others such as Bury
and Blackburn, then saw progress slowed by reduced staffing and politically driven policy changes,
and note these 2011 Planning Inspector’s expectations:-

Report to Rossendale Borough Council by Roland Punshon BSc Hons, MRTPI an Inspector
appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 10 October
2011...concludes that the Rossendale Borough Council Core Strategy Development Plan Document
provides an appropriate basis for the planning of the borough over the next 15 years. The Council
has sufficient evidence to support the strategy and can show that it has a reasonable chance of being
delivered........

24. PPS12 requires that the CS should provide a policy basis for at least 15 years from the date of
adoption. The Council expects adoption to take place in 2011 and, in line with the guidance,
the plan period ends in 2026. | have taken into account concerns that, by the time the
Council’s Site Allocations DPD is prepared and adopted, only about 13 years of the plan
period would remain......

25. The fact that the Site Allocations DPD may not be in place until 2013 should not prevent the
Council from giving pragmatic consideration to development proposals before that time.....

B. RCT, after RBC’s 15 September reply to Freedom of Information Request — FOI/3684 on
LOCAL PLAN POLICY 2 — DENSITIES DELIVERED 2011-2015, came to conclusion. Rossendale
could soon be “built out” with low density developments surely not in accordance with the Local
Plan’s Core Strategy, nor a way to deal with our national need to build for an increasing and not that
rich population; and a need to take note of Census occupancy figures.

C. RCT then saw 24th February 2016 the formal Notice of Withdrawal of draft Local Plan Part 2
“Lives and Landscapes” and:-

3 Mar 2016 - We have started a campaign “Keep Rossendale Valley Green” and our Council
Leader Alyson Barnes has written a letter to David Cameron ...

The Tory Government want to build over 5,000 new houses in Rossendale.

We know that there is a national housing shorting and we want to play our part but the number of
new houses is just too much for Rossendale to cope with. Rossendale is set in steep valleys which
leave little room for building. Large areas of green belt land will need to be built on to accommodate
5,000 houses.

We have started a campaign “Keep Rossendale Valley Green” and our Council Leader Alyson
Barnes has written a letter to David Cameron asking him to reverse his government’s decision to
force the Council to build houses that will damage our Valley forever.

We want as many people as possible to join the campaign and so we are asking you to add your
name to Alyson’s letter asking David Cameron to reconsider. You can sign the letter and read more
about the campaign at:

http://www.keeprossendalevalleygreen.co.uk/

D. RCT now see, from Jake Berry MP Rossendale and Darwen 14 September 2017:-

One of my priorities at the last election was to defend our local countryside from over development so
I'm really pleased to confirm that our local housing figures, which have caused such controversy are
set to be dramatically slashed.

There was outrage last year when plans were published to build up to five thousand new houses
across the Rossendale Valley, when the Council controversially selected playing fields, countryside
and football pitches for development.
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Under the Government's new plans announced today, currently being consulted upon, Rossendale
will see it's housing figures cut by over half from the plans previously proposed by Labour. The
numbers for Blackburn with Darwen Borough council have also been reduced.

I'm delighted that after raising this issue at the highest levels that I've been able to get the housing
figures reduced to protect more of our local green spaces. Rather than playing political games, I've
got on with the job, working on a cross-party basis and I'm so pleased that we have succeeded. This
is a victory for everyone here in Rossendale & Darwen.

Given the reduction we have managed to secure - I'm calling on the Councils to now suspend any
proposal to remove land from our green belt and prioritise new developments on brownfield and
former industrial sites.

The Government's new figures apply from April 2018 and are subject to consultation but they confirm
that the number of new homes required for Rossendale over the next 10 years has been reduced to
just 2,120 and the numbers for Blackburn with Darwen have been cut to just 1,530.

RCT note how practicalities must not stand in way of politics.

2. RCT’s comments now follow in turn after each Local Plan Policy’s Blue y Red texts:-

Strategic Policy SS: Spatial Strategy

The Council will focus growth and investment in Key Service Centres, on major sites and on
well located brownfield sites whilst protecting the landscape and current built character and
rural areas.

Greenfield development will be required within and on the fringes of the urban boundary to
meet housing and employment needs. The Council will require that the design of such
development relates well in design and layout to existing buildings, green infrastructure and
services

To promote vibrant local communities and support services, an appropriate scale of growth
and investment will be encouraged in identified Local Service Centres, providing it is in
keeping with their local character and setting.

The Council will work with partners and developers to protect and enhance the Ecological
Corridor Network and the Borough’s built heritage.

Growth and investment will be concentrated in:
a) The Key Service Centres of:
i. Rawtenstall

ii. Bacup

iii. Haslingden

iv. Whitworth

b) Major Sites allocated at:

i. Edenfield

ii. Futures Park

iii. New Hall Hey

iv. Carrs Industrial Estate

c) A level of growth and investment appropriate to the settlement size will be encouraged at
the following Urban Local Service Centres to help meet housing, employment and service
needs:

i. Waterfoot
ii. Broadley/Tonacliffe
iii. Stacksteads
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iv. Crawshawbooth

v. Helmshore

vi. Facit

vii. Stubbins

viii. Britannia

d) Limited growth and investment will be encouraged at the following Rural Local Service

Centres to help meet local housing and employment needs and to support the provision of
services to the wider area:

i. Loveclough/Goodshaw
ii. Water

iii. Weir

iv. Whitewell Bottom

e) In other places — such as smaller villages and substantially built up frontages development
will typically be small scale and limited to appropriate infilling, conversion of buildings and
proposals to meet local need, unless there are exceptional reasons for larger scale
redevelopment schemes.

i. Acre

ii. Chatterton

iii. Cowpe

iv. Ewood Bridge
v. Irwell Vale

vi. Turn

vii. Sharneyford

Rossendale Civic Trust support this Strategic Strategy, but notes exclusion of Newchurch,
Cloughfold and Balladen, are they to have no change in the Local Plan?

Strategic Policy SD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

When considering development proposals the Council will take a positive approach that
reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National
Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). The Council will always work proactively with
applicants to jointly find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever
possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental
conditions in the area.

Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan will be approved without
delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of date at
the time of making the decision then the Council will grant permission unless material
considerations indicate otherwise, taking into account whether:

a) any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National Planning Policy
Framework taken as a whole; or

b) specific policies in the Framework indicate that development should be restricted.

RCT supports SD1 subject to amendment to definitions of sustainable development in 2011
Core Strategy and NPPF 2012, and prefers these: Resolution 42/187 of the United Nations
General Assembly defined sustainable development as meeting the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The UK Sustainable
Development Strategy Securing the Future set out five ‘guiding principles’ of sustainable
development: living within the planet’s environmental limits; ensuring a strong, healthy and just
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society; achieving a sustainable economy; promoting good governance; and using sound science
responsibly. Not just a lot of low density “aspirational” housing”. Nor now demolished free
grant money projects such as Blackburn’s Waves Leisure Pool that followed the 1981 riots.
Strategic Policy SD2: Urban Boundary and Green Belt

All new development in the Borough will take place within the Urban Boundaries, defined on
the Policies Map, except where development specifically needs to be located within a
countryside location and the development enhances the rural character of the area.

Land has been removed from Green Belt in the following locations on the basis that
exceptional circumstances exist:

[1[JH69 Cowm Water Treatment Works, Whitworth
[111H70 Irwell Vale Mill

[1[JH71 Land east of Market Street

[1[JH72 Land west of Market Street, Edenfield
UJH73 Edenwood Mill, Edenfield

[1TJNE1 Extension to Mayfield Chicks, Ewood Bridge
[JLJNE2 Land north of Hud Hey, Haslingden

[ILJNE4 Extension of New Hall Hey, Rawtenstall

The Council will expect that the design of development on the above sites minimises the
impact on “openness” to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. Development will
also be expected to contribute to compensatory improvements to land elsewhere in the Green
Belt, enhancing both its quality and public access.

RCT support SD2 and note Examples would include farm diversification or certain types of tourism
uses. But does this mean farms becoming almost inset villages in the Green Belt as proposed
2016/0424 Pleasant View Farm housing in Holcombe — located just outside the Green Belt to the
west of Holcombe Road. RCT also note Rossendale’s “protected areas” within the unparished
areas (c) Containing the settlements of Haslingden, Rawtenstall and Bacup - 2009 No. 2098
HOUSING, ENGLAND The Housing (Right to Enfranchise) (Designated Protected Areas) (England)
Order 2009. It’s intended to stop affordable rural social housing being lost.

Policy SD3: Planning Obligations

Where developments will create demands for additional services, facilities and infrastructure
or exacerbate an existing deficiency the Council may seek a contribution or legal agreement
to address this issue where it cannot be suitably addressed through the use of planning
conditions or other mechanisms. Where sought such contributions will reflect the most up to
date national guidance and may include, but not exclusively, the following issues:

[JAffordable Housing

[1l1Public Open Space

[10Green infrastructure
[1l1Sustainable transport

[1[1Schools and Educational facilities
[1[1Health infrastructure

C[1Sports and recreation facilities

RCT support SD3, and note that some “brownfield” sites have poor road access, as they were
served by the natural infrastructure of their location, and abandoned transport systems:
Housing Site H68 111 units 3.7Ha 30/Ha at Spring Mill in Whitworth, next to River Spodden
and Rochdale to Bacup Railway, for a crow 300m to A671 Market Street’s regular 464 bus
service, but 1000m via Wallbank Estate and Hall Street, 00s of houses and schools. So a need
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to provide a new route into this area. And as mostly inset into Green Belt, instead of an estate
layout, a compact urban village, such as Mount Pleasant Village, Nangreaves north of Bury.

Chapter 1: Housing

Strategic Policy HS1: Meeting Rossendale’s Housing Requirement
The net housing requirement for the period 2019-2034 will be achieved through:

a) Providing at least 3,180 additional dwellings over the plan period equating to 212 dwellings
a year

b) Delivering an overall amount of 30% of all new dwellings on previously developed land
(PDL) across the Borough

¢) Keeping under review housing delivery performance on a yearly basis

The housing requirement figure for Edenfield Community Neighbourhood Forum for 2019-
2034 is 456 dwellings.

A. RCT object to HS1’s focus on “aspirational” housing, despite explanations: Strategic
Housing Market Area Assessment (SHMA) (2016)....... based on the projected increase in the
number of households over the plan period, uplifted to take account of worsening market signals and
the need to provide affordable housing....... 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. It also evidences the need for more good quality,
specialist accommodation designed specifically for the growing elderly population.

B. RCT compared the build rate in 2017 of 265/year, with the 172/year delivered from 2011 —
2016, the present Core Strategy 247/year and the Inspectors 222/year:-

Report to Rossendale Borough Council by Roland Punshon BSc Hons, MRTPI

29. The Council’s proposed annual rate of housing delivery would be in general conformity with the
RS. Whilst | am satisfied that house building rates of more than 222 dwellings per annum
could be achieved, | have seen no evidence to persuade me that substantially higher annual
rates could be consistently maintained. In addition, given the character of the local environment
with its narrow, developed valleys and open uplands, | am concerned that a substantial increase
in requirement to meet the need/demand levels identified by the Council’s SHMA could be
difficult to achieve without causing unacceptable harm to the character and appearance of the
area.......coevenienn A robust Monitoring and Implementation Strategy will assist in this regard (see
Issue 10 below). In these circumstances | am satisfied that, in the light of the existing evidence, the
adoption of a housing requirement of 222 dwellings per annum is appropriate although the level of
the overall housing requirement will need to be kept under regular review and the DPD should be
adapted as appropriate.

C. RCT note adoption now of 212/year 2016-2026 in 14 September 2017 Department for
Communities and Local Government Planning for the right homes in the right places:
consultation proposals, and explained:-

Indicative assessment of housing need based on proposed formula, 2016 to 2026. This is calculated
based on the formula proposed in the consultation document Planning for the right homes in the right
places. It uses affordability ratios for 2016, and average household growth over the period 2016 to
2026 from the 2014 based household projections. The Local Plan figures used to calculate the
proposed cap are included in column I. The assessment is indicative, as actual figures will depend on
the most recent data available at the time the need is calculated. For the purposes of the calculation,
plans adopted within five years of the date of publication have been considered up to date.

Current local assessment of housing need, This has been collected by DCLG from publically
available reports. Where possible we have used the latest available figure on the Local Authority's
website, with sources for these provided in column G. This is to provide a point of comparison for the
formula based assessment of need. Whilst every opportunity has been taken to ensure the latest
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figures have been taken, these figures should be treated with caution as not every local authority has
been able to provide confirmation prior to publication.

Proportion of Local Authority land area covered by Green Belt, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty or Sites of Special Scientific Interest Calculated from publically available data from
DCLG, Natural England and the ONS. This provides an indication of land that is not generally
available for development, to illustrate the point in the consultation document that not all authorities
will be able to meet their need in full within their own area.

RCT note Rossendale ONS Code - E07000125, to then compare with its neighbours:-

Indicative assessment of housing need based on proposed formula, 2016 to 2026
(dwellings per annum) — 212. Bury - 597. *Hyndburn — 60.

Current local assessment of housing need, based on most recent publically available document
(dwellings per annum)- 265. Bury — 610. *Hyndburn - 180 - 350

Proportion of Local Authority land area covered by
Green Belt, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty or Sites of Special Scientifc Interest
- 31%. Bury - 60%. *Hyndburn - 58%

D. RCT 18/9/17 question to DfCLG: 14 September consultation on housing numbers, that proposes
212/year 2016-2026, and notes present revised local plan consultation of 265/year, and current 2011
— 2016 Local Plan Core Strategy of 247/year, which was based on Planning Inspector’s 222/year and
a previous shortfall. Now on a first scan through/word find look at this consultation, as it makes no
mention of individual LA’s past 2011-2016 Table 100 deliveries — Rossendale 172/year, am thinking
that it's based on where we are now nationally, and so past shortfalls on local plans are not a issue;

21/9/19 HOUSSTATS: You are correct that the method does not account for past shortfalls (except
where these impact affordability).

So we are now looking at a reduction from the present Core Strategy 3700 growth to 2026, on basis
of 860 for 2011-16 plus 10 x 212, to 2980 dwellings. and to 2034??7?.

And now outcome of latest ONS projections’ Table 329b shows for Rossendale 30000
households in 2014, 33000 households in 2039. Is that 3000 dwellings, at 120/year???

RCT also see for Rossendale a potential problem: in areas close to neighbours with high
demand: Bury and Rochdale, and those with low demand: Hyndburn and Burnley.

E. RCT see as still relevant comments on abandoned 2015 Local Plan’s Housing Needs

The 1951 Census shows Rossendale with a population of 68958 living in 22550 dwellings. The 1971
Census shows 61857 in 22460 dwellings. In 2001 the Census shows ¢65600, and the Council Tax
Dwelling Stock Total was 28960. By 2009 LCC estimate population at 67100, and 2009 Council Tax
Dwelling Stock Total is 30544.

We see an occupancy reducing from c3/dwelling, c2.75/dweling, c2.3/dwelling, to an estimated
c2.2/dwelling. Will the 2011 Census help to show where Rossendale’s housing stock is becoming so
under occupied? With the retirement of the “baby-boom” generation will this under occupation
increase?

To counter the Local Plan’s aim for 3 and 4 bed “asprational” needs. Is there an unmet demand for
new 2 bedroom 3 person and 3 bedroom 4 person houses, with their wheelchair accessible ground
floors as required by current Building Regulations: to facilitate policies for more care in the home?

What's the engines driving growth in Executive, Low Cost Market, Affordable and Registered Social
Landlord Housing. The RSS’s target was 222 dwellings / year from 2003 - 2021, it had a shortfall of
¢370 due to a market slump, and so we see the :Local Plan11/26’s 15 years target is now 3700: (222
x 15 + 370). But is this really just a paper target of convenience, that does not take account of the
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practicalities: that most of Rossendale’s potential housing sites are not large, and further many have
access problems of steep roads, that will need significant investment to enable there satisfactory use.
And what's real aims? Planned urban villages at 50/Ha or, as appears so frequently in Stage 2, “low
density” 25/Ha suburban estates?

Compare with other Core Strategies for the period 2011 — 2026:-

Warrington, CS estimated 2010 at 198,900, 9099 dwellings = 0.046d/p now 202,228.
Blackburn + Darwen, CS at 141,200, 9365 dwellings = 0.066d/p.
Rossendale, CS at 67,300, 3700 dwellings = 0.055d/p.

Given Warrington’s strategic location on M6, M62, M56, West Coast Main Line, Liverpool to
Manchester Line, future HS2, Manchester Ship Canal, and between Liverpool and Manchester
Airports, and no hilly terrain, why should the more remote Pennine Lancashire be aiming for so much
more new housing? Are we seeing the same sort of wishful aims that produced that oversized bus
station in Preston?

Policy HS2: Housing Site Allocations

The following sites, shown on the adopted Policies Map, have been allocated for housing
development. Applicants will be expected to prepare Masterplans for sites of 50 dwellings or
over in order to provide a comprehensive approach to development of the site:

A. RCT welcomes HS2 and HS7’s return to aims of 2011 Core Strategy density targets, and
notes how in 2017:

Table 1: Housing Site Allocations Total Potential Housing Number 3622....... When calculating the
potential numbers of housing on each site a density of 30 dwellings per hectare has been used
unless more detailed information is available............

B. RCT’s not seen mention of the 2013-14 Urban and Green Belt Boundary Review required by
2011 Core Strategy in response to developer’s views that there were insufficient good sized
well located sites within the present boundaries. That they just happened to own sites outside
these boundaries..........

C. RCT object to no reference to “Report to Rossendale Borough Council by Roland Punshon
BSc Hons, MRTPI an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government 10 October 2011”

Appendix D: Monitoring and Implementation Strategy:-

70% of all new residential development in Rawtenstall, Bacup, Haslingden and Whitworth to
be built at 50 dwellings per hectare. 85% of all new residential development in all other areas
to be built at 30 dwellings per hectare.

D. RCT welcome more logical distribution of Site Allocations, 3622 dwellings in 2017, now
2853 + 4 pitches = 2857:

Rossendale West with good accessibility from M66/A56T — 836, now 797.
Rossendale Central with fair but often congested access from A681 and A682 — 1276, now 909.
Rossendale East with poor and often slow access from A681 and A671 — 1510, now 1151

Note the well used “rat run” along Newchurch Road, was in 2017 proposed to serve an extra
300++ houses, and seen by one RCT Member: my own concerns are less wide-ranging and are
chiefly centred on the proposals for the many housing sites on or adjacent to Newchurch Road.
Should all these eventually come to fruition there will be a considerable increase in traffic in both
directions along along Newchurch Road. This will be most apparent at the west end at the junction
with Burnley Road (A682) and at the east end for those leaving Turnpike at the awkward junction with
the B6283. The access and exit from Union Street, in Rawtenstall, already problematic, will
inexorably become more difficult as Union Street is the only access to properties on Union Street,
Green Street, Rose Bank, Hurst Lane, Hurst Crescent And Waingate Village. We have written to
RBC (& LCC) on this matter several times over the years our representations seem to fall on
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deaf ears. They just don't seem to care but the situation will become intolerable if all these
sites are made available for housing.

E. RCT object to lack of a policy for council owned land to retain its original purpose, kept for
future generation’s needs, and if proposed for housing, it should be offered on tender to
RSL’s. And given the often poor quality of unbuilt on land, there should be at least some trial
holes to check its nature, stability and wetness before any changes of use are proposed.

F. RCT in conclusion welcome 2018’s changes to HS2: for meeting national needs: Fixing Our
Broken Housing Market, Department for Communities and Local Government (February 2017).
Its section on housing density that does not quite fit with 30/Ha, often delivered and still
desired by too many house builders.

Policy HS3: Edenfield

Within the area defined on the Policies Map at Edenfield (Housing Allocation H72) new
residential development will be permitted subject to the following:

a) Comprehensive development of the entire site is demonstrated through a masterplan;

b) The implementation of development in accordance with an agreed Design Code. The
Design Code shall include the design principles for the whole of the site and will incorporate,
amongst other elements:

a. Specific character areas incorporating detailing design requirements
b. A highway hierarchy and design considerations

c. A greenspace and landscape structure

d. A movement framework maximising connectivity by cycle and foot
e. Layout considerations

f. Parking and garaging

d. Appropriate building and hard surfacing materials

h. Maximising energy efficiency in design

i. Details of appropriate boundary treatments

j- Lighting

k. Details of the laying of services, drainage and cables

I. Bin storage and rubbish collection

m. Ecology and nature conservation

n. Design and layout considerations in respect of the setting of the Grade II* Listed Edenfield
Parish Church

o. Design and Layout considerations in respect of the existing housing within the allocation
p- The relationship with the adjacent retained recreation ground

d. The relationship to Market Street, in particular the Horse and Jockey

r. Noise mitigation in respect of the adjacent A56

S. A Health Impact Assessment

t. Provision for a one form entry Primary School on site if Edenfield Primary School cannot be
expanded to the required level

c) A phasing and infrastructure delivery schedule for the area. The schedule shall include,
amongst other elements:

a. A comprehensive approach towards access to the site by all modes and the impacts on the
local road network including parking management

b. Foul drainage
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c. On site Affordable Housing
d. Surface water drainage strategy including details of Sustainable Urban Drainage
e. Nature conservation and enhancement works

f. Provision and layout of public open space (including the provision of a eighbourhood
Equipped Area of Plan NEAP)

g. Provision of footpath and cycle links
h. Tree works and tree protection measures
d) An agreed programme of implementation in accordance with the masterplan;

e) Identification of mechanisms to enhance the quality of, and access to, Green Belt land in
the area between the development site and Rawtenstall/Haslingden.

A. RCT support HS3 for Edenfield, and note its now An area comprising 15.25 ha (gross site
area) has been identified as potential for providing. Whereas in 2017: residential development, area
comprising 26 ha (gross site area) has been identified as potential for providing residential
development, subject to national policy in the Framework and other relevant policies of this Local
Plan e.g. policy on affordable housing. - will require a well designed scheme that responds to the
sites context, makes the most of environmental, heritage and leisure assets and delivers the
necessary sustainability, transport, connectivity, accessibility (including public transport) and
infrastructure requirements —

B. RCT advise that to make sense, to justify the ambition of a Masterplan, we should have a
representative community involvement to look at the overall area of Edenfield — not just
what’s in ownership of a potential developer. To look at the potential ways that it could
become an example of, how to do well, an expanded village in the Green Belt. Including, a
maybe unwelcome to some, development along a Local Distributor or Spine Road from the
areas of Horncliffe Mansion on Bury Road past the Cricket Ground, link to Plunge Road, a
Dearden Clough Lake, and on to Rochdale Road. Look for example at how another part of the
A56 helped to create the valued areas around Lymm Dam in north Cheshire.

Policy HS4: Loveclough

Within the area defined on the Policies Map at Loveclough (Housing Allocation H13) new
residential development will be permitted subject to the following:

a) Comprehensive development of the entire site is demonstrated through a masterplan;

b) The implementation of development in accordance with an agreed Design Code. The
Design Code shall include the design principles for the whole of the site and will incorporate,
amongst other elements:

a. Specific character areas incorporating detailing design requirements
b. A highway hierarchy and design considerations

c. A greenspace and landscape structure including mitigation to protect the landscape
character of the area;

d. A movement framework maximising connectivity by cycle and foot

e. Layout considerations including respecting the setting of and enhancing Loveclough
Conservation Area

f. Parking and garaging

g. Appropriate building and hard surfacing materials

h. Maximising energy efficiency in design

i. Details of appropriate boundary treatments

j- Lighting

k. Details of the laying of services, drainage and cables
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I. Bin storage and rubbish collection

m. Ecology and nature conservation

n. The relationship with the adjacent retained recreation ground
0. A Health Impact Assessment

c) A phasing and infrastructure delivery schedule for the area. The schedule shall include,
amongst other elements:

a. Foul drainage

b. On site Affordable Housing

c. Surface water drainage strategy including details of Sustainable Urban Drainage
d. Nature conservation and enhancement works

e. Provision of footpath and cycle links including improvements to the existing network of
surrounding rights of ways which will connect into the site.

f. Tree works and tree protection measures
d. Measures to deal with minerals identified at the site

h. A contribution towards increased school provision within the area (if identified as
necessary)

i. A contribution to creation of car parking provision within the centre of Crawshawbooth
d) An agreed programme of implementation in accordance with the masterplan.

RCT support HS4 and welcome the related aims: to keep sections of the Urban Boundary to
the east of Burnley Road to maintain open views to the West. RCT note this policy in earlier
Local Plans was supported at recent planning appeals.

Policy HS5: Swinshaw Hall

Within the area defined on the Policies Map at Swinshaw Hall (Housing Allocation H5) new
residential development will be permitted subject to the following:

a) Comprehensive development of the entire site is demonstrated through a masterplan;

b) The implementation of development in accordance with an agreed Design Code. The
Design Code shall include the design principles for the whole of the site and will incorporate,
amongst other elements:

a. Specific character areas incorporating detailing design requirements
b. A highway hierarchy and design considerations

c. A greenspace and landscape structure including mitigation to protect the landscape
character of the area;

d. A movement framework maximising connectivity by cycle and foot
e. Layout considerations

f. Parking and garaging

g. Appropriate building and hard surfacing materials

h. Maximising energy efficiency in design

i. Details of appropriate boundary treatments

j- Lighting

k. Details of the laying of services, drainage and cables

l. Bin storage and rubbish collection

m. Ecology and nature conservation
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n. The relationship with the adjacent retained Loveclough Park
0. A Health Impact Assessment
p- Design and layout considerations to respect and protect the setting of Swinshaw Hall

g. Archaeological investigation of the area south of Swinshaw Hall for a potential historic
burial ground

c) A phasing and infrastructure delivery schedule for the area. The schedule shall include,
amongst other elements:

a. Foul drainage

b. On site Affordable Housing

c. Surface water drainage strategy including details of Sustainable Urban Drainage
d. Nature conservation and enhancement works

e. Provision of footpath and cycle links

f. Tree works and tree protection measures

d. Measures to deal with minerals identified at the site

h. A contribution towards increased school provision within the area (if identified as
necessary)

i. A contribution to creation of car parking provision within the centre of Crawshawbooth
d) An agreed programme of implementation in accordance with the masterplan.
RCT support HS5.

Policy HS6: Affordable Housing

New housing developments of 10 or more dwellings (0.35 hectares or part thereof) will be
required to provide on-site affordable housing as follows:

a) A requirement of 30% on-site affordable housing from market housing schemes subject to
site and development considerations (such as financial viability). Of the overall housing
contribution, at least 10% should be available for affordable home ownership unless the
proposal provides solely for Build for Rent, provides specialist accommodation to meet
specific needs (e.g. purpose built accommodation for the elderly), is a self-build proposal, or
is exclusively for affordable housing, entry level exception sites or rural exception sites.

b) On any rural exception sites there will be a requirement of 100% on-site affordable housing
unless it can be demonstrated that a small element of market housing is required to make the
scheme viable.

c) The affordable housing shall be provided in line with identified needs of tenure, size and
type as set out in the latest available information on housing needs. In particular the SHMA
indicates there is a requirement for:

TJOlder peoples housing, especially extra care and residential care, of around 1700 units by
2034

[1l1Housing suitable for Disabled people
Social rented housing in rural communities

d) Within larger housing developments, the affordable housing will be evenly distributed
throughout the development. Where a site has been divided and brought forward in phases,
the Council will consider the site as a whole for the purposes of calculating the appropriate
level of affordable housing provision.

In exceptional circumstances, off-site provision or financial contributions of a broadly
equivalent value instead of on-site provision will be acceptable where the site or location is
unsustainable for affordable housing.

11 of 53. 04/10/2018. RCT's second and final draft response, to amend 2017’s for 2018.
15



The size of the development should not be artificially reduced to decrease or eliminate the
affordable housing requirement, for example, by sub-dividing sites or reducing the density of
all or part of a site. The Council will consider the site as a whole for the purposes of
calculating the appropriate level of affordable housing provision.

A. RCT supports HS6 subject to inclusion of a policy to identify sites for affordable and social
housing to be purchased by the Council for use by RSLs for shared ownership and general let
housing in order to meet: The Council's SHMA has demonstrated that there is considerable need
for affordable housing in Rossendale and it states that the issue must be tackled to prevent the
problem from becoming more acute. The study recommends that there is a need for at least 158
affordable dwellings to be provided in Rossendale per year in addition to market housing and
potentially that there is a need for up 321 affordable dwellings per year.

B. RCT notes loss on sites, such as Whinberry View from claims of unforeseen site problems.

C. RCT note that in 1977 Rossendale had c¢7230 LA dwellings, 29.3% of c24680 total housing
stock. In 2009 RSLs had 3503 self contained units and 1022 supported bedspaces to total 4525, or
14.8% of 30544 total housing stock. In 2016 Rossendale had 80 LA owned buildings, RSL’s 4680
(14.8%), private sector 26950, Total 31710. From 2011 to 2016, gain 860 houses, of which 184
or 20% are social, but NOTE Together Housing Group had 66 sales from Right to Buy and
Right to Acquire, and it was 150 from 2006-2011.

Policy HS7: Housing Density

The density of the development should be in keeping with local areas and have no detrimental
impact on the amenity, character, appearance, distinctiveness and environmental quality of
an area.

High densities shall be provided within sustainable locations particularly on sites within
defined town centres and locations within 300m of bus stops on key transport corridors.

Explanation

The Government’s Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ (2017) encourages
better use of land for housing by encouraging higher densities where appropriate, such as in urban
locations where there is high housing demand. This is repeated in the Framework within the “Making
effective use of land” chapter and especially paragraph 123.

Densities in excess of 40 dwellings per hectare will be expected to be delivered in town centres
within Rossendale. Other sustainable locations where higher densities will be expected include sites
within the urban boundary and within 300 metres walk to bus stops on key corridors such as the X43
and 464 bus routes. High quality design can ensure that high density proposals are good quality
schemes.

It is recognised that housing densities will be lower in other areas of the Borough because of physical
constraints and on site issues, for example, topography, areas at risk of flooding and landscape.

A. RCT notes previous objections and welcomes HS7 and how it’s Explanation has changed
from 2017: Densities in excess of 30 dwellings per hectare will be expected to be delivered in
sustainable locations within Rossendale. Sustainable locations include urban areas and areas
around public transport nodes. The figure of 30 dwellings per hectare is reflective of historic
housing densities in some parts of Rossendale.

B. RCT note present 2011 Core Strategy was adopted after: “Report to Rossendale Borough
Council by Roland Punshon BSc Hons, MRTPI an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of
State for Communities and Local Government 10 October 2011”

Appendix D: Monitoring and Implementation Strategy:-

70% of all new residential development in Rawtenstall, Bacup, Haslingden and Whitworth to
be built at 50 dwellings per hectare. 85% of all new residential development in all other areas
to be built at 30 dwellings per hectare.
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C. RCT have noted in a July 2014 RBC Annual Monitoring Report:-
Progress towards Targets

In 2013/2014 only 3.5% of dwellings built in Rawtenstall, Bacup, Haslingden and Whitworth were built
at 50 dwellings per hectare. Although the cumulative three year figure is slightly higher at 9.8%, this
figure also falls well below the target and trigger.

The results are significantly underperforming against the target despite the Council working with
partners and developers to encourage higher density housing developments. It may be necessary to
review this policy or investigate why high densities are not being achieved, and consider how this can
be resolved.

For areas outside Rawtenstall, Bacup, Haslingden and Whitworth, the density of new residential
development being built at 30 dwellings per ha or above was 92.5% in 2013/2014 which is above the
target. Over the cumulative three years the figure stands at 67% which is marginally below the trigger

The results are significantly underperforming against the target despite the Council working
with partners and developers to encourage higher density housing developments

D. RCT suggest this example, to maybe illustrate how choices made by RBC lead to their not
achieving their Core Strategy Policy 2 targets. Look at the 2015 Local Plan’s withdrawn
consultation: Tier 1 site H16 Whinberry View, detailed in Site Allocations as 29 houses on 0.6Ha at
48/Ha. But on this area it was actually 23 houses at 38/Ha. The developer purchased 166 Bacup
Road to get 29 houses on 0.72Ha and so 40/Ha. Now the northern part of this site is in an area of
sloping Greenlands, and there’s now permission, for 28 — 39/Ha, to cut into this with sheet piling and
retaining walls close to a densely tree planted boundary with Rossendale BC's H13 Greenlands.
RCT’s representations suggested the exclusion of the site’s Greenland and a simple 3 row
layout of 31 terraced houses on 0.6Ha at 52/HA.

E. RCT in 2017 did not see the proposal, to come down from 50 to 30/Ha, meeting the aims of
this White Paper where it talks about:-

A.67 Local planning authorities decide what sort of density is appropriate for their areas. A locally led
approach is important to ensure that development reflects the character and opportunities presented

by each area. At the same time, authorities and applicants need to be ambitious about what sites can
offer, especially in areas where demand is high and land is scarce, and where there are opportunities
to make effective use of brownfield land given the strong economic and environmental benefits.

A.68 To help ensure that effective use is made of land, and building on its previous consultations,105
the Government proposes to amend the National Planning Policy Framework to make it clear
that plans and individual development proposals should:

make efficient use of land and avoid building homes at low densities where there is a shortage
of land for meeting identified housing needs

ensure that the density and form of development reflect the character, accessibility and
infrastructure capacity of an area, and the nature of local housing needs (which may, for example,
mean terraced houses.

F. RCT in 2017 therefore suggested this alternative to HS5, and see it as still relevant:-

Residential development should seek to achieve the maximum density compatible with good
design, the protection of heritage assets, local amenity, the character and quality of the local
environment, and the safety and convenience of the local and strategic road network.

70% of all new residential development in Rawtenstall, Bacup, Haslingden and Whitworth to
be built at 50 dwellings per hectare. 85% of all new residential development in all other areas
to be built at 30 dwellings per hectare.

Housing type densities:-

1. Low cost Market Housing: 3 bed / 4 person and 3 bed / 5 person mostly in linked pairs and
short terraces at about 40 - 60 / Ha.
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2. So called “Aspirational” Market Housing: 4 bed / 6 person and 5 bed / 7 person detached at
about 20 - 40 / Ha.

3. Apartment Housing both Social and Market: at 100 — 200 / Ha.

4. Social “General Let” Housing: 3 bed / 4 person, 3 bed / 5 person and 4 bed / 6-8 person in
terraces at about 70 — 90 / Ha.

5. Category 1 Social Housing for old persons: 1 bed 2 person and 2 bed / 3 person single
storey in terraces at about 50 — 70 / Ha.

Standard definition of Housing Density, as DOE Circular 88/71 26 November 1971. Housing
Density (bed spaces) per hectare.

Appendix 6
DEFINITION OF SITE AREA FOR YARDSTICK PURPOSES

The following should be substituted for the definition in paragraph 10 of
Appendix 1II to MHLG Clircular 36/67 (Welsh Office Circular 28/67).

Site area: The site area is the area of the land used for housing.
It includes:—

(i) the space occupied by dwellings, gardens etc., and by those shops
and garages which are incorporated in blocks of dwellings;

(ii) any small incidental open space (e.g. children’s play space, drying
grounds or parking space for visitors’ cars);

(iii) space provided for accommodating tenants’ cars;

{(iv) space occupied by roads, footpaths and access ways internal to
the layout;

(v) half the width of surrounding roads up to a maximum of 20 feet
(6.10 metres) except in the case of any major highway where
vehicular access into the site is prohibited throughout the length
of the site.

(INote: Where an Improvement Line applies, this is to be taken as indi-
cating the line of the surrounding road in which the boundary is to be
drawn).
It excludes:—
(1) land proper for appropriation for public open space;
(ii) areas used for all other types of development (e.g. schools,
commercial premises including shops not incorporated in blocks

of dwellings, electricity transformer or sub-stations except where
‘these are incorporated in blocks of dwellings);

(iii) land reservations alongside projected trunk highways for em-
bankments, cuttings, ctc.;
(iv) land unfit to be used for building.

Note 1. It may sometimes be necessary to draw a hypothetical boundary

between the proposed blocks of dwellings and existing or future blocks.

The position of such a boundary should be determined reasonably in

Elelation to the number of storeys in the blocks between which it is
rawmn.

INote 2. Where under (iii) or (iv) land forming an embankment or cut-
ting is excluded the measurement of site area should be made to the
edge of the embankment or cutting and not to a line 20 feet (6.10
metres) beyond it.

RCT nevertheless welcome this proposal to test at the Inquiry of the Local Plan:

Density (net)

Net site density includes only those areas which will be developed e.g. for housing and directly
associated uses such as access roads within the site, private garden spaces, car parking areas,
incidental open spaces and landscaping and children’s play areas where these are to be provided. It
excludes major distributor roads; primary schools; adult / youth play spaces or other open spaces
serving a wider area; and significant landscape buffer strips.

Policy HS8: Housing Standards

In accordance with the national regime of optional technical standards for housing, the
Council will adopt the following local standards for new housing developments, in line with
the National Planning Practice Guidance:
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a) Access - at least 20% of any new housing provided on a site should be specifically tailored
to meet the needs of elderly or disabled residents, or be easily adaptable in line with the
Optional Standards. In this regard the Council will adopt a flexible approach where necessary,
taking into consideration specific factors, such as size of the site; site topography and
vulnerability to flooding, along with evidence on the economic viability of individual
developments; and

b) Internal space — the nationally described space standards should be the minimum with
more generous provision provided where possible.

The Council will expect submitted information to demonstrate how points a) and b) have been
achieved.

As an alternative to implementation of Optional Space Standards developers will be expected
to demonstrate that the requirements of “Building for Life 12” (or successor documents) have
been met within the scheme.

RCT support HS8 and note that: The SHMA also shows that there is a high percentage of
households containing one or more adults with some form of disability (15.8%) and found that
households containing a disabled resident were more likely to consider that their home is unsuitable
than the Borough-wide average.

Note Part M Building Regulations, which from mid 80s aimed to help “care in the community”
to ensure that most people are able to access and use buildings and their facilities. It applies
to all housing — so what’s the extra guidance for at least 30%??? Is it to avoid repeats of all
purpose Kitchen Dining Lounges to allow wheelchair space in Bathrooms and Bedrooms???
To avoid “cheapskate” aims to achieve wheelchair housing at “Parker Morris” areas???

Policy HS9: Private Residential Garden Development

Within the urban boundary applications to provide additional dwellings within private
residential gardens on sites not allocated for housing will be supported where:

U1t would not result in a cramped form of development or have a detrimental impact on the
character of the area or the street scene;

(1071t would not result in an unacceptable loss of residential amenity to neighbouring
properties in terms of loss of privacy, overlooking, loss of light, increased noise or an
overbearing impact;

(11t is designed to a high standard using appropriate materials to enhance local character
and distinctiveness;

C1C1Appropriate outdoor amenity space is provided for both the existing buildings and
proposed dwelling(s);

(101t would not have a severe adverse impact on highway safety or the operation of the
highway network;

[1[JThe vehicular access and car parking arrangements would not have an nacceptable impact
on neighbours in terms of visual amenity, noise or light;

[10Important landscape features and boundary treatments which contribute to the character,
appearance or biodiversity of the area would be retained and where possible enhanced; and

[11]When assessing applications for garden sites, the Council will also have regard to
sustainability, such as access to public transport, schools, businesses and local services and
facilities.

Proposals which significantly undermine amenity and harm the distinctive character of an
area will be refused.

RCT support HS9.
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Policy HS10: Open Space Requirements in New Housing Developments

Housing developments of 10 or more new dwellings (0.35 hectares or part thereof) will be
required to make provision for open space and recreation facilities, where there are identified
local deficiencies in the quantity, accessibility or quality and/or value of open space and
recreation facilities.

Where there is an identified local deficiency in quantity and/or accessibility to open space,
provision will be required. This should be on-site for housing schemes of 100 or more
dwellings. For smaller schemes or where this is not appropriate, payment of a financial
contribution towards off-site provision or improvements to existing open spaces and
recreation facilities will be required.

In Whitworth and Bacup in particular but not exclusively, contributions will be sought for
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG’s) to minimise recreational pressure on
sensitive habitats.

Where there is existing provision but an identified local deficiency in the quality and/or value
of these open spaces and recreation facilities, a financial contribution towards improving
these sites will be required.

The size of development should not be artificially reduced to decrease or eliminate the open
space requirement, for example, by sub-dividing sites or reducing the density of all or part of
a site. The Council will consider the site as a whole for the purposes of calculating the
appropriate level of open space provision.

An update to the existing accompanying Supplementary Planning Document will establish the
following:

i. The minimum local standards and how they will be applied.

ii. Accessibility and qualitative assessments, to determine the amount of new open space
provision required as part of a residential development or

iii. Appropriate financial contributions required from new residential developments.

RCT support HS10 subject to inclusion of a reference to Sport England guidance, which no
doubt will be in the SPD. RCT also note need to ensure that open spaces, which can include
unadopted parking and their access areas, need to have accountable and insured
management, and in passing note that this is often why they have been planned out of areas.
RCT note the Street Manager provisions for frontagers to such areas in the 1991 New Roads
and Streetworks Act.

Policy HS11: Playing Pitch Requirements in New Housing Developments

Housing developments of 10 or more new dwellings (0.35 hectares or part thereof) will be
required to pay a financial contribution towards improvements to existing playing pitches in
the Borough where there is an identified local need.

The size of development should not be artificially reduced to minimise or eliminate the
contribution to the playing pitch requirement, for example, by sub-dividing sites or reducing
the density of all or part of a site. The Council will consider the site as a whole for the
purposes of calculating the appropriate level of playing pitch/open space provision.

An accompanying Supplementary Planning Document will establish that, where there is a
local need for playing pitches based on the Playing Pitch Strategy, appropriate financial
contributions will be sought from new residential developments

RCT support HS11 subject to inclusion of a reference to Sport England guidance on needs
that might require new facilities, and note: Poor condition pitches include those at Haslingden
Sports Centre and Maden Recreation Ground, Bacup. The main reason for pitches performing poorly
was inadequate drainage. The Study recommends that investment in pitch quality and maintenance
should be a priority.
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Policy HS12: Private Outdoor amenity space
All new residential development should provide adequate private outdoor amenity space.

This should be in the form of gardens unless the applicant can demonstrate why this is not
achievable and proposes a suitable alternative.

In determining the appropriate size for outdoor amenity space for individual dwellings regard
will be had to:

[100The size and type of dwelling(s) proposed; and
[100The character of the development and the garden sizes in the immediate neighbourhood.

Amenity space for individual dwellings should be useable and have an adequate level of
privacy. All boundary treatments should be appropriate to the character of the area.

RCT support HS12.

Policy HS13: House Extensions

Permission will be granted for the extension of dwellings provided that the following criteria
are satisfied:

a) The extension respects the existing house and the surrounding buildings in terms of scale,
size, design, fenestration (including dormer windows) and materials, without innovative and
original design features being stifled;

b) There is no unacceptable adverse effect on the amenity of neighbouring properties through
overlooking, loss of privacy or reduction of daylight;

c) The proposal does not have an unacceptable adverse impact on highway safety; and

d) In the case of the Green Belt or the Countryside, the proposed extension should not result
in a disproportionate increase in the volume of the original dwelling. Increases of up to 30%
(volume) are not considered disproportionate.

RCT support HS13 subject to inclusion of a presumption against roof extensions, such as
wall to wall “box dormers” that do not respect their locations.

Policy HS14: Replacement Dwellings

Permission will be granted for the replacement of dwellings provided that the following
criteria are satisfied:

a) The proposed replacement dwelling respects the surrounding buildings in terms of scale,
size, design and facing materials, without innovative and original design features being
stifled;

b) There is no unacceptable adverse effect on the amenity of neighbouring properties through
overlooking, loss of privacy or reduction of daylight; and

c) Safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved.
And in the case of the Green Belt or countryside:

d) The proposed replacement dwelling would not detract from the openness to a greater
extent than the original dwelling; and

e) The proposed replacement dwelling would not be materially larger than the dwelling it
replaces nor involves enlarging the residential curtilage. Increases of up to 30% (volume) are
not considered to be materially larger.

RCT support HS14.

Policy HS15: Rural Affordable Housing — Rural Exception Sites

A limited number of dwellings exclusively to meet a local need for affordable housing may be
allowed adjoining the urban boundaries providing all of the following criteria are met:
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a) There is no suitable site available within the urban boundary;
b) The scale and nature of the development would be in character with the settlement;

c) The development would significantly contribute to the solution of a local housing problem
that cannot be solved in any other way;

d) The occupancy of the dwellings would be limited to people with a close local connection
and who are unable to afford market housing; and

e) The development is managed by a Registered Provider, similar body or is a Starter Home.

RCT support HS15 subject to plan/s to relate it to The Housing (Right to Enfranchise)
(Designated Protected Areas) (England) Order 2009 No. 2098, and that Council has no
proposals to remove such areas from within the present Urban and Green Belt Boundaries —
in particular where social housing has been built.

Policy HS16: Conversion and Re-Use of Rural Buildings in the Countryside

Proposals for the conversion of an existing building in the countryside will be permitted
where:

[1[1The proposal does not have a materially greater impact on the openness of the area and
the proposal will not harm the character of the countryside;

[100The building is of a permanent and substantial construction, structurally sound and
capable of conversion without the need for more than 30% reconstruction;

[1[JThe conversion works and facing materials to be introduced would be in keeping with the
original building, and important architectural and historical features would be retained.
Particular attention will be given to curtilage formation, including appropriate boundary
treatments and landscaping, which should be drawn tightly around the building footprint and
the requirement for outbuildings, which should be minimal;

[1[1The proposals would serve to preserve or enhance the setting of any nearby Listed
Buildings or Conservation Area they are within, or the amenity of nearby residents;

[100The building and site has a satisfactory access to the highways network and the proposal
would not have a severe impact on the local highway network;

fSatisfactory off-street parking, bin storage and bin collection points can be provided

without adversely impacting on rural character and mains services are available for
connection into the scheme;

[1[1The development does not require the removal of, or damage to, significant or prominent
trees, hedges, watercourses, ponds or any other natural landscape features;

[1[JThe development would not have an unacceptable impact on nature conservation interests
or any protected species present;

[1l'Drainage and sewerage requirements are met to the satisfaction of the relevant agencies;

C101f an agricultural building, it is not one substantially completed within ten years of the date
of the application;

[1[1The proposal would not harm the agricultural or other enterprise occupying the land or
buildings in the vicinity; and

[100The re-use of the building must not be likely to result in additional farm buildings which
would have a harmful effect on the openness of the area.

All applications should accord with guidance set out within the latest version of the
“Conversion and re-use of buildings in the Countryside” Supplementary Planning Document.

RCT support HS16.

18 of 53. 04/10/2018. RCT’s second and final draft response, to amend 2017’s for 2018.
22



Policy HS17: Rural Workers Dwellings

Proposals for permanent residential accommodation, outside of the urban boundary in
wellestablished agricultural enterprises, where it is required to enable agriculture,
horticulture, forestry (or other rural based enterprise) for workers to live at, or in the
immediate vicinity of, their place of work will be supported where it can be demonstrated that

(a):
i. There is a clearly established functional need;

ii. The functional need relates to a full time worker or one primarily employed in agriculture,
forestry or rural based enterprise activities;

iii. The unit and the agricultural or forestry activity concerned have been established for at
least three years, have been profitable for at least one of them, are currently financially sound,
and have a clear prospect of remaining so;

iv. The functional need could not be fulfilled by another dwelling on the unit or any other
existing accommodation in the area which is suitable and available;

v. The dwelling achieves a high standard of design and its siting is well related to the existing
farm buildings or its impact on the landscape could be minimised; and

vi. The dwelling is of a size and scale commensurate with the established functional
requirement of the rural enterprise. Dwellings that are unduly large in relation to the needs of
the rural enterprise will not be permitted.

If a new dwelling is essential to support a new farming or forestry activity on an established
unit or on a new agricultural unit, an application should be made for temporary
accommodation. The application should satisfy all the following criteria (b):

i. There is clear evidence of a firm intention and ability to develop the new enterprise
concerned;

ii. a functional need relating to the enterprise;
iii. There is clear evidence that the new activity has been planned on a sound financial basis;

iv. the functional need could not be fulfilled by another existing dwelling on the unit or any
other

v. existing accommodation in the area which is suitable for and available for occupation by
the workers concerned;

vi. the proposal would not give rise to significant environmental damage, particularly in
relation to its impact on the landscape;

vii. satisfactory vehicular access and parking can be achieved within the site; and
viii. satisfactory infrastructure including drainage facilities are available.

Where existing dwellings are subject to conditions restricting occupancy, applications to
remove such conditions will not be permitted unless the applicant can demonstrate

that there is no longer any realistic agricultural or forestry need both from the enterprise and
the locality for the restriction to be maintained by meeting all the following criteria (c):

i. the essential need which originally required the dwelling to be permitted no longer applies
in relation to the farm unit and that the dwelling will not be required similarly in the longer
term;

ii. the property has been actively marketed in specialist and local press and estate agents at
least once a month for a minimum of 12 months;

ili. the advertised selling price is realistic given the age, size ,condition and location of the
property; and

iv. following marketing that meets criteria c) ii) and iii) above, no realistic offers have been
made to the vendors from people eligible to occupy the dwelling meeting the terms of the
planning condition concerned.
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RCT support HS17.

Policy HS18: Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

A Transit site accommodating a minimum of four pitches will be provided on a site at Futures
Park, Bacup shown on the Policies Map as an Employment Mixed Use site M4.

Four additional pitches will be provided by intensification on two existing private sites (at
Tong Lane, Bacup and Cobland View, Stacksteads) subject to obtaining any relevant
permission for siting and infrastructure.

Two additional pitches may be required towards the end of the Plan period. The following
factors will be considered as part of the consideration of any planning application:

[I[1Access to the road network;
[11Access to schools and services;
C[JAvailability of water and infrastructure services;

[101Proximity to existing development and the settled community particularly with respect to
noise and light; and

[1l1Adequacy of landscaping and boundary treatments.
RCT support HS18, should it also include access to employment.

Policy HS19: Specialist Housing

Development proposals for specialist forms of housing, including retirement accommodation,
extra care accommodation and supported accommodation services, will be supported
provided that:

[111The development is well located so that shops, public transport, community facilities and
other infrastructure and services are accessible for those without a car, as appropriate to the
needs and level of mobility of potential residents, as well as visitors and staff;

[111The development contains appropriate external amenity space of an acceptable quantity
and quality;

[1r1Adequate provision is made for refuse storage and disposal facilities; and

(1071t would not have an unacceptable impact on the character of the area or the amenity of the
occupiers of neighbouring properties

[100The design and layout of the accommodation and its relation to its broader context fully
meets the requirements of the residents of the specific type of accommodation proposed.

The following sites are allocated on the Policies Map specifically for specialist
accommodation:

[111H22- Former Bacup Health Centre
[111H53- Waterfoot Primary School
[1[JH67- Land Behind Buxton Street, Whitworth

RCT support HS19 provided it recognises a distinction between Circular 82/69 Category 1 and
2 housing for old people who are mostly able bodied and in retirement and other extra care
CQC regulated accommodation proposed for these 3 sites.

Policy HS20: Self Build and Custom Built Houses

The Council will support individuals who wish to commission or build their own dwelling by
identifying suitable serviced plots of land. To ensure a variety of housing provision
developers of schemes comprising of 50 dwellings or over will be encouraged, where
possible, to make at least 10% of plots available for sale to small builders or individuals or
groups who wish to custom build their own homes.
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The following housing sites allocated under Policy HS2 are identified specifically for selfbuild
and custom build housing:

[J[JH6- Land south of 1293 Burnley Road, Loveclough - 5 units
[1[JH61 Hareholme - 9 units

[111H58 Lea Bank — 9 units

RCT support HS20

Chapter 2: Employment Growth and Employment

Strategic Policy EMP1: Provision for Employment

The Council, together with developers and other partners, will seek to provide sufficient
employment land to meet the Borough’s requirement of 27 hectares for business, general
industrial or storage and distribution (Use Classes B1, B2 and B8) for the period up to 2034.

RCT support EMP1 and note: The Council's Employment Land Review (ELR) (2017) identifies an
overall lack of good quality small to medium-sized industrial premises for industrial and
manufacturing (B2 and B8), which is suppressing demand. The high levels of manufacturing and
industrial uses, and the need to export products, means that the need for industrial premises is
greatest in the west of the Borough where there is ready access to the A56 and M66.

In terms of office uses, activity is generally focused to the west of the Borough around Rawtenstall
and Haslingden. Whilst there is a current oversupply in the short term the ELR evidences a need for
new office accommodation (B1a) in the longer term to meet the forecast growth in the service sector,
and suggests that this could be located in Rawtenstall.

RCT note a need to appreciate, that as with comparison goods, Rossendale neighbours are
more likely to be chosen for larger office users. The LCC involved development at Rising
Bridge remained vacant, and became mostly occupied by LCC.

RCT have seen occasional planning applications for so called “live work” developments, and
can’t see this supported in these policies. They have potential as a buffer between
employment and housing sites.

Policy EMP2: Employment Site Allocations

The following sites shown on the Policies Map are allocated and protected for business,
general industrial or storage and distribution (Use Classes B1, B2 or B8 respectively) in the
period 2019- 2034. Rossendale Council will require a masterplan or development brief on sites
identified with an *.

RCT provisionally support EMP2, subject to masterplan for all new sites listed to ensure
sensitive relationship to Green Belt and Gateway locations.

Policy EMP3: Employment Site and Premises

All existing employment premises and sites last used for employment and not allocated for
other purposes will be protected for employment use unless a clearly justified case can be
made for a change of use. Proposals on all employment sites/premises for re-use or
redevelopment other than B use class employment uses will be assessed under the following
criteria:

a) whether there would be an unacceptable reduction on the quantity of employment land
supply;

b) The proposal does not result in a net loss of jobs;

c) the relative quality and suitability of the site for employment and

d) an assessment of the existing provision for the proposed use and whether there is a clearly
identified need;

21 of 53. 04/10/2018. RCT's second and final draft response, to amend 2017’s for 2018.
25



e) the location of the site and its relationship to other uses;

f) whether the ability to accommodate smaller scale employment requirements would be
compromised;

g) there would be a net improvement in amenity;

h) the site and/ or buildings are listed or locally listed heritage assets and their re-use or
development is the most appropriate means to secure and maintain an acceptable and viable
use that is consistent with their conservation in line with other relevant policies in this Plan;
and

i) The site has an adequate access and its redevelopment would not create a traffic hazard.
Any proposals for housing use on all employment sites/premises will need to address criteria
(a)-(i) above and also be subject to:

(j) convincing evidence of lack of demand for employment re-use and employment
redevelopment demonstrated through a rigorous and active marketing strategy to be agreed
with the Council and normally of 12 month duration;;

(k) an assessment of the viability of employment development including employment re-use
and employment redevelopment; and

(I) where the existing buildings make a positive contribution to the local area a structural
survey and assessment of the building to demonstrate the feasibility of retaining and
converting the building as part of the residential development. Where an existing building will
be lost as part of the development, there will the requirement to consider the re-use of the
existing materials within the new development.

An accompanying Supplementary Planning Document will be produced which will set out a
balanced criteria based approach, including marketing and an assessment of the viability of
employment use, under which all proposals for re-use will be assessed. The SPD will ensure
the maintenance and creation of employment opportunities in Rossendale and set out the
marketing requirements.

RCT support EMP3

Policy EMP4: Development Criteria for Employment Generating Development

Proposals for new employment generating development, including extensions to existing
premises, which provides for or assist with the creation of new employment opportunities,
inward investment and/or secures the retention of existing employment within the Borough
will be supported provided that:

[[JThe scale, bulk and appearance of the development is compatible with the character of its
surroundings;

[100There is no significant detrimental impact on the amenity of neighbouring land uses and
the character of the area by virtue of increased levels of noise, odour, emissions, or dust and
light impacts, surface water, drainage or sewerage related pollution problems;

[100The site has an adequate access that would not create a traffic hazard or have an undue
environmental impact;

[10The traffic generated does not have a severe adverse impact on local amenity, highway
safety or the operation of the highways network; and

C[JAppropriate provision is made for on-site servicing and space for waiting goods vehicles.

r1r1Adequate screening is provided where necessary to any unsightly feature of the
development and security fencing is located to the internal edge of any perimeter
landscaping;

[1110n the edges of industrial areas, where sites adjoin residential areas or open countryside,
developers will be required to provide substantial peripheral landscaping;

[1110pen storage areas should be designed to minimise visual intrusion; and
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[10The proposal will be served by public transport and provide pedestrian and cycle links to
adjacent areas.

RCT support EMP4

Policy EMP5: Employment Development in non-allocated employment areas

New small scale employment development (Use Classes B1, B2, B8, and A2 (A2 limited to
under 100m2 of new floorspace)), will be permitted in areas where employment is not the
principal land use provided there would be no detriment to the amenity of the area in terms of
scale, character, noise, nuisance, disturbance, environment and car parking.

RCT support EMP5

Policy EMP6: Futures Park

Within the area defined on the Policies Map at Futures Park (M4) new high quality
development will be permitted subject to the following:

a) Comprehensive development of the site is demonstrated through a masterplan;
b) Environmental constraints are reflected in the design

c) A phasing and infrastructure delivery schedule for the area; and

d) An agreed programme of implementation in accordance with the masterplan.
The following uses are considered to be acceptable:

i. Employment uses comprising B1 (Business), B2 (General Industrial) and B8 (Storage or
Distribution);

ii. Hotel (Use Class C1), Restaurants and cafes (Use Class A3) and drinking establishments
(Use Class A4);

iii. Leisure uses (Use Class D2);

iv. Retail (Use Class A1);

v. Pedestrian and cycle route — “Valley of Stone” Greenway and link to Lee Quarry
vi. Transit site for Gypsies and Travellers

RCT support EMP6 and note it as: An area comprising 4.6 hectares at Futures Park, Bacup has
been identified as having the potential to accommodate a flexible mixed use scheme, subject to
national policy in the Framework and other relevant policies of this Local Plan. The area will require a
well designed scheme that responds to the sites context, makes the most of environmental and
leisure assets, takes account of the nearby Leisure facility at Lee Quarry and delivers the necessary
sustainability, transport, connectivity, accessibility (including public transport) and infrastructure
requirements. Rossendale Council therefore requires a Masterplan for the development of this site.
RCT note the mixed use aims, which need noting in other Policies, such as Retail R1, as a
competitor to other centres.

Policy EMP7: New Hall Hey

Within the area defined on the Policies Map at New Hall Hey (NE4) new high quality
development will be permitted subject to the following:

a) Comprehensive development of the site is demonstrated through a masterplan;

b) The implementation of development in accordance with an agreed design code. The Design
Code shall include the design principles for the whole of the site and will encorporate,
amongst other elements:

a. A greenspace and landscape structure reflecting both its status as a “gateway” to the
Borough and ecological value

b. A movement framework supported by a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan
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c. Existing overhead and underground infrastructure

d. Layout considerations

e. Parking and garaging

f. Appropriate building and hardsurfacing materials

g. Measures to mitigate and enhance the impact on the setting of the listed Hardman’s Mill
h. Maximising energy efficiency in design

i. Details of appropriate boundary treatments

j- Lighting

k. Details of the laying of services, drainage and cables

I. Bin storage and rubbish collection

m. Ecology and nature conservation

n. The relationship with the adjacent Irwell Sculpture Trail
o. The relationship with the River Irwell

c) A phasing and infrastructure delivery schedule for the area. The schedule shall include,
amongst other elements:

a. Highway hierarchy

b. Bridge over the River Irwell

c. Foul and surface water drainage including flood risk mitigation

d. Surface water drainage strategy including details of Sustainable Urban Drainage
e. Nature conservation and enhancement works

f. Provision of footpath and cycle links

g.Tree works and tree protection measures

d) An agreed programme of implementation in accordance with the masterplan.
The following uses are considered to be acceptable:

i. Employment uses comprising B1 (Business), B2 (General Industrial) and B8 (Storage or
Distribution).

RCT support EMP7 and note it as: An area comprising 6 hectares to the south of the A682 is a
highly accessible part of the Borough and includes 2 distinct sites (the land between the A682 and
the River Irwell (Area A and the land between the River Irwell and the East Lancashire Railway (Area
B)) that are divided by the River Irwell. RCT also note the recent permission on the adjacent
employment area for a very large shed, with no “masterplan” nor “visuals” for its
presentation to this “gateway” location.

Chapter 3: Retail

Strategic Policy R1: Retail and Other Town Centre Uses

Retail development, together with other town centre uses, including offices, leisure, arts,
culture and tourist facilities, will be focused within the defined centres, in accordance with the
Retail hierarchy set out below (the boundaries of which are identified on the Policies Map):

Town Centre : Rawtenstall

District Centres : Bacup, Haslingden

Local Centres : Crawshawbooth, Waterfoot, Whitworth
Neighbourhood Parade : Stacksteads, Helmshore, Edenfield and Facit
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Development proposals will be expected to maintain or strengthen the retail offer and vitality
and viability of town, district, local and neighbourhood parades.

Major proposals will be directed to Rawtenstall with other large schemes encouraged to
locate in the district centres of Bacup and Haslingden, with ancillary local retail in the other
centres. Retail proposals will be directed to the Primary Shopping Areas (PSA). Proposals for
non-retail uses appropriate to town centres will be considered favourably within the town
centre boundary, which encompasses but extends beyond the PSA.

The existing markets at Bacup, Haslingden and Rawtenstall will be retained. Consideration
will only be given to relocation where:

[10this forms part of a wider regeneration initiative and
[10it positively reinforces the role of the market

Where retail, leisure and office development is proposed outside of the defined centre
boundaries, an impact assessment will be required where the floorspace exceeds:

Rawtenstall Town Centre : 400 sq.m
Bacup and Haslingden District Centres : 300 sq.m
Crawshawbooth, Waterfoot, Whitworth Local Centres : 200 sq.m

Proposals that require planning permission which would result in the loss of A1 uses in the
PSA of the town, district and local centres will only be supported where:

(101t would make a positive contribution to the vitality and viability of the relevant centre;

(101t would not result in a significant break in retail frontage or lead to the loss of retail
floorspace at a scale that would be harmful to the shopping function of the centre or which
would reduce the ability of local communities to meet their day-to-day needs within the
centre;

(1001t is compatible with a retail area and would maintain an active frontage and be
immediately accessible to the public from the street; and

[1[JThere would be no significant adverse impacts on the character of the area, the amenity of
local residents, road safety, car parking or traffic flows.

RCT give qualified support to R1, but Note:

A. Lower Cloughfold, alongside Bacup Road, is not identified as a neighbourhood centre or
parade. Nor are large standalones: Musbury Fabrics in Helmshore, Winfields at Rising Bridge,
Tesco at Sykeside, Rossendale Interiors in Stacksteads, and New Hall Hey’s 3 Retail Parks.

B. NOTE so far not located gross retail areas to compare, BUT the WYG study does tend to
confirm Planning Inspector’s “is Rossendale shopped out” comment during Core Strategy
Hearings in Public 2011. Also come to view that comparison shopping might be better viewed
over-all Rossendale, rather than for each centre.

C. RCT note in particular these Sections from White Young Green’s April 2017 Rossendale
Town Centre, Retail, Leisure and Tourism Study. NOTE use of Primary and Secondary
Shopping Area boundaries from 2011 Core Strategy, which include more area and longer
walks in Rawtenstall than Bacup and Haslingden, and so should be treated with some
caution, eg:

that the new Morrisons foodstore has not been accounted for as it falls outside the centre’s current
boundary. If this 2,231 sq.m was included in our analysis, then the proportion of convenience
floorspace would be higher than the national average.

7.86 One reason for this is that whilst Rawtenstall town centre benefits from a very strong
independent comparison goods retail offer, representation by national multiple operators is
considered to be low for a centre of this size. An important factor is that Rossendale is
surrounded by larger, higher order centres such as Bury, Burnley, Rochdale and Accrington
which already accommodate these national multiples. As such, the commercial demand to gain
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representation in Rossendale as well is more limited, particularly as Rossendale residents are
already likely to be travelling to these higher order centres (and retailers) to undertake their
comparison goods shopping.

7.87 The other key reason is that Rawtenstall is considered to historically have had units of
insufficient scale and format to accommodate the business models of many comparison goods
focussed national multiples. However, this position is changing with the introduction of New Hall
Hey Retail Park, the first phase of which involves a terrace of four large format units, whilst the
second (which is under construction) involves a further three and an accompanying restaurant.

7.88 It should be noted that comparison goods retailer TK Maxx, which forms part of Phase | of
the New Hall Hey scheme, opened following the undertaking of the household shopper survey in
February 2016 and as such the influence of this new addition to the Borough'’s retail offer is not
reflected in our results. Given that TK Maxx represents the largest fashion focussed retail unit in
Rossendale, it is anticipated that it has had some positive impact on the Borough'’s ability to retain
such comparison goods shopping trips. It has also evidently improved local consumer choice within
this goods sector.

7.89 With some 1,493 sg.m (GIA) of modern, comparison goods floorspace remaining unlet as part of
Phase | of the New Hall Hey scheme and a further 743 sg.m (GIA) available as part of the
forthcoming Phase I, it is not considered that the planning authority needs to take any urgent action
through their forthcoming plan to address a qualitative need for an improved comparison goods offer
in the Borough. The existing and future floorspace proposed at New Hall Hey is considered to
have the potential to attract the type of national multiples which are capable of improving the
Borough’s market share over the short to medium-term.

7.90 In terms of future comparison goods provision above and beyond that already approved
and constructed at New Hall Hey; where need does arise, in the first instance this should be
provided within Rawtenstall town centre’s Primary Shopping Area, in accordance with the
requirements of national planning policy.

D. RCT note that past actions have present consequences, and that New Hall Hey Retail Park
was built against Officers advice to Members in their reporting on Application 2005/617 to
DEVCON of 5 April 2006, in which they gave this:-

Recommendation

That planning permission be refused for the following reasons:

1) The applicant has failed to demonstrate that a need presently exists for the proposed development
of a non-food retail park at this out of centre site of New Hall Hey which is contrary to PPS6: Planning
for Town Centres.

2) The proposal fails the sequential approach to site selection in that there exist better located town
centre and edge of centre opportunities for comparison shopping development that would better
support the existing town centre shopping function and are therefore contrary to PPS6: Planning for
Town Centres and Policy 16 (Retail, Entertainment and Leisure Development ) of the Joint
Lancashire Structure Plan 2001-2016.

3) The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposals would not adversely affect the
vitality and viability of Rawtenstall town centre which is contrary to PPS6: Planning for Town
Centres.

RESOLVED:

That members of the Committee be minded to approve the application as a refusal would be
detrimental to the future of Rossendale and that the Chief Executive in consultation with the Officers
and the Chair be given delegated authority to determine the conditions to be attached to the consent
together with the Heads of Terms in respect of a Section 106 Agreement and to issue a decision
notice if the application is not called in by the Government Office.

Reasons
Having taken into account all relevant material planning considerations, this committee considers that
planning permission for this proposed development should be resolved to be granted (subject to a
Section 106 agreement relating to sustainable transport initiatives and highway works) because in
our judgement its positive impacts in terms of the wider economic, environmental, social and physical
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regeneration opportunities and benefits which the scheme will bring to the local community and to the
town, are all key issues which, when weighed in the balance with other factors, should be given
conclusive weight in this case. In addition, the approval of this application will have very positive and
significant sustainable development benefits resulting from the reduction in car-borne journeys made
by many people who currently travel out of the Valley to do their non-food shopping and to access
leisure facilities that are not available locally. Taken together, it is the view of Committee that these
positive regeneration and other benefits plainly outweigh any perceived objections to the
development including those based upon retail capacity, need, or potential negative impacts on the
town centre's future vitality and viability.

E. RCT note, with New Hall Hey Retail Park, these particular Representations, 23/05/2016, on
Major Application 2016/0129: Erection of 3no. Retail Units (Al) and a Restaurant/Refreshment Unit
(A1/A3/A5) with associated access, car parking, and landscaping. Land off Swanney Lodge Road,
Rawtenstall, Rossendale.

1. Design and Access Statement submitted by the Applicant shows proposals for 3557 sg.m gross
retail area, to add to New Hall Hey Retail Park’s existing 6182 sq.m, of which 3,817 sq.m gross is at
ground floor level, to give this Out of Centre Retail Park a new gross retail area of 9739 sq.m,
and to increase its car parking from 157 to 381 spaces.

2. Rawtenstall Town Centre estimated net Primary Shopping Area is 5911 sq.m and its
Secondary is 6543 sqg.m. Its public car parking for shoppers, workers, commuters and residents is
281 Long Stay + 171 Short Stay = 452 + On-street c118 = Total ¢570 Spaces.

3. Rossendale Local Plan Core Strategy 2011. This was subject to Hearings in Public before a
Planning Inspector, who considered it in relation to the new National Planning Policy Framework,
and, as adopted by Rossendale Borough Council, it does not support food sales at New Hall Hey:-

AVP 4: Strategy for Rawtenstall, Crawshawbooth, Goodshaw and Loveclough

New Hall Hey will be safeguarded for bulky goods retail and business use. An extension for business
use of land to the south of Hardman’s Mill will be favourably considered subject to flood risk issues
being fully addressed.

4. National Policy on retail locations. RCT note NPPF’s S2 Ensuring the vitality of town
centres, where the definition of Edge of Centre, shows this as within 300m of a Primary Shopping
Area. New Hall Hey is far Out of Centre at ¢.800m.

5. RCT would remind Members that, having given Planning Approval 2007/030 for the erection of 3
retail units measuring 3358 sq.m, 1412 sg.m and 1412 sg.m, these units were constructed by August
2010; and then remained vacant until Members were persuaded in 2014 to allow a variation of
the conditions, attached to this 2007 planning permission, so that 1,162 sq.m of the gross floor space
(Unit A1) can sell all Class Al goods, including food, drink and clothing, along with ancillary uses. In
order, it appears to RCT, to bring a M&S Simply Food to Rossendale; a decision that looks to
have “trumped” both local and national planning policies and their intentions to ensure the
vitality of town centres.

6. Rawtenstall Town Centre Retail Growth and Potential. RCT suggest that if a need was not
evident in 20086, it certainly isn't now. Did Rawtenstall, or Rossendale, really need this Out of Centre’s
M&S’s 1162sg.m of Simply Food sales, when it had a new Asda, Lidl, Tesco, B&M’s 340sgm of food
sales in the 3543 sgm ex Focus DIY, the Valley Centre cleared for redevelopment, and the vacated
New Hall Hey Station Court: 2181sgm gross, ¢150 car spaces.

RCT estimate net retail, from VOA data, shows Rawtenstall Town Centre’s:— Primary 5911sqg.m,
Secondary 6543sg.m, Edge 20203sgm to total 32657sgm. The real change for Rawtenstall was
Asda’s 10986sqm nett, 13106sqm gross.

F. RCT note LCC’s Lancashire Profiles, which shows gross retail area in Rossendale: 974 -
90,000sqm, 1998 - 92,000sqm, 2008 - 119,000sqm or 29% Lancashire’s No 1 for growth in retail
space to Hyndburn’s 16.6%, and Burnley’s 13.5%.
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Town Population Gross Retail sqm Sgm/head
Chorley 104,000 173,000 1.65
Rossendale 67,300 119,000 1.77
Blackburn+Darwen 140,700 312,000 2.22
Hyndburn 81,600 196,000 2.40
Preston 132,000 457,000 3.46

Does this show the effects of being close to larger centres?

Maybe, but then take the situation of a large town, close to both other large towns, and also city
centres. We see Warrington, where a main high street Boots has moved into a Debenhams
expanded Golden Square, and its site is now proposed for a smaller Retail Market. Where a
population growth from 122,300 in 1968 to 202,228 in 2011, relates to a 55% reduction of town
centre shopping floorspace to 4.8 sqft per person — 0.45 sgm/p, but its gross retail of 296,000 sgm
is only 1.46 sqm/p.

Or are we also seeing the effects of the change to larger retail units with more efficient use of space:
better ratios of net to gross areas: 49-51 Bank Street ex Woolworths’ 49% to Asda St Mary's Way's
84%7?

So note Rossendale’s recent growth: Tesco x 2, a new Asda, a Lidl, Bacup’s 2022sgqm
Morrisons, and a B&M with Planning Permission for 340sgqm of food sales in the 3543 sqm ex
Focus DIY. Did Rawtenstall or Rossendale need an Out of Centre 1162sqm of food sales in
M&S? And now an Aldi as part of 3557 sq.m gross retail area, added to New Hall Hey Retail
Park’s existing 6182 sq.m.

Policy R2: Rawtenstall Town Centre Extension

Within the area defined on the Policies Map within Rawtenstall Town Centre shown as an
extension to the Primary Shopping Area, redevelopment will be permitted subject to the
following:

a) Comprehensive development of the site is demonstrated through a masterplan;
b) The implementation of development in accordance with an agreed design code; and
c) An agreed programme of implementation in accordance with the masterplan.
The following mixes of uses are considered to be appropriate:

i. Retail (Use Class A1);

ii. Hotel (Use Class C1);

iii. Restaurants and cafes (Use Class A3);

iv. Drinking establishments (Use Class A4);

v. Leisure uses (Use Class D2);

vi. Employment uses comprising B1 (Business)

vii. Residential units above ground floor level.

RCT support the hopes in R2, but ask where’s the nice big landscaped car park.

Policy R3: Development and Change of Use in District and Local Centres

The boundaries of the District and Local Centres are defined on the Policies Map. The
following criteria apply for change of use and development in District and Local Centres:

a) Planning permission will be granted for A1, A2, A3, and A4 uses which support the role and
function of District and Local Centres.
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b) A5 uses (hot food takeaways) will be permitted where the proposal would not adversely
impact, either individually or cumulatively, on the function, vitality and viability of the centre,
subject to the provisions of other policies in this Plan.

c) Planning permission will be not be granted for non-retail uses (including the loss of A1 use)
unless it can be shown that there is no demand for retail or commercial use or the property
was last occupied by a non-retail/non-commercial use. This will need to be demonstrated
through an active 12 month marketing process showing that the property has been offered for
sale or rent on the open market at a realistic price and that no reasonable offers have been
refused.

The provision of flats on the upper floors of the building will be encouraged but this will not
apply where the applicant can demonstrate that the whole building will be fully utilised for
retail/commercial purposes.

RCT support R3.

Policy R4: Existing Local shops

Development proposing the change of use or loss of any premises or land currently or last
used as a local shop (Use Class A1) outside of the defined town centre; district or local centre
boundaries will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that:

a) The use is not financially viable; and
b) There is sufficient provision in the local area
RCT support R4.

Policy R5: Hot Food Takeaways

The development of hot food takeaways will be supported provided the following criteria are
met and subject to other policies of this plan:

T[Jthe development is located within a town or district centre and it would not adversely
impact the vitality and viability of the area;

Tlwhere the proposed development would be located outside of the primary shopping area
of the town or district centre it is of no more than 100 square metres (gross) floorspace and it
would not give rise to an over-concentration of hot food takeaways that adversely impacts the
vitality and viability of the area;

[10where the proposed development is located within 400m of a primary school and/or
secondary school that lies outside of designated town and district shopping centres,
takeaway opening hours are restricted at lunchtimes and school closing times;

[1ldevelopment for A5 use would not adversely contribute to obesity in wards where more
than 22% of Reception class age pupils are classified by Public Health England as obese;

[11healthy eating options are promoted as part of the menu;

[10where a new shopfront is proposed it is of a high quality design that is in scale and
keeping with the area;

T0provision is made for the control and management of litter both on site and on the public
highway;

C0provision is made for the treatment and management of cooking odours and any external
flue/means of extraction would not cause harm to visual or residential amenity, and;

[10The development would not give rise to unacceptable adverse impacts on local amenity,
privacy or highway safety.

RCT support R5 subject to retention of: The development of hot food takeaways (use class A5)
will be considered against the latest guidance published by the Council, currently the “Interim
Statement on Hot Food Takeaways”. The development of hot food takeaways will not be
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permitted on sites located within 250 metres of a school entrance, youth-centred facility or a
park boundary.

Policy R6: Shopfronts

The Council will seek the retention of shopfronts and commercial frontages with features of
architectural or historic interest (particularly those in Conservation Areas), unless the
replacement or significant alteration of these shopfronts would better preserve or enhance
the character of the building and the wider area.

Proposals for new shopfronts and commercial frontages and the improvement of existing
frontages should reflect the character of the area. All proposals will be assessed against the
policies set out in the “Shopfront design” Supplementary Planning Document including any
subsequent updates.

RCT support R6.

Chapter 4: Environment

Strategic Policy ENV1: High Quality Development in the Borough

All proposals for new development in the Borough will be expected to take account of the
character and appearance of the local area, including, as appropriate, each of the following
criteria:

a) Siting, layout, massing, scale, design, materials, lighting, building to plot ratio and
landscaping.

b) Safeguarding and enhancing the built and historic environment.

c) Being sympathetic to surrounding land uses and occupiers, and avoiding demonstrable
harm to the amenities of the local area.

d) The scheme will not have an unacceptable adverse impact on neighbouring development
by virtue of it being over-bearing or oppressive, overlooking, or resulting in an unacceptable
loss of light.

e) Ensuring that the amenities of occupiers of the new development will not be adversely
affected by neighbouring uses and vice versa.

f) Ensuring no unacceptable harm to Heritage assets and their setting.

g) Link in with surrounding movement patterns, encourage permeability and reflect the
principles of “Manual for Streets”

h) Not prejudice the development of neighbouring land, including the creation of landlocked
sites.

i) Demonstration of how the new development will connect to the wider area via public
transport, walking and cycling.

j) Minimising opportunity for crime and malicious threats, and maximising natural
surveillance and personal and public safety.

k) Providing landscaping as an integral part of the development, protecting existing
landscape features and natural assets, habitat creation, providing open space, appropriate
boundary treatments and enhancing the public realm.

I) Including public art in appropriate circumstances.

m) There is no adverse impact to the natural environment, biodiversity and green
infrastructure unless suitable mitigation measures are proposed.

n) That proposals do not increase the risk of flooding on the site or elsewhere, where possible
reducing the risk of flooding overall, having regard to the surface water drainage hierarchy.
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o) A Development Brief or Design Code (as appropriate) will be required to support major new
development and smaller proposals as appropriate (this document will be proportionate to the
size of the scheme). Such documents should set out the design principles, the
appropriateness of the development in the context of the area and consideration of innovative
design.

p) Where appropriate applications shall be accompanied by an independent Design Stage
Review or use methodologies such as “Building by Design”

q) Making provision for the needs of special groups in the community such as the elderly and
those with disabilities

r) Consideration of Health impacts, including through a Health Impact Assessment for major
developments, looking particularly at effects on vulnerable groups, and identification of how
these may be mitigated,

s) Designs that will be adaptable to climate change, incorporate energy efficiency principles
and adopting principles of sustainable construction including Sustainable Drainage Systems
(SuDS); and

t) Ensuring that contaminated land, land stability and other risks associated with coal mining
are considered and, where necessary, addressed through appropriate investigation,
remediation and mitigation measures.

RCT support ENV1.

Strategic Policy ENV2: Heritage Assets

The Council will support proposals which conserve or, where appropriate, enhance the
historic environment of Rossendale.

Particular consideration will be given to ensure that the significance of those elements of the
historic environment which contribute most to the Borough’s distinctive identity and sense of
place are not harmed. These include:

[100The historic town centres of Bacup, Haslingden and Rawtenstall;
[101Pre-industrial farmhouses and weavers cottages;

T0The legacy of mill buildings and their associated infrastructure including engine houses,
chimneys and mill lodges and the relationship to nearby terraced workers housing;

[1[1The fine examples of Victorian Mill Owners Mansions;
[100The infrastructure associated with the Boroughs mining and quarrying heritage;

[100The nineteenth Century Institutional buildings including its libraries, institutes, schools
and former public baths;

[100The range, wealth and quality of its places of worship;
[100The network of historic open spaces, parks, gardens, and cemeteries;

Proposals affecting a designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national
importance) should conserve those elements which contribute to its significance. Harm to
such elements will be permitted only where this is clearly justified and outweighed by the
public benefits of the proposal. Substantial harm or total loss to the significance of a
designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national importance) will be permitted
only in exceptional circumstances. Where permission is granted for a development which
would result in the partial or total loss of a designated heritage asset, approval will be
conditional upon the asset being fully recorded and the information deposited with the
Historic Environment Record (HER).

Proposals which would remove harm or undermine the significance of a non-designated
heritage asset will only be permitted where the benefits are considered sufficient to outweigh
the harm to the character of the local area.
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Where the proposal affects (non-designated) archaeological sites of less than national
importance it should conserve those elements which contribute to their significance in line
with the importance of the remains. In those cases where development affecting such sites is
acceptable in principle, mitigation of damage will be ensured through the preservation of the
remains in situ as a preferred solution. When in situ preservation is not justified, the
developer will be required to make adequate provision for excavation and recording before or
during development, the findings of which should be deposited with the Historic Environment
Record.

Proposals within or affecting the setting of a conservation area will only be permitted where it
preserves or enhances the character and appearance of the area including those elements
which have been identified within the conservation area appraisal as making a positive
contribution to the significance of that area.

All applications which affect a heritage asset should be accompanied by a Statement of
Significance which may form part of a Design and Access statement and/or a Heritage Impact
Assessment. This should provide the information necessary to assess the impact of the
proposals on the heritage asset and its setting including demonstrating how the proposal has
taken into account the elements that contribute to its significance including where relevant its
architectural and historic interest, character and appearance.

As well as fulfilling its statutory obligations, the Council will:

[1JSeek to identify, protect and enhance local heritage assets;

[IJPromote heritage-led regeneration including in relation to development pportunities;
[1[1Produce conservation area appraisals and management plans;

[1l/Develop a positive strategy to safeguard the future of any heritage assets that are
considered to be “at risk”;

[1l1Adopt a proactive approach to utilising development opportunities to increase the
promotion and interpretation of the Borough’s rich archaeological wealth; and

[I[JDevelop a positive heritage strategy for the Borough.

RCT supports ENV2 and welcomes the proposals to add, to the present nine conservation
areas:

Haslingden, Crawshawbooth, HelImshore and Newchurch, and to extend Chatterton
Strongstry. And notes:-

A. RCT would also hope that the Management Proposals Plans are to be developed, and
where necessary, brought back to Council for specific approval for their incremental
implementation as resources allow, including the re-designation of Conservation Area
boundaries. THE CABINET Wednesday 26th October 2011.

B. RCT welcome the news that the Council are developing a local list of non-designated
heritage assets which include buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas or landscapes of
significance. These heritage assets don't meet national standards for designation but make a
significant contribution to Rossendale’s landscape and merit consideration in planning decisions. The
identification of heritage assets on the list plays an important role in ensuring the proper validation
and recording of Rossendale’s local heritage assets and in protecting the Borough's individual
character and distinctiveness. Assets on the list have been carefully selected in accordance with
guidance on Local Heritage Listing from Historic England.

RCT assume that this present list stems from that produced by The Rossendale Heritage
Network in 1992, noted in Rossendale District Local Plan: First Review’s Public Inquiry 1994
Inspector’s Report: para 2.602, and as referred to in:-

Core Strategy DPD Consultation 16th May — 27th June 2011

Representations Received & Council’'s Response
Published by Rossendale Borough Council Forward Planning Team July 2011
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Representation Number:19/1/1/5
ID 19: Turley Associates on behalf of NHS Trust

Council's Response includes:-

The Council believes that the building does have local significance; the countersigning adviser to the
June 2008 English Heritage Adviser's report on potential Listing said of the former Workhouse that it
is "clearly of interest in a local context, especially with the imposing main frontage". This was re-
iterated in a DCMS letter to Jake Berry MP in 2010.

The Rossendale Heritage Network Group document “Rossendale’s Local List” includes this property
“Rossendale General Hospital” as site ref RST 26 where it states that it is the only unlisted building in
Rawtenstall that is mentioned in Pevsner. Although not formally adopted by RBC, the existence of
this document suggests that properties included within it should be recognised as heritage assets
according to PPS5. In addition the site and buildings are shown and referenced in the Lancashire
Historic Town Survey — Historic Town Assessment Report for Haslingden dated June 2005 (cover
dated July 2006). The site is therefore already a recognised heritage asset -whilst it is not
“designated” it does have local significance.

RCT note that the LPA, gave permission for demolition, after Valuation Office Agency Report.
The VOA noted that the LPA wished to retain the building, but it supported the viability of the
applicant’s development options for the site. It included an extract from NPPF’s clause 173, and
noted that, in the absence of listed building or other protection, the NPPF, in effect, supported both
applicants and landowners aims to get best profit and return from their projects and land disposals.

Policy ENV3: Landscape Character and Quality

The distinctive landscape character of Rossendale, including large scale sweeping
moorlands, pastures enclosed by dry stone walls, and stonebuilt settlements contained in
narrow valleys, will be protected and enhanced.

The Council will expect development proposals to conserve and, where possible, enhance the
natural and built environment, its immediate and wider environment and take opportunities
for improving the distinctive qualities of the area and the way it functions.

Development proposals which are in scale and keeping with the landscape character and
which are appropriate to its surroundings in terms of siting, design, density, materials,
external appearance and landscaping will be supported.

In order to protect and enhance the character and quality of the landscape, development
proposals should:

[111Respond positively to the visual inter-relationship between the settlements and the
surrounding hillsides and follow the contours of the site;
[1l]Not have an unacceptable impact on skylines and roofscapes;

[171Be built to a density which respects the character of the surrounding area with only low
density development likely to be acceptable in areas abutting the Enclosed Upland or
Moorland Fringe Landscape Character Areas;

[1JRetain existing watercourses, trees and green infrastructure features that make a positive
contribution to the character of the area;

[1JIncorporate native screen planting as a buffer to soften the edge of the building line in
valley side locations;

[1[JTake into account views into and from the site and surrounding area; retaining and, where
possible, enhancing key views; and

[11Retain and restore dry stone walls, vaccary stone flag walls and other boundary
treatments which are particularly characteristic of Rossendale.

Development proposals should incorporate a high quality of landscape design,
implementation and management as an integral part of the new development. Landscaping
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schemes should provide an appropriate landscape setting for the development and respect
the character and distinctiveness of the local landscape.

RCT support ENV3 and welcome how the Council has commissioned various consultants to better
understand Rossendale’s valuable landscape and to investigate the potential effects of development.
The Council together with neighbouring local authorities commissioned Julie Martin Associates to
undertake a study5 to investigate the potential effects of wind energy development on the character
and quality of the landscapes of Rossendale and the wider South Pennines area.

More recently, the Council commissioned Penny Bennett Architects to develop this approach into a
broader application to all development. This Study recommends that development should not
generally take place within enclosed upland or moorland fringe landscape character types, identifies
the importance of green infrastructure such as native screen planting and the need for development
to retain key views to important landmarks.

Policy ENV4: Biodiversity, Geodiversity and Ecological Networks

Development proposals that have potential to affect a national or locally-designated site as
shown on the Policies Map and its immediate environs or on protected habitats or species will
be expected to be accompanied by relevant surveys and assessments detailing likely
impacts. A sequential approach should be followed to avoid harm and where possible
enhance biodiversity, and where not possible, provide appropriate mitigation and as a last
resort, on and off-site compensatory measures to offset the impact of development. Any
development that adversely affects or damages a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) will
not normally be granted permission.

Development proposals should protect areas of biodiversity and protected species; areas of
geodiversity and ecological networks and where possible enhance sites and linkages. Any
adverse effects should be first of all avoided; if this is not possible, minimised and mitigated
against, and where this cannot be achieved, compensated for with a net gain for biodiversity
demonstrated.

Key components of Ecological Networks have been identified on the Policies Map. As well as
designated ecological areas these include “Greenlands” which are areas of open space
including parks, cemeteries and open land many of which were previously included in the
Core Strategy. Opportunities to enhance components of the Ecological Network, particularly
the defined “core areas” and “Stepping Stones” and the linkages between them will be
supported with development proposals affecting them expected to identify how this is being
addressed. A Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) will be produced setting out more
fully the elements within and the role of Ecological Networks.

The design and layout of new development should retain and enhance existing features of
biodiversity or geodiversity value within and immediately adjacent to the site. Ecological
networks should be conserved, enhanced and expanded. Development proposals will be
expected to demonstrate how ecological networks are incorporated within the scheme.

Where appropriate, development should incorporate habitat features of value to wildlife
especially priority species, within the development (including within building design).

Developments of 100 dwellings or more will be expected to undertake an “Appropriate
Assessment” of the impact of the proposal on the Breeding Bird Assemblage for the South
Pennine Special Protection Area that are also present within the Borough. The Appropriate
Assessment should identify measures necessary to avoid, minimise or mitigate against harm.

Provision of, or contributions to creation of, Sites of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space
(SANGS) will be sought where development would have an individual or cumulative impact on
Priority Species resident in or making use of habitat in the Borough.

The Council will work with other authorities and partner organisations in the South Pennines
to develop a Visitor Management Plan for the South Pennine Special Protection Area (SPA).

RCT support ENV4.
Policy ENV5: Green Infrastructure networks
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Development proposals will be expected to support the protection, management,
enhancement and connection of the green infrastructure network, as identified on the Policies
Map. Proposals which enhance the integrity and connectivity of the green infrastructure
network will be supported. Development proposals should seek first to avoid or if not
feasible, mitigate biodiversity impacts on-site. Schemes which would result in a net loss of
green infrastructure on-site will only be permitted if:

[100The loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or
better provision elsewhere (achieving an overall net gain in biodiversity offsite compared to
that lost including long-term management proposals); and

[10The proposals would not have an unacceptable impact on amenity, surface water run-off,
nature conservation or the integrity of the green infrastructure network.

Where practicable and appropriate, new green infrastructure assets incorporated into
development proposals should be designed and located to integrate into the existing green
Infrastructure network and should maximise the range of green infrastructure functions and
benefits achieved.

RCT support ENV5 provided that it is amended to include Greenlands and a commitment to
consult with Natural England where the acquisition and creation of Green
Infrastructure/Greenland has been grant funded by them, as successor to the Countryside
Commission, following their involvement in the creation of Rossendale Groundwork Trust in
1983.

Policy ENV6: Environmental Protection

Development which has the potential, either individually or cumulatively, to result in pollution
that has an unacceptable impact on health, amenity, biodiversity including designated sites,
air or water quality will only be permitted if the risk of pollution is effectively prevented or
reduced and mitigated to an acceptable level by:

f1l1Undertaking assessments and/or detailed site investigations of land which is or may be
affected by contamination and implementing appropriate remediation measures to ensure the
site is suitable for the proposed use and that there is no unacceptable risk of pollution within
the site or in the surrounding area;

[1l1Ensuring developments are sensitively designed, managed and operated to reduce
exposure of sensitive uses and wildlife to noise and noise generation having regard to the
location of the proposed development, existing levels of background noise and the hours of
operation;

[1r1Assessing the impacts of new development on surface water and groundwater quality and
implementing suitable measures to control the risk of these being adversely affected;

CJIncorporating appropriate measures to prevent light pollution through the design and
siting of the development and by controlling the level of illumination, glare, and spillage of
light including through the use of developing technologies such as LED; and

JIJUndertaking Air Quality Assessments to the satisfaction of the Council for proposals
which have the potential to have a significant adverse impact on air quality, particularly within
or adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) shown on the Policies Map, and
implementing measures such as Travel Plans, dust suppression techniques and the
incorporation of electric car charging points to both mitigate the effects of the development
on air quality and to ensure that the users of the development are not significantly adversely
affected by the air quality within that AQMA. Provision of electric charging points will be
expected on all new housing developments unless exceptional circumstances can be
demonstrated.

Development will not be permitted if the risk of pollution cannot be prevented or if mitigation
cannot be provided to an appropriate standard with an acceptable design.

New development proposals for sensitive uses, such as housing or schools, located near to
existing noise, odour or light generating uses will be expected to demonstrate that the
proposal is compatible with the surrounding uses and that an acceptable standard of amenity
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would be provided for the occupiers of the development, for example through the use of
mitigation measures to reduce the exposure of the occupants to pollution, the design of the
building and its orientation and layout.

RCT support ENV6.

Policy ENV7: Wind Turbines

Community led proposals for wind turbines in all parts of the Borough will be supported
provided they meet the technical requirements set out below.

Areas suitable for commercial Wind Turbines have been identified on the Policies Map.

Single, and exceptionally, small groups of Turbines of up to 59m may be suitable in the
“Enclosed Uplands Areas Suitable for Wind Turbines” shown on the Policies Map. New larger
turbines or re-powering of existing ones may be considered on the “High Moorland Plateau
Areas Suitable for Wind Turbines” shown on the Policies Map provided areas of deep peat
(over 40cm depth) and blanket bog are avoided. Development of new wind turbines over 25
metres in height or re-powering of existing machines outside these areas would be resisted. .

All areas of the Borough are considered to be potentially suitable for single turbines of up to
25m in height.

Commercial proposals for new wind turbines or re-powering of existing schemes outside
Suitable Areas defined on the Policies Map should demonstrate that the criteria used for
designating these areas have been fully addressed in their proposals as well as covering the
criteria set out below.

Proposals for commercial wind farms and individual turbines (including repowering of
existing schemes) within Areas of Search shown on the Policies Map will only be supported if
the following criteria are addressed to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority:

[100The impacts identified by the local community have been taken into account and fully
addressed;

[100The scale, height and siting of the turbine(s) and all supporting information is appropriate
to the area taking into account:

o The vertical height and horizontal expanse of the topography;

o The degree of openness of the landscape;

o The scale of adjacent landscape features, buildings and walls;

o The proximity to designated and non-designated built heritage assets;

o The proximity to distinctive landforms, such as a ridgeline, knoll or rock outcrop, which
makes a key contribution to local landscape character;

o The presence of existing settlement or field patterns; and
o The opportunities to screen or reduce the visual impact of the development;

[1001t would not result in the loss of, or significantly detract from, key views of scenic
landmarks or landscape features;

T[JThe design, colour, layout and arrangement of turbines are appropriate to their setting;

[10The proposal would not result in unacceptable visual clutter in combination with other
existing structures with cumulative impacts fully assessed to the satisfaction of the Council;

[100There would be no unacceptable harm to neighbour amenity, protected species or the use
of public rights of way or bridleways or a severe impact on highway safety;

"1[/Shadow and Reflective Flicker impacts on buildings and Public Rights of Way are fully
assessed with a precautionary approach taken to mitigation;

[100The scheme would not result in unacceptable noise impacts, including amplitude
modulation, on residential properties and other sensitive users;
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[100The impact on geology, including former mine workings, peat and hydrogeology is fully
appraised and issues identified addressed including restoration plans as appropriate;

[I[JNo development is proposed on areas of peat of over 40cm depth;
[JImpacts on designated species and ecological assets are avoided or minimised;
[111The proposal does not cause unacceptable harm to any heritage assets and their setting;

[111The impact on recreational assets is assessed and impacts on key routes such as the
Pennine Bridleway and Rossendale Way are avoided or if this is not possible, mitigated;

[1[1The scale, siting and design of any ancillary structures and access tracks are appropriate
to the character of the area and the landscape setting;

[100The submission contains a Construction Management Plan, including impacts on the
Highway network, and incorporates proposals for managing the de-commissioning and
removal of the turbines and the restoration of the site;

[101Any landscape features removed or altered to enable the erection of the turbine are
reinstated and the design, materials and scale of any new fencing or walling needed is
appropriate to the character of the local area;

[ lssues with respect to the following are appropriately addressed to the satisfaction of the
Local Planning Authority:

o Shadow and reflective flicker

o TV and phone reception

o Air traffic radar reception; and

[IJA de-commissioning scheme is included.

Applicants will be expected to take into account the latest Good Practice guidance produced
by or on behalf of the Council on assessing the Landscape Impacts of Wind Turbines.

RCT objects to parts of ENV7:-

A. To Areas of Search as shown on the Policies Map, and note evidence base is: The Landscape
Capacity Study for Wind Energy Developments in the South Pennines by Julie Martin Associates
(JMA2010), its map for Rossendale should be added or linked to the Policy Map and should be
brought, up to date, to now include and clearly mark, as well as the present Scout Moor and other
Wind Turbines, those that were refused -1, and those that were approved -2, by the Secretary of
State’s decisions in 2017 on Scout Moor:-

1. the proposed turbines sited near to the edge of the moor would have a significant adverse effect
on the landscape character and visual amenity. ..... would result in significant adverse visual effects
and would harm the appearance of the area for local receptors to the north and west of Scout Moor.

2. the proposal would be largely contained within the footprint of the existing wind farm and would
have a negligible effect on the local landscape....... would integrate well with the existing wind farm
and would have a localised visual effect of minor significance.

It should also locate important open view areas, such as to west of Burnley Road, Loveclough, that
have been included in Local Plans and supported at Planning Appeals.

B. To no provision to secure compatibility with developing Local Plans and Spatial
Frameworks of adjoining areas: how larger turbines are visible for the greatest distance; RCT
note:-

October 2016 First Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, in its 242 pages, is silent on
renewable and other energy sources: solar, shale, nuclear, wind, hydro, biomass, or even district
heating in GM15 Carbon Emissions. A Second Draft is expected in 2018.

GMSF’s 2015 Background Infrastructure and Environment section on Carbon Emissions: 16.5
In the case of wind turbines, national planning guidance directs that “a planning application should
not be approved unless the proposed development site is an area identified as suitable for wind
energy development in a Local or Neighbourhood Plan. Wind energy development will need to have
been allocated clearly in a Local or Neighbourhood Plan. Maps showing the wind resource as
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favourable to wind turbines or similar will not be sufficient”. The question for the GMSF is therefore
(a) is there sufficient potential for renewable energy generation in Greater Manchester (b) should this
be within the scope of the GMSF and (c) is the available evidence sufficient?

GMSF’s Background Paper Greater Manchester Spatial Energy Plan 2016 Evidence Base
Study: While technical potential can be identified there are considerable challenges in getting new
onshore wind projects through the planning system which is likely to be constrained by the current
policy position (DCLG, 2015)**...... A recent series of studies carried out for GM (JBA Consulting,
2014) identified a number of potential sites for wind turbines across 6 of the districts in

GM...... Across the 6 districts a total of 60MW of potential wind resource has been identified (JBA
Consulting, 2014). Using the output factor from existing wind in the GM area this could provide
141GWh per year. This is 1.1 % of the total 2015 electricity consumption in GM. There are large wind
sites within Greater Manchester (Scout Moor), but the electricity and carbon savings are not
attributed to GM but to neighbouring counties.

C. RCT notes from **Written Ministerial Statement on Wind Energy Development (June 2015):
In applying these new considerations, suitable areas for wind energy development will need to have
been allocated clearly in a Local or Neighbourhood Plan. Maps showing the wind resource as
favourable to wind turbines, or similar, will not be sufficient. Whether a proposal has the backing of
the affected local community is a planning judgement for the local planning authority.

D. RCT while welcoming the policy’s safeguards, objects to a presumption to support
individual turbines without taking account of their “cumulative” affects: the impact of a large
number of single turbines over a wide area could be far worse than a small group. Overall, there is a
need to acknowledge that by appearing to be accommodating of turbines, Rossendale Borough
Council is opening itself up to more possible Appeals and Inquiries which are time, energy and
financially draining. The Council should, in its policy, make clear that applications for ALL turbines
MUST go through a public assessment process and that notice will be taken of the results of that
process. Recent experience should inform this policy.

Policy ENV8: Other forms of Energy generation

The Council will take a positive approach to renewable energy proposals in the Borough,
such as solar and hydro-electric schemes, including community led initiatives, subject to the
Authority being satisfied that any negative impacts, including of any supporting
infrastructure, can be minimised. Proposals for decentralised energy generation and
distribution will be given positive consideration subject to their wider environmental impacts.

Consideration of energy generation through extraction of carbon based resources (coal, gas,
etc) is the responsibility of Lancashire County Council as Minerals and Waste Authority.

RCT supports ENVS.

Policy ENV9: Surface Water Run-Off, Flood Risk, Sustainable Drainage and
Water Quality

All Development proposals including on allocated sites will be required to consider and
address flood risk from all sources. A sequential approach will be taken and planning
permission will only be granted for proposals which would not be subject to unacceptable
flood risk, or materially increase the risks elsewhere and where it is a type of development
that is acceptable in the Flood Plain. Assessment should be informed by consideration of the
most up to date information on Flood Risk available from the Environment Agency, the
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and from the Lead Local Flood Risk Authority.

Developers will be expected to provide appropriate supporting information to the satisfaction
of the Local Planning Authority such as Flood Risk Assessments for all developments in
Flood Zones 2 and 3. Site specific mitigation measures should be clearly identified.

All development proposals will be required to manage surface water as part of the
development and should seek to maximise the use of permeable surfaces/areas of soft
landscaping, and the use of Green Infrastructure as potential sources of storage for surface
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water run-off. New development should not increase on-site or off-site surface water run-off
rates and, where practicable, should seek to reduce surface water run-off to greenfield rates.

Discharge of surface water into the public sewer network should only be considered where it
can be demonstrated that no other option is feasible.

Proposals for major development as identified by the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 and subsequent amendments
will be expected to incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) which manage any
surface water run-off arising from the development and minimise the risk of flooding on the
development site and in the surrounding area. The proposed drainage measures should fully
integrate with the design of the development and priority should be given to SuDS techniques
which make a positive contribution to amenity, biodiversity and water quality as well as
overall climate change mitigation. Alternatives to SuDS will only be permitted where it is
demonstrated that SuDS are impractical or there are other exceptional circumstances. All
SUDS schemes should incorporate clear implementation, management and maintenance
arrangements.

Proposals for minor development in areas at risk of flooding should also incorporate of SuDS
into the design of the scheme unless there is clear evidence that it would be inappropriate.
Drainage proposals for minor schemes should at least demonstrate that SuDS solutions have
been considered.

Development proposals which discharge surface water runoff to foul drainage connections or
combined sewers will only be permitted if it has been demonstrated that:

Separate surface water drainage is not available and cannot be practicably provided;
Sufficient capacity exists in the foul or combined sewer; and

The proposal would not exacerbate the risk of flooding or result in deterioration in water
quality. Use of septic tanks will only be permitted where connection to the foul sewer network
is not feasible.

RCT support ENV9, and note that the Council commissioned JBA Consulting to undertake a Level
1 and Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2016) for Rossendale8. This study looked at a large
number of potential development sites in the Borough and made recommendations in relation to their
potential flood risk. The Council has taken the recommendations into account when considering
individual site assessments for the Local Plan. RCT note that Rossendale has many wet and well
spring’d slopes, and of the long tradition of private culverts to water courses and even to
public sewers, which with the private sewers transfer, we should gradually see being
recorded, and possible need’s to require SuDS works.

Policy ENV10: Trees and Hedgerows

Development proposals must seek to avoid the loss of, and minimise the risk of harm to,
existing trees, woodland, and/or hedgerows of visual or nature conservation value. Any harm
to ancient and veteran trees should be avoided unless wholly exceptional circumstances can
be demonstrated. Where trees and/or woodlands are to be lost as a part of development this
loss must be justified as a part of an Arboricultural Implications Assessment (AlA) submitted
with the application.

The Council will expect developers to plan for retention by using an AlA to inform site layout,
in advance of the submission of any application. Where trees, woodland and/or hedgerows lie
within a development site, they should wherever possible be incorporated effectively within
the landscape elements of the scheme.

Development proposals should:

[lnot result in the loss of trees or woodland which are subject to a Tree Preservation Order
or which are considered worthy of protection;

[1lnot give rise to a threat to the continued well-being of retained trees, woodlands or
hedgerows;
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[10not involve building within the canopy or root spread of trees, woodlands, or hedgerows
which are to be retained, except where it can be proven that the construction can be carried
out in accordance with the most up-to-date British Standard and an appropriate method
statement is fully adhered to;

T[Jmake a positive contribution to Green Infrastructure where it is within or adjacent to
identified Green Infrastructure networks; and

[1lJmake a positive contribution to biodiversity.

To ensure that the benefits of the proposed development outweigh the harm resulting from
the loss of trees, woodlands or hedgerows, compensatory planting must take place at a ratio
of at least 2:1. Where this ratio cannot be achieved this must be fully justified with the
compensatory measures proposed clearly justified.

Trees within a Conservation Area that are 75mm diameter or above at 1.5m above ground
level, and trees protected by tree preservation orders will be given detailed consideration
when considering planning consent. Any planning proposal must seek to retain these trees
unless there are sound arboricultural reasons (as justified within the AlA) for their removal.

RCT support ENV10 and note that Rossendale generally has a low level of tree coverage and the
retention and protection of trees, woodland and hedgerow is critical in terms of biodiversity and also
to protect the Borough’s individual landscape and character. Trees and hedges also have an
important role in management of climate change including urban cooling effects. Core woodland
areas exist at Whitworth, Buckshaw Brow, Edenfield and the Ogden Reservoir Valley and these
areas are connected by “stepping stone” habitats as identified on the Lancashire Ecological Network
Maps. RCT note the legacy of Lancashire County Council and Rossendale Groundwork’s often
Countryside Commission/Natural England and Forestry Commission grant funded tree
plantings; and the so far unsuccessful LCC grant bid funded Community Woodland Project
from Cloughfold to Waterfoot.

Chapter 5: Leisure and Tourism

Strategic Policy LT1: Protection of Playing Pitches, Existing Open Space, Sport and
Recreation Facilities.

Playing Pitches, Existing Open Space, Sport and Recreational Facilities are shown on the
Policies Map.

Development proposals which would result in the loss of playing pitches and associated
facilities and land or buildings in recreational or sporting use or last used as such or which
would prejudice the use of these areas for sport and recreation will be resisted and only be
permitted where:

[101A replacement of the same type, of an equal or greater quantity and quality is provided in
an appropriate location; or

LIt is demonstrated to the Council’s satisfaction that there is a surplus of recreational land,
buildings or facilities of the same type relative to the current and likely future needs of the
local community. All development affecting playing pitches and associated facilities will be
considered against the most up to date version of the Playing Pitch Strategy; or

[1JThe development involves the loss of a small part of a larger site in recreational use and
would result in the enhancement of recreational facilities on the remainder of the site, or on a
nearby site serving the same community and a net gain in sports provision can be
demonstrated; or

[100In the case of school playing fields or built sports facilities, the development is for
education purposes or the Department for Education is satisfied that the land is no longer
required for school use and its loss would not result in a shortfall in recreational open
space/playing pitches/sports facilities for the local community now or in the future

RCT support LT1 and note that the Council commissioned a Playing Pitch Strategy for the Borough
(2016) which identified a deficit of football pitches and rugby pitches and recommended that all
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existing pitches should be retained, including those not currently in use. Development on such
pitches will only be permitted if replacement of equal or higher quality is provided elsewhere in the
Borough. RCT however note the Council’s recent planning permission for housing on a private
football pitch and adjoining Council Greenland, where the replacement pitch is some distance
at Marl Pits. There’s reference to “Hubs”, but neither Haslingden and Marl Pits are on regular
bus routes. And where’s the Hub for East Rossendale?

Policy LT2: Community Facilities

Development proposing the change of use or loss of any premises or land currently or last
used as a community facility (including public houses, post offices, community centres,
village and church halls, places of worship, children’s centres, libraries, cultural facilities,
theatres, parks and open spaces and health facilities) will be permitted where it can be
demonstrated that:

a) The facility no longer serves the local needs of the community in which it is located; and

b) Adequate alternative provision has been made, or is already available, in the settlement or
local area; and

¢) The use is no longer financially viable; and
d) The facility is in an isolated location remote from public transport routes; or
e) There is an amenity or environmental reason why the facility is no longer acceptable.

The creation of new community facilities as part of proposed new developments will be
encouraged. Such proposals should, where appropriate, give an indication of how ongoing
maintenance will be addressed.

RCT support LT2 and note that the provision and retention of community facilities is considered to
be integral for ensuring that communities are sustainable in the long term. The Council will however
safeguard community facilities against unnecessary loss, particularly where this would reduce the
community's ability to meet its day to day needs locally, unless it is demonstrated that the facility
which would be lost is no longer required or suitable or that an appropriate replacement facility would
be provided.

RCT note the 1974 Local Government Reorganisation legacy of spending balances and
loading future generaltions, still retains, the over budgeted Haslingden Sports Centre, Marl
Pits Swimming Pool and Sports Facilities, and Whitworth Swimming Pool. However Bacup no
longer has its Leisure Centre, and it’s unclear how far the facilities at Fearns Comprehensive
School were intended to be a Joint User Project by Lancs CC, as Bacup BC did not appear to
provide funding. East Rossendale is now less well provided for, and is proposed to have most
new housing.

RCT also note a 1995 Sports Council funded project at Fearns: its Fearns Dual Use Scheme
Management Agreement provision for funding directed to a community use, however there is at 26
February 2004 Council a line on 2004/5 Savings — Fearns, end capital contribution £39,950, but
that’s all: no sign, so far, of the decision process taken by Members and Officers.

Policy LT3: Tourism
Tourism throughout the Borough will be promoted in the following ways:
[101Supporting the “Adrenaline Valley”

[1[JThe development, extension and upgrading of footpaths, cycleways and bridleways
(specifically the Rossendale Way, Irwell Sculpture Trail and Mary Towneley Loop, and more
generally the Public Rights of Way network), supported by appropriate signage, interpretation
and public art

T JSupport for the clustering of tourism related activities
[1[]Events promotion
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[111Taking a positive approach to development of complementary accommodation and
hospitality facilities.

Proposals for the enhancement of existing facilities and activities, as well as the development
of new facilities and activities will be considered favourably. This will also include supporting
infrastructure, such as enhanced access through car parking, bike racks, public realm and
public transport improvements. The use of existing buildings will be encouraged.

New development outside the urban boundary will be considered acceptable where it is
essential for the proposed facility, and no sites within the urban boundary are suitable, and
there are no unacceptable impacts affecting:

[JJLandscape character
'Visual quality (including light pollution)

[1lINeighbour amenity
[1lHighways
"1[/Nature conservation assets

RCT supports LT3 and note that the tourism sector has an important role to play in Rossendale’s
future prosperity. As reported in the 2017 Rossendale Town Centre, Retail, Leisure and Tourism
Study, STEAM data from 2015 noted that Rossendale attracted 2% of all tourist visiting Lancashire,
providing a total economic impact of £53m, which had grown by 3% from the previous year. RCT
also notes that an ageing population might be more likely to come to see heritage assets, and
at times notes that its Grade Il Listed Weavers Cottage on Bacup Road is often left off local
lists.

Policy LT4: Overnight Visitor Accommodation

The Council will take a positive approach to new high quality visitor accommodation. This
includes hotels, bed and breakfast establishments, self-catering facilities, bed and tack,
camping barns, sites used for camping, caravanning and camper vans. Proposals will be
supported particularly where use is made of existing buildings.

Proposals will be supported at locations both within and outside the urban boundary where:
[1[1They are appropriate to the locality;

[10They are complementary to existing tourism facilities;

[100There is suitable access by a variety of modes;

[100The capacity of the existing infrastructure is adequate;

[1[1There are no adverse impacts on visual amenity, landscape or nature conservation and

[1[JThe development will not reduce the amount of land for the purposes of open space and
recreation.

All ancillary facilities should be designed (in terms of style and materials) to take into account
their functions and blend into their settings, with appropriate landscaping and boundary
treatments.

Ancillary facilities such as cycle storage or horse paddocks will be encouraged in locations
such as along bridleways or the cycle network.

Any large scale hotel proposals (40 bedrooms or over) should be located in or adjacent the
centres of Rawtenstall, Haslingden or Bacup. Outside these centres, large scale hotel
proposals will only be supported where they form part of a wider regeneration scheme, can
demonstrate a wider community benefit and access to the site can be provided by a variety of
modes.

RCT support LT4 and note A key finding of the 2017 Town Centre, Retail, Leisure and Tourism
Study is that whilst the tourist economy in Rossendale is improving, the Borough is lacking in
overnight accommodation, with ‘staying visitors’ accounting for just 22% of the total ‘visitor days’
recorded in the Valley in 2015 (compared to 31% at the county level). As the tourism offer improves
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in the Borough it expected that the number of overnight stays will increase. STEAM data from 2015
noted that Rossendale only has 268 visitor ‘beds’ distributed throughout the Borough, with no modern
hotel space available. Accordingly this Report recommended that the Council should prioritise
overnight accommodation and look to promote delivery of a modern ‘budget’ hotel to serve the
Rossendale area.

However RCT also note past unsuccessful developer’s aims for hotels in New Hall Hey, and
site of demolished Accrington and Rossendale College. RCT is concerned that the notion of a
“budget” hotel, as a priority, is not just looking for a use to go onto the Council/RTB’s site of
the demolished Valley Centre. Could more rooms close to local pubs, restaurants and Just
Eat “takaways” be as attractive for “staying visitors”, than the utilitarian, out by 10.00am,
ambience of a “budget” hotel. Or somewhere safe to “park-up” their VW Camper Van.

Policy LT5: Equestrian Development

Proposals for new, or extensions or alterations to existing, private or commercial equestrian
facilities will be supported subject to the following criteria:

[10In the case of indoor facilities or commercial stables, priority is given to the re-use and
conversion of existing buildings or the proposal forms part of a farm diversification scheme;

[10The siting, design and materials would not have an unacceptable impact on visual amenity
or the character of the area. They should be well related to existing trees, hedges or
landscape features, avoiding prominent positions, and generally at least 30 metres away from
neighbouring residential properties;

[101A small private development will involve no more than three horses. For evelopment
proposals involving more than three horses, the applicant should submit a statement with the
planning application detailing why accommodation of the size proposed is required;

[1[JTraditional designs will generally be the most appropriate, clad externally in timber and
with an internal timber frame, with a maximum ridge height of 3.5 metres for stables. Tack

rooms and hay stores should be part of the same building, and each should be of a similar
size to an individual stable;

C[JAny new or extended stables and associated infrastructure (including ménages, hard-
standing, fencing and riding-arena) is of a scale that is proportionate to the activity proposed;

[l[JHard-standing areas, access tracks and sand paddocks should be of the minimum size
necessary and should not encroach on the open countryside;

[1[1The design of storage or parking of horse boxes on site, and fencing is appropriate to the
local vernacular and not suburban in appearance;

C[1Sand paddocks/ménages will utilise existing ground levels unless absolutely necessary
and should not appear built out of the ground and thus alien to the natural contours of the
land;

[10Floodlighting will be resisted particularly in the open countryside or close to residential
properties. Where floodlighting is proposed, it should be designed to minimise light spillage
from the lit area and ensure that protected species will not be adversely affected;

[1[JThe site has adequate vehicle access and the proposal would not have an unacceptable
impact on the local highway network and highway safety. The movement of horses or
vehicles resulting from the siting of stables should not create danger to horses and riders, or
to other road users. Stables are best sited to have safe and convenient access to the
bridleway network or minor roads, although existing bridleways should not become over-
intensively used as a result of the development;

[1[JThe proposal meets appropriate national standards for horse welfare and management
such as those established by the British Horse Society and should include details of effective
land management to avoid over-grazing and run-off;;
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[IJThere should be proper screening for car and horse-box parking and appropriate
arrangements for the storage and disposal of manure which would not have an unacceptable
impact on surface or ground-water or residential amenity; and

[101Provision is made for removing any equipment and re-instating the land once its use for
horses is no longer required or where the stables and associated development have been
unused for a period of at least six months within 10 years of their completion.

RCT support LT5’s aims To minimise the visual impact of proposals, the design, siting and scale of
any new or extended stables and associated infrastructure will be expected to be appropriate to its
context and should not have an adverse impact on the visual amenity of its surroundings.

RCT question policy on use timber, it does burn and horses don’t use keys, and note recent
stables in stone, visible from A56 near Edenfield

Policy LT6: Farm Diversification

Proposals for farm diversification which require planning permission will be permitted on
existing farm holdings provided that:

[11They would make a positive contribution to the continued viability of the farm holding;
[10They would retain or enhance the character of traditional farm buildings;

[1[JWhere possible, the proposal re-uses existing buildings of substantial and permanent
construction which are structurally sound and capable of conversion without major
alterations or the development is well-related to existing buildings if no suitable buildings are
available for re-use;

[1[1The agricultural diversification is subservient to the main agricultural use of the farm;

[1l]Wherever possible, they add value to produce of the farm or produced locally, or
contribute to the tourism economy;

[11The scale and nature of the diversification proposals are appropriate for the location and
would not have an unacceptable impact on residential amenity, landscape character, the
enjoyment of the countryside or the purposes of the Green Belt;

[10They do not require new dwellings within the rural area to support the enterprise;
[11They do not create extensive areas of hardstanding; and

[100The volume and type of traffic that would be generated is appropriate to the accessibility
of the site and the standard of the local highway network.

RCT support LT6, and suggest specific support for funding grant applications for projects
that would bring benefits to the community in terms for example of improved access to the
countryside outside the Urban and Green Belt Boundaries.

Chapter 6: Transport

Strategic Policy TR1: Strategic Transport

Opportunities to enhance the Borough’s external and internal connectivity will be actively
supported. Proposals which reduce the need to travel will also be encouraged. Working
closely with partners inside and outside the Borough, focus will be on the following:

T OImproving links to Greater Manchester and the M60/M62 and enhancements to the A56;

[1l1Developing the potential of the East Lancashire Railway for both transport and tourism
purposes;

T [IDeveloping the strategic cycle network (Valley of Stone Greenway/National Cycle Route 6)
including links between the different routes and to neighbouring authorities;

[[1Addressing congestion hotspots identified in the Highway Capacity Study, specially the
gyratory in Rawtenstall;
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[JJPromoting sustainable transport solutions to address congestion and air pollution;
[1l1Addressing known road safety issues;

[UIntegrating transport more effectively into proposals to improve the public realm where
there are opportunities to do so, for example, the area outside Bacup Library and pedestrian
links between Rawtenstall Railway Station and town centre; and

[1l1Ensuring that development that generates significant movement is located where the need
to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised.

A site for “Park and Ride” facilities will be protected at Ewood Bridge and is shown on the
Policies map.

RCT support TR1 and note that Traffic congestion in Rossendale is most pronounced around the
gyratory in Rawtenstall but is also evident from Crawshawbooth into Rawtenstall, Haslingden Tesco
roundabout, in Waterfoot and Stacksteads. A new bus station is currently being built in Rawtenstall
as part of the Spinning Point development and the Council will explore other opportunities to improve
bus services. However RCT sees a need to remind us all of the roles in Rossendale of GOV
UK:-

A. Rossendale in Lancashire’s Roads.

While there is now only a heritage railway, some parts of Rossendale are well served by roads. More
were to be, but as you can see from this 1965 LCC Major Road Proposals Plan, the M65 is not there,
nor the use of the Haslingden Bye-pass as an A56T diversion instead of the Crawshawbooth Bye-
pass.

This left Rawtenstall with just the dual carriageway of St Mary’s Way, meeting, at “Tup Bridge”, the
single carriageway Burnley Road. There are many local memories of its original Queens Square Bus
Station on the site of what's now the Fire Station.

And there’s an abandoned section of Pedestrian Underpass, intended for a new Queens Square Bus
Station; but this was, RCT believe, prevented by? GOVUK'’s DOE or MoT, the highway authority, or
the North West Roads Construction Unit who were responsible for the design and construction of
these roads?

B. The A56T Diversion from Rawtenstall to Haslingden.

RCT see that the 1970s abandonment of the Crawshawbooth Bye-pass, with up to 4 alternate routes,
has moved the focus for new development towards the M66/A56T Corridor. What's now classed as
Rossendale West: Edenfield, Helmshore, Haslingden, Acre, and Rising Bridge, has since the 1980s
seen the construction of new housing estates, business parks, and retail outlets.

Compare Haslingden Sykeside Tesco’s Business Rates of £210/sqm with Rawtenstall Bocholt Way
Tesco’s £180/sgm, the X41 Transdev commercial bus service from Blackburn to Manchester via
Rising Bridge, Acre, Haslingden and Helmshore with no reason to detour to a Rawtenstall Bus
Station. Rawtenstall is reached by the 464 Rosso from Accrington to Rochdale. But as for
“sustainable transport modes” in terms of NPPF 2012, RCT note the long walks between bus
stops in Haslingden for these services — Not quite Super Stops? Not part of a “Hub and
Spoke” bus route pattern. How sustainable to need to look at car park charges to help with
running costs of Rawtenstall Bus Station — no grant “free money”.

C. RCT note these proofs of how Rossendale’s roads were “sorted” with no local say:
Hansard 29 March 1972

Mr Michael Heseltine. Alternative routes for the northern end of the Edenfield-Rawtenstall by-pass to
the Calder Valley fast route, details of which were announced by my hon. Friend the Minister of Local
Government on 17 March, are currently being investigated. In the meanwhile work on detailed plans
for the Crawshaw-booth bypass had been suspended. However minor improvements to the A56 are
being considered.
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Haslingden Bye-pass Public Enquiry Inspector Philip M Vine 17 June 1976:
75. Bearing in mind the above facts, | reach the following conclusions:-

1 With regard to the Department’s intention that the Haslingden Bye-pass shall form the outhern
section of a diversion from Bent Gate to Huncoat of the existing A56 from Rawtenstall to Burnley, |
am unable to reach the conclusion that such diversion is preferable to an improvement on the
line, or approximate line, of the existing A56. Although the diversion of the A56 as proposed by
the Department may well be the preferred solution to the undoubted inadequacy of the existing A56,
insufficient evidence was tendered by the Department to justify such a conclusion.

No evidence, or insufficient evidence was given as to:-
a) comparative costs of construction,

b) comparative costs of land acquisition,

c) comparative quantified travel benefits or disbenefits,
d) comparative numbers of properties affected,

e) comparative environmental impact,

f) comparative predicted traffic flows.

Policy TR2: Footpaths, Cycleways and Bridleways

The Council will support the development and enhancement of a strategic Public Rights of
Way network including enhancements to surfacing, signage and feeder routes. Key routes are
shown on the Policies Map and include:

[1[1The “Valley of Stone Greenway” (Rawtenstall to Rochdale)
[1l1National Cycle Route 6 (Bury-Accrington)

[1T1Rawtenstall to Clowbridge Reservoir

C[JPennine Bridleway (Mary Townley Loop)

[ lrwell Sculpture Trail/ Rossendale Way.

Proposals to improve, extend or add to the existing footpath, cycleway and bridleway network
in the Borough and in new development will be supported providing they:

a) Are integrated with existing routes to facilitate access on foot, by bicycle and by horse;

b) Where appropriate, identify gaps in the existing network and map potential new link routes,
particularly in areas where there is a high level of demand;

c) Facilitate access to the network of footpaths, bridleways and cycleways by requiring new
development adjacent to existing pedestrian, bridleway or cycle routes to provide direct, safe
and secure links to these routes where possible.

d) Do not harm residential amenities;

e) Do not harm nature conservation interests;

f) Take into account the needs of agriculture;

g) Are located and designed to minimise the risk of crime;

h) Have regard to the needs of people with impaired mobility; and
i) Have regard to other users of the route and vehicular traffic.

j) The development would not reduce, sever or adversely affect the use, amenity or safety of a
Public Right of Way (PROW), or prejudice the planned development of the network, if
acceptable provision is made to mitigate those effects, or divert or replace the right of way
before the development commences. Any replacement or diverted

PROW must be no less convenient or safe, and of no lower quality than the facility being
replaced; Where developments are directly related to the Public Rights of Way network
contributions may be sought for their enhancement.
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RCT support TR2 where Although Rossendale has the densest public rights of way network in
Lancashire, much of the network is in a poor condition and there is an identified need to develop,
extend, upgrade and improve access to the network.

However RCT see need to note the legacy of Lancashire County Council, and Rossendale
Groundwork’s creation of many new pedestrian, cycle and horse riding routes, such as Alan
Fishwick Way, Lench Valley Cycleway, Cloughfold Greenway, often from “free money” grants
from Countryside Commission, and which are not part of the LCC network, and which should
be under the same management structure. This might ultimately require “hard choices” to
achieve a well maintained core network.

Policy TR3: Road Schemes and Development Access

Permission will not be granted for any development on land which:

1) Is required to allow road access to a site allocated on the Policies Map for development; or
2) will prejudice the construction of identified road schemes.

RCT support TR3, but must note the recent permission for a bungalow that would prevent the
linking of Hollins Way, a mid 1960s Spine Road intended to serve developments from Burnley
Road to Newchurch Road. But those were the days: when infrastructure was done first as at
Runcorn New Town, and in the early years of Warrington New Town.

Policy TR4: Parking

All proposals for new development will be required to meet the parking standards set out
within Appendix 1 unless the applicant can provide an evidence based approach as to why a
different level of provision would be appropriate, to the satisfaction of the Local Highway
Authority.

Where parking is being provided to serve new development or to address specific local
parking problems in existing residential and business areas, including in Crawshawbooth, the
Council will expect the parking provision to:

[171Be conveniently located in relation to the development it serves;
U IBe safe, secure and benefit from natural surveillance;

[1[JBe designed to ensure that the use of the parking provision would not prejudice the safe
and effective operation of the highway network;

[1T1Not dominate the street scene or detract from the character of the area;

T0Incorporate secure, covered cycle parking in line with the Parking Standards set out in the
Local Plan unless otherwise agreed;

T Incorporate charging points for electric vehicles where the Council considers it
appropriate to do so; and

[I[JWhere appropriate, incorporate adequate soft landscaping and permeable surfaces to
avoid the over-dominance of parking and to limit surface water run-off.

Proposals to redevelop existing garage colonies will only be supported where:

(101t has been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Council that the garage colony is
vacant or underused and there is unlikely to be any future demand for the facility; and

[100The redevelopment of the site would not result in a significant increase in on-street
parking which would have an adverse impact on the street scene or on highway safety.

RCT support TR4 and note that Residential Garages will not be counted towards parking provision
figures unless suitable evidence is provided. A creative approach should be taken to residential
parking design building in principles in “Manual for Streets” (2007) to ensure that layouts are not car
dominated.
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However this needs to state — unless at least 3 metres internal width. Gradients of parking
spaces in many developments are irresponsibly too steep, and where located running down
to key access roads, such as Hollins Way; the Council should be prepared to accept their past
actions by providing grants to remodel, closer to level, such private parking areas.

Rossedale Civic Trust support TR4’s retention of Core Strategy parking standards, but note
some inequalities in Rossendale’s Public Car Parking, and, see below, have specific
objections to present policies affecting Bacup.

Areas and Numbers. - 2 February 2013

Core Strategy Parking Standards for A1 Retail with accessibility reductions:
Food: 1 Space / 15 - 22sgm
Non Food: 1 Space / 21 - 31sgm

Bacup*
116 Long Stay — 117 in 2014 + 91 On-street = Total 208

Net Retail less Coop and Morrisons 4095sgm
35sgm / Off-road Space
20sgm / Off-road + On-street Space.

Crawshawbooth

7 Long Stay + 13 Short Stay = 20
Net Retail 899sgm

45sgm / Space

Haslingden

168 Long Stay + 66 Short Stay = 234

Net Retail less Winfields, Coop and Holden Wood 5982 sgm
26sgm / Space

Rawtenstall

285 Long Stay + 136 Short Stay = 421

+ On-street 118 = Total 539 Spaces

Net Retail Primary and Secondary less Lidl and Focus 8877sgm
21sgm / Off-road Space

65 sgm / Short Stay Off-road Space

16/17sgm / Total Space

35 sgm / Total Short Stay and On-street

Waterfoot

94 Long Stay + 34 Short Stay = 128

+ On-street ¢60 = Total 188 Spaces

Net Retail 3129sgm

24 sgm / All Off-road Space

92 sgm / Short Stay Off-road Space

17 sqm / Total Space.

33 sgm / Total Short Stay and On-street

Whitworth

83 Long Stay

Net Retail less Coop 1114sgm
13sgm / Space

*RCT note comments on Bacup THI’s Public Realm 2014. RCT did not see the complete
replacement of St James Square’s present working highway layout of sufficient priority to spend a
reported £400,000. Bacup, unlike other shopping centres in Rossendale, has less car parking: c96 to
Rawtenstall’'s ¢529, and far less in relation to number and size of its shops: 1/43sqm to Rawtenstall’s
1/16-17sgm of net retail floor area, and no Short Stay Car Park close to its centre.
48 of 53. 04/10/2018. RCT's second and final draft response, to amend 2017’s for 2018.

52



Now with a large supermarket and its 132+ space car park on the edge of the town centre, the town
centre shops are at a disadvantage. The best way to conserve Bacup’s historic town centre is to
have successful traders. A need, as set out in the 2011 approved local plan, “Town centre parking in
Bacup and at key visitor locations will be provided and improved”.

Our members also had concerns about the suitability of “shared space” at well over national
guidance of 100 vph, and we gave detailed comments on the concept design for St James Square,
and where we saw a need for some changes in priorities. Not very sustainable.

3. Rossendale Infrastructure Delivery Plan August 2018.
Rossendale Civic Trust shares the view given in its :-

Executive Summary

Much of the infrastructure in Rossendale, as in many parts of the country, dates from the
Victorian era and has been progressively added to as new development comes forward. While
utilities have an ongoing maintenance programme, additional growth brought forward by the
Plan will necessitate new infrastructure investment. Much of this will be required on a case by
case basis as new development comes on stream.

RCT has summarised the text and sees some key issues in bold, where present capacity ought
to affect where and when development should take place.

A. Education

Currently LCC have indicated they are not actively looking for additional secondary schools
sites and continue to monitor the housing to be brought forward to understand the impact across
secondary schools in Rossendale.

Current data provided by Lancashire County Council School Planning Team indicate that there is a
projected shortfall of primary school places across the Rawtenstall and Ramsbottom areas
within the next 5 years of the local plan.

LCC have indicated that if the planned level of development proposed at Edenfield goes ahead
they may require either a school extension or a new school. The cost of a new School would be
in the region of £4 million.

Secondary schools currently show a surplus across the district, Fearns is the main High School
with available space. Currently LCC have indicated they are not actively looking for additional
secondary schools sites and continue to monitor the housing to be brought forward to understand the
impact across secondary schools in Rossendale.

There is no additional need for Sixth Form provision within the local Plan as it is anticipated
there will be sufficient spare capacity across the district and beyond.

RCT NOTE where’s Accrington and Rossendale College after sale and exit from its site in
Rawtenstall, and withdrawal from motorcycle maintenance training in Bacup.

B. Transport

The valley nature of the Borough and the high degree of urbanisation along main roads means that
there is little option for widening or making junction improvements to the existing network.
Significant congestion occurs in the peak periods around Rawtenstall especially on the Gyratory
which is expected to reach capacity by 2023; at the bottom end of Bank Street and at Tup Bridge
junction. Waterfoot roundabout and Toll Barr, Stacksteads are also sites of significant congestion.

Current projects being undertaken by LCC as Highway Authority include roadworks as part the
Townscape Heritage Initiative (THI) for Bacup, notably around St James Square.
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The local road network links into the Strategic Road Network (SRN) which in the case of Rossendale
is the A56/M66 corridor. It suffers from peak hour congestion and lack of resilience when any
blockages occur. Performance is forecast to continue to deteriorate over the Plan period.

A56/M66 Corridor Study —The A56/M66 is of strategic importance to the Borough as it forms the
key link between Rossendale and Manchester, the Regional Centre plus the M60/M62. It is also the
main corridor for accessing the rest of East Lancashire.

The lack of a link to the national rail network is perceived by many local people and businesses as a
constraint on the growth potential of the Borough. The Jacobs Study indicated that an investment in
excess of £50 million would be required to bring forward a functional rail link together with the need

for an ongoing annual subsidy in excess of £500 000. It is recognised that this is a long term project
over the life of the Plan.

The Study recommended.....Improvements at Rising Bridge by signalising the roundabout there have
recently been completed by Highways England. Full grade separation between the A56 and the
Accrington-Haslingden road (i.e. a bridge) will be expensive (E30-40 million) and unlikely to score
highly enough to feature in the next national Roads Investment Strategy 2020-2025

There is currently no proposal for upgrading the M66 to a Smart Motorway. However the

route is one of those being looked at in the Transport for the North (TFN) Central Strategic Corridor
Study which will feed into the overall TfN Strategic lan. This Study is now due to report back in
Autumn 2018 with the Strategic Plan being published in early 2019.

Highways England would be likely to resist the construction of new accesses onto its network in
Rossendale in line with Circular DfT Policy Circular 02/2013 ‘The Strategic Road Network and the
Delivery of Sustainable Development'.

There are geotechnical issues with the A56 embankment in Edenfield that would need to be
addressed in any adjacent development proposals.

Rossendale Highway Capacity Study

Mott McDonald was employed by Rossendale Borough Council to undertake a Study of 15 key
junctions in the Borough to identify if they were capable of accommodating Local Plan induced traffic
growth. Stage 1 of the work identified which junctions were likely to reach operational capacity on
one or more of their arms within the Plan period due to Local Plan induced growth.

Those junctions which were examined in detail in Stage 2 were:

» The Gyratory in Rawtenstall and associated junctions on St Mary’s Way
* The A56 roundabout at Bentgate, Haslingden

» Tesco Haslingden roundabout

* Rising Bridge junction A56 (marginal as to whether Local Plan derived)
» Waterfoot

* Toll Bar, Stacksteads

 Edenfield

The Gyratory is expected to be able to function acceptably in the first five years of the Plan but
beyond that intervention would be required if Local Plan development proposals are to progress.
Addressing the issue of the Gyratory is therefore essential for years 5-15 of the Local Plan Housing
Trajectory.

Anything other than a “do minimum” option is likely to be a major scheme bid of in excess of £10
million including the cost of relocating the Fire Station.

The schemes at Edenfield, Toll Bar and Waterfoot are challenging to implement because of the
constrained urban environment. All the junctions are likely to become at capacity towards the end of
the Plan period. Further work is being undertaken by the developers’ consultants to look at options
for Edenfield. The most difficult junction to address is Toll Bar which is likely to
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require a comprehensive approach wider than highway interventions to operate satisfactorily.

The results of the Study are currently being discussed with Lancashire County Council and Highways
England to ensure that the analysis and solutions identified are acceptable to all parties.

RCT note, more capacity in West and even East Rossendale, and maybe a need to consider
their locations as more suitable for traffic generating growth than those that need an
expensive relocation of the Fire Station for a rebuilding of the Rawtenstall Gyratory.

RCT also note “final” issue of this capacity study was 1 October 2018.

Access to employment sites study to identify potential access points to proposed employment sites is
currently ongoing.

Cycling

East Lancashire Strategic Cycle Network...obtained £3.5 of Government Growth Fund money as well
as match funding in excess of £1 million from Lancashire County Council..... upgrading National
Cycle Route 6 from the border with Bury at Stubbins to the border with Hyndburn at Rising Bridge
and the “Valley of Stone Greenway” from Rawtenstall station to Rochdale. Both these routes use
significant lengths of former railway line and deliver significant health and tourism as well as transport
benefits....... complementary cycle routes are proposed which would be implemented post 2020:-

* Valley of Stone — NCR6 link - £520 000;

* NCR6 — Haslingden town centre - £69 000

« Valley of Stone — Bacup town centre £452 000; and

* Rawtenstall railway station — New Hall Hey retail park - £100 000
* Rawtenstall-Dunnockshaw —not available

Air Quality Management Areas have been declared at Bacup Road/Bury Road junction in
Rawtenstall and Haslingden Sykeside roundabout due to NOX emissions from vehicles. A
Management Plan has been developed and Rosso Bus has purchased a humber of low emission
vehicles which help to reduce the impacts.

C. Utilities

Water and sewerage

current investment period for United Utilities is the period 2015-2020. The next investment period will
be 2020-2025....... outcome of the bid may impact on investment in strategic infrastructure that
traverses the Borough.

Water. no principle concerns regarding proposed developments.... full impact of any development
proposal cannot be fully determined until more details are known..... supply of water
required...... dependent on nature of the industry and occupier.

Wastewater, important to know whether foul and surface water will connect to the public sewer.......
may be necessary to coordinate.....development with infrastructure improvements through planning
condition...... cumulative impact of development can be different in reality as a result of
windfall sites.

Reservoirs include the Grane Reservoirs near Helmshore; Clowbridge near Loveclough;
Cloughbottom above Water and Cowm in Whitworth, which supplies Rochdale; and Cowpe Reservoir
near Waterfoot...... their associated water catchments are an important resource for Rossendale and
beyond...... importance of managing the impact on water catchment land will be relevant in the
consideration of future development proposals on catchment land, such as wind farms.

Water trunk mains are significant assets that will need to be carefully considered if they are within or
near to a development sites both in terms of the construction process and in terms of the layout of a
development site.
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Irwell Vale Waste Water Treatment Works serves the whole Borough........ no in principle concerns
with the growth proposed within Rossendale at the wastewater treatment works for the forthcoming
investment period for United Utilities.

Importance of prioritising the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS)...... to manage the
impact on both public sewers and watercourses...... importance of applicants engaging in early
dialogue with both the lead local flood authority and United Utilities and giving full consideration to
how they can ensure the most sustainable approach to drainage is secured.

Managing flood risk is a significant issue in Rossendale...... floods of 2012 and 2015. Environment
Agency has identified five culverts that most need attention...... Greave Clough and Spodden
North are the highest scoring culverts....... also considering further flood risk alleviation

measures in the Irwell Vale area.

Electricity

Specific development proposals within the Rossendale area are unlikely to have a significant direct
effect upon National Grid’s electricity transmission infrastructure. The local electricity supply network
is operated by Electricity North West. The network is generally performing adequately but there are a
number of substations which are operating at capacity, e.g in Edenfield and which will require
enhancement before more major development can be accommodated.

Gas

A high pressure gas pipeline....runs through the west of the Borough with a governor to the south of
Helmshore.......... runs roughly parallel to the A56 before leaving the Borough north of Rising Bridge.
There are no kown plans to enhance the network in the Borough but routine maintenance may be
required.

Telecommunications.

Openreach.....is committed to upgrade cabinets without high speed

broadband where more than 30 new houses would link into it or where they are approached by the
local community via Community Fibre Partnerships........ working on delivering high speed rural
broadband as part of a wider programme known as Broadband Delivery UK.

Mobile reception...... significant gaps in coverage...exacerbated by the topography...Whitworth
area for the Vodafone/O2 network and Stacksteads for EE. Mobile operators have short term rolling
plans for improving coverage, including the construction of new or higher masts

Health.

GP practices would be full in the first five years of the Plan.....greatest pressure of growth on
Bacup and Rawtenstall............Ramsbottom were the proposed growth of Edenfield to
progress....... CCG's in both Bury and Rochdale report anticipated capacity pressures on their
services within the first five years of the Plan........ ability to expand physically to accommodate
growth....... NHS would provide up to 75% of the necessary finance the remainder needs to be met by
the practice itself.

There are 7 dentists within Rossendale. 4 of these are currently willing to take on additional NHS

patients.

There are no Hospitals within Rossendale........ Accident and Emergency........
Blackburn....Burnley Fairfield in Bury and Rochdale Hospital also perform complementary roles in
parts of the Borough....... locality wide services....Rawtenstall and Bacup Primary Care Centres.

Mental health.....significant issue in Rossendale.....Lancashire Care NHS Trust
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Lancashire County Council plays a major role in delivering adult social care alongside the CCG.
Delivery of this function is facing financial pressures.....affect both the provision of new
facilities and the quality of care.

Emergency services

North West Ambulance Service....base in Stacksteads...no identified need for expansion or
substantial change

Lancashire Police....... Waterfoot.....shut the public counter....a “drop-in" base for staff with services
managed from Burnley.....medium term... facility may be subject to review.
Fire.....no current plans to alter facilities....... need to improve.....Gyratory.....expensive

signalised option = relocation of fire station....... £4.5 million.
Community Facilities

Libraries review in 2018....Crawshawbooth Library has now Independent Community Library...
Bacup and Whitworth Libraries along with Rawtenstall and Haslingden will be retained.

Community Centres

» Crawshawbooth Community Centre

« Edenfield Community Centre

« Haslingden Link and Children’s Centre, Bury Road, Haslingden
* Whitewell Bottom Community Centre

« The Maden Centre, Bacup

* The Riverside, Whitworth

* The Doals, Weir

Lancashire County Council runs Youth Club facilities at The Old Fire Station in Rawtenstall and
Market Street in Whitworth.

Sports Facilities

Leisure Centres at Haslingden and Marl Pits in Rawtenstall plus Whitworth Swimming Pool....future
investment priorities.....discussed with key partners Sport England and Lancashire
Sport.....other Sports Facility providers...Fearns High School...Whitworth High School....Haslingden
and Rawtenstall Cricket Clubs.....Council.....Playing Pitches at a number of locations.....Maden
Recreation Ground in Bacup.....Playing Pitch Strategy....key locations.

Rawtenstall Ski Slope is a Community Interest Community........ investing in new facilities.

RCT note aims: discussed with key partners, and then see how Lancashire County Council
have asked Pugh on 18 October 2018 to auction the ex Alder Grange Playing Field, that’s
labelled RA in this Local Plan Consultation, with a reserve of £20k.

4. Conclusion for Rossendale Civic Trust has to be to congratulate the Forward Planning
Team and their colleagues for their substantial and detailed production of this 2018 stage of
the Rossendale Draft Local Plan.
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Local Plan,H 74, land between Grane Rd and Holcombe Rd.

Housing need

Not so long ago when Central Government urged local authorities to increase
house-building, assisted by easing of ‘planning restraints’, Rossendale Borough
declared that it had enough housing for the needs of its inhabitants. Since the
1960s private housing development was encouraged in the area, and a
substantial part of the population use Haslingden as a dormitory and work
elsewhere. Rossendale is a low wage area . The price of new houses in the
proposed development would be beyond the reach of a large proportion of the
borough’s inhabitants, and these houses would be bought by dormitory
residents who earn better incomes elsewhere. There is no housing need.

Green Spaces

Holcombe Rd is the de facto and official [?] boundary of the built-up area .This
should not mean that building should take place right up to the limit. Green
spaces enhance the quality of life of urban dwellers. Building on this piece of
land would do enormous damage to this semi-rural egvironment.
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Flood risk

The piece of land [local plan H 74]has always been known to be very wet.lt is
thought that old culverts from the construction of the turnpike road still carry
water from the higher land to the north. It has deep peaty topsoil [ old moss
land ] overlaying hillwash. Previous ground tests for proposed commercial
development are reported to have found ‘no bottom’. The previous owner,
William Greenwood [deceased] had a small tractor [Fordson Dexter]and he
said that for many months of the year he could not use it on the land because
it would sink.In more recent times a local contractor with a modern tractor
with large profile tyres was commissioned to flail the large growth of rushes.
He had to abandon the joh because tractor was sinking. The land absorbs
rainfall which is released slowly into Ogden Brook. At the base of the slope is a
new development, an office block. Even with major downpours ,eg 26
December 2015, there are no reports of run-off affecting these premises.
Allowing the land to be covered with houses would cause major run-off. This
would be contrary to the stated policy of reducing flood risk- Sustainability
Appraisal Box 11.1,

Acreage of site 8,11 @4047 m sq per acre =32,821 m sq
1 mm of rain produces 32,8 cu m of water, etc, now completely absorbed.

Covering the site with houses, [roads, driveways, roofs etc ] would create
app.75% run-off.

Immrain @ 75% run-off =c¢ 24,6 cu m of water etc

Worst possible scenario — 50 mm rain 1,200 cu m water would flow into the
Helmshore sewer and Ogden Brook causing major flood risk downstream..
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Traffic

The B 6232 used to be a little-used road carrying mainly local traffic. All this
changed in 1998 when the M 65 was connected at Guide. The road has
become a major arterial axis in the Northwest of England. It funnels a huge
amount of traffic between the Blackburn and Preston greater area, the Fylde
etc and the Greater Manchester area and beyond. What used to be a pleasant
place to live has become an extremely unpleasant environment of heavy traffic
, bad driver behaviour and danger. Recent speed control measures have made
some difference. The proposed housing development of ¢ 170 homes would
put that same number of cars into an already traffic-blighted environment. As
the houses would only be likely to be purchased by people on incomes higher
than the area norm, and earned outside Rossendale, probably at least 50% of
households would have two cars. The Grane Rd area cannot now cope with the
present levels of traffic — to add more would be utterly irresponsible.
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DR D S HEMPSALL
SECRETARY
LIMEY VALLEY RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION

18 September 2018

Rossendale Borough Council
The Planning Department
The Business Centre
Futures Park

Bacup

Lancashire

OL13 0BB

Dear Sirs,

Re: ROSSENDALE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN PROPOSALS, Regulation 19 Consultation

The association appreciates that Rossendale Borough Council and its planners are caught between a
rock and a hard place. On the one hand, there is central government making its demands for
strategic planning on local authorities. On the other are the interests and concerns of those
residents - and council tax payers - who will be affected, usually adversely, by what is proposed. This
is the present situation as what is proposed for LVRA’s area of operation has appeared at what is
effectively one minute to midnight. That this is so is wholly unsatisfactory.

At this, the Publication (Regulation 19) stage of the evolving Local Plan, residents’ ability to respond
is constrained by three criteria: Soundness, Legal and Duty to Cooperate. On Soundness, there has
been a manifest failure to consult those residents most affected by the last-minute additions — for
that is what they are — to the proposed Local Plan. This smacks either of desperation or, more
sinisterly, of a deliberate concealment of plans which only now have been sprung upon residents. On
this occasion, the association hopes that it is the former, not the latter, which applies.

The failure to consult is demonstrable and has the effect of vitiating the plan so far as it applies in
our area. Locals are far better placed than any to comment on the appropriateness (or otherwise) of
particular sites, having a knowledge of the topography and attendant issues which elude even the
most conscientious planners. On Legal, the failure to consult on these proposals until this stage is
manifestly contrary to natural justice. Whilst collectively the association has no legal expertise, it is
legitimate to ask whether or not Rossendale Borough Council has truly followed its own procedures
before foisting on residents these last-ditch proposals?

As RBC has failed previously to consult on these proposals, the association is justified in making
reference to the specifics of the four sites which are of most concern. They are as follows: H4 Turton
Hollow Goodshaw (30 houses); H5 Swinshaw Hall, Loveclough (47 houses); H13 Loveclough WMC
and land at rear (95 houses); H17 Land south of Goodshawfold Road (7 houses). As residents, we
know the area well and wish to register our objections and, in a couple of instances, proffering
constructive criticism which LVRA hopes will be helpful.

Whilst we are aware of Rossendale Borough Council’s commitment to providing 3180 new houses
over the next 15 years as required by central government, the proposal for land availability in
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Goodshaw Ward as stated above is inappropriate, excessive, ill-advised and, to existing residents
and council tax payers, unacceptable.

First, what is proposed conflicts with Rossendale Borough Council (RBC)’s previously adopted Core
Strategy, arrived at in 2011 after consultation with residents’ representatives. Since 2009, RBC has
repeatedly given an undertaking that there will be no new developments west of the Burnley Road
(A682) in this area. The sites in question are designated as countryside and lie outside the council’s
current urban boundary. Two Planning Inspectors have supported this undertaking in recent times,
in 2015 and again only last year, 2017. Approval of H13, and H17, a total of 102 houses would mark a
complete U-turn on this undertaking and, frankly, a betrayal of residents.

Here, it would have been beneficial for RBC and its planners to consult local residents whose
knowledge of their environment is second to none. One of our number has made a detailed study of
H13. By careful measurement, he has concluded that what is planned for the site (which lies to the
west of the Burnley Road) could equally as well be situated on the site shown in the accompanying
map — Annex 1 - which lies to the east. He has identified other options on the east side of the A682
which he will be happy to share. Doing so would allow RBC to maintain its undertaking not to
develop on the west side with honour. Indeed, the alternative shown is larger than H13, thereby
allowing some additional housing to help meet RBC’s remaining shortfall. Moreover, the site
includes the additional benefit of existing road access.

Secondly, whilst the previous suggestion helps RBC achieve its target, the sheer number of
properties proposed in areas H4, H5, H13 and H17 (179 houses) is simply excessive. It amounts to an
additional Badgercote plus Penny Lodge and is disproportionate. The destruction of amenity will be
profound and will encourage speculative applications in the future. Furthermore locating a large
development at H5 will seriously affect the setting of Swinshaw Hall, a historic building and H13 - an
overwhelming development - is located between the two conservation areas of Goodshawfold and
Loveclough Fold. Both developments are particularly ill-advised.

Again, local wisdom may be instructive. H5 and H13 are both sloping, ill-drained sites. The
topography is self-evident; the land is sour as the presence of tussocks proves. With respect, recent
past development of such sites which are sodden with run-off is discouraging. At Badgercote, for
example, there is an on-going problem of properties’ basements being inundated by run-off,
especially in the inclement weather which is so frequent. The reason is clear. The construction
company was McDermotts and its planners had neither interest in, nor knowledge of the existing
land drain network. As it happens, McDermotts have very recently built a new development at
Brown Leaves in the Ribble Valley. On what is a flat site, a number of the properties are affected by
wholly inadequate drainage, producing sodden ground which feeble attempts at remediation have
failed to solve. The association is fearful that similar such developers may be allowed to move into
its area of operation. Given RBC’s frankly limp-wristed approach when dealing with developer
malfeasance, residents can have no confidence that control will be properly exercised.

Thirdly, all discussion of a proposed rail link south from Rawtenstall is irrelevant. The road network
simply cannot support the additional volume of traffic. The A682 — Burnley Road — is already a very
busy main road linking Burnley and Rawtenstall and the addition of further traffic has both
environmental and safety implications. The proposals suggest that an additional £360 vehicles will
use this road daily mainly travelling towards Rawtenstall. This would be in addition to the estimated
300+ cars from the proposed new housing at The Hollins (H11, 70 houses) and Reedsholme Works
(H12, 100 houses). Furthermore the geography of the area prevents any upgrading of the A682 to a
suitable standard. Additionally, the existing traffic bottleneck in Rawtenstall with an additional £700
vehicles will be intensified. This is reinforced by the observation made very recently by an officer of
RBC that “solving Rossendale’s traffic problems is impossible”.

It is both ironic (and timely) that the front-page headline of the Rossendale Free Press this very week
reads: “We've got the worst traffic in the country”. The accompanying story on page 5 retails the
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National Infrastructure Commission’s report which asserts that, outside Britain’s cities, Rossendale
has the worst traffic problems in the country (Annex 2). Whilst this brooks no contradiction and
merely underlines the daily misery endured by residents commuting both north and south, the
proposal to add to the problem as outlined in RBC’s proposals is rendered risible.

Fourthly, the local primary school is already full and there are no published plans for it to expand to
accommodate an additional estimated +300 pupils. It came as news to the LVRA that, after years of
rejecting any expansion, the current head teacher is now agreeable to the school’s enlargement. The
LVRA has on its strength a number of people with enormous experience in the educational sector,
including a retired school inspector. It is their judgment that any enlargement of the school as may
be required is simply not feasible on its present cramped site. What is effectively a doubling in size is
educationally unsound.

Fifthly, there will be increased pressure and demand on the existing overburdened infrastructure.
The sewerage system is already under pressure (not least from discharges of animal blood and
viscera from an abattoir to the north lying outside the borough which, we are advised, is a matter of
prosecution) and this will only increase if the proposals are given the go-ahead. The increased
demand on medical and dental provision will be extreme with an additional 7-800 residents’ need to
be catered for. Given, for example, the difficulty which the St James practice has in attracting
permanent members of staff, the association feels that the frankly third-rate service provided there
will decline further to Third World standard.

Finally, interest shown in acquiring land in the vicinity of Loveclough has been high. It is self-evident
that this will be top of any developer’s wish-list and allowing building to proceed in the timeframe
RBC has adopted will turn Loveclough into a building site for five years, making residents’ lives
intolerable. Moreover, once permission has been granted for the western sites, Rossendale Borough
is certain to be inundated with applications to build on land from Boundary Garage to
Crawshawbooth, the area being more attractive to developers than, say, Bacup. Given that
permission would have to be granted if these proposals are adopted and implemented, RBC would
have no grounds for refusing applications and thus allowing wholesale development in an area of
considerable natural beauty.

We urge Rossendale Borough Council to take all the above into account when reaching a final
decision on housing land availability. In fine, LVRA’s objections are reducible to two. First, the land
allocated is inappropriate for the reasons set out above: implementation will produce a
developmental and environmental disaster. Secondly, the association is frankly appalled by the way
in which the proposals have been belatedly foisted on unsuspecting residents without due process,
thereby reducing to almost nil their ability to respond.

Yours faithfully,

HARD COPY FOLLOWS BY POST
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Annex 1

Annex 2

“Manchester suffers the worst congestion of anywhere outside London, according to a new league
table released today by the National Infrastructure Commission.

While the capital still sees more traffic congestion than any other area of the country, Manchester
tops the league outside London, with Liverpool second and Birmingham in third place.

Rounding off the top 10 are cities from across England — one is in Yorkshire, two are in the East
Midlands, while a further two cities are in the South West, and two spots are filled by cities in the
wider South East.

In fact, the first area of the country to appear on the league table that is not a city is the area of
Accrington and Rossendale — appearing at number 26. All other spots above that are filled by cities.”

Source: National Infrastructure Commission, National Infrastructure Assessment, 08 September
2018; based on research evidence presented to the NIC and published as Prospective: Transport
connectivity report, 25 June 2018.
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Proposed promotion of land to the north of Newchurch Road,
Newchurch in Rossendale for residential development ~
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Rossendale Draft Local Plan Pre-Submission Publication Version
Proposal — allocation on green field site for 174 houses at Grane Village

Name: ... Ah A BARY. e, Dates &qcle*g’-, .................

Address: .

-

How long have you lived at the ABOVE AAATESS. w..ovoeeeneveseoeeeeeeee oo seeese e sesseereeenee

1: Are you concerned about the amount of traﬂ’ic using Grane Road?

2: Does the speed of traffic using Grane Road worry you?

3: Does the traffic noise concern you?

4: Can you feel the vibration in your property when HGV's pass?

5: Have you suffered any damage to your property due to vibration and/or impact

from vehicles using Grane Road?

6: Does the volume of traffic make you feel afraid when walking along Grane Road?
7: Do you experience difficulty crossing Grane Road due to the amount of traffic?
8 Is your property affected by excessive dust caused by passing traffic?

9 Do you or a member of your household suffer from Bronchitis, Asthma or any

other respiratory complaint?

10: Does the volume of traffic affect your quality of life, if so please explain how?

e
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11; Do you thfr;].kvé Po/u(;ldgécfnut atthe Cemeteryf’\itguld gpig”road saf:ty?

12: Do you drive a vehicle?

(a) If yesto the above, do you experience any difficulty entering the flow of
traffic on Grane Road?

(b) How many minutes does this take (please circle} 1-5 5-10 More

13:  DoVou object to the allocation of 174 new houses with access on Geeen

Further comments you may wish to make (Please continue overleaf if necessary):

Please Tick
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