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Michael Varlow, I

My wife and | have just returned by bus from Manchester to our home address and the chaos on
Market street has to be seen to be believed as this is the only accesss to the land west of Maket
street planning permission should not be granted.



Forward Planning Direct Dial: ||

Rossendale Borough Council

Forward Planning Team Our ref: PLO0794121
Futures Park
OL13 0BB 10 May 2024

Dear Sir/Madam
Edenfield (H66) Masterplan & Design Code

Historic England is the Government’s statutory adviser on all matters relating to the
historic environment in England. We are a non-departmental public body established
under the National Heritage Act 1983 and sponsored by the Department for Culture,
Media and Sport (DCMS). We champion and protect England’s historic places,
providing expert advice to local planning authorities, developers, owners and
communities to help ensure our historic environment is properly understood, enjoyed
and cared for.

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the above document. At this stage we
have no comments to make on its content.

If you have any queries or would like to discuss anything further, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Emily Hrycan
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (North West)

SUITES 3.3 AND 3.4 CANADA HOUSE 3 CHEPSTOW STREET MANCHESTER M1 5FW

Telephone 0161 242 1416
HistoricEngland.org.uk

Historic England is subject to both the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). Any
Information held by the organisation can be requested for release under this legislation.
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Hello

| am writing to objection the recently revised Edenfield Masterplan and Design Code
prepared by the developers of site H66.

Again like previous plans put forward, it has no bearing on the local area.

Areas that still remain major problems going forward for myself are -

Amount of houses - will kill the village, feel and outlook of this community. Any
green spaces that Edenfield has will be crushed making what is a special/ beautiful

place in Rossendale, overcrowded. Money making at it worse!

Constant traffic - this is small village, that is current over crowded with vehicles,

making Market Street overly narrow to travel along. Although the new houses will
have access points off market street, their will still be an increased number of extra
traffic using the road. Making this area bigger traffic nightmare.

Julie Fortune



Dear sirs
I'm writing to strongly object to the above proposed planning objection.

| have two major concerns.

PARKING/TRAFFIC

| live in Edenfield on Market St and currently park outside my house when there is
space.

on the plans (which are v hard to read}, it refers to many parking restrictions on
Market St. it is already quite difficult to park near my home (particularly when the
Drop Off cafe is open), so where would i park if there are new parking restrictions put
in place? And would the cafe clients be allowed to park in parking areas, which
would restrict even further residential parking. Can the change of parking on a main
busy road be legal if it means residents end up with nowhere to park near there
home, having previously had parking? (and of course there will be many more cars
in the area with all the new houses planned).

Also the unavoidable massive increase in traffic would bring noise/dust/pedestrian
hazards - children going to and from school, people of all ages crossing the already
busy roads. | cant even imagine it.

The proposed restricted parking is very worrying. no parking in the village center?
disabled or elderly - having to park away from the shops and walk? many people
have expressed worries about this.

My second major concern is directly connected to my property.

The proposed building would come right up to my back-garden wall - currently it is
GREEN BELT fields behind me. i have many concerns/questions should this go
ahead. How near would the house behind me be? How tall - 1/2/3 stories? would the
house immediately behind my garden have a fence or grassy mound, these are all of
great concern to me. Sun blocked for the back of my house?

Would a screen be effected whilst building is taking place? what about the total
disruption?, dust noise, would we receive compensation?

The proposed plan would affect me, my neighbours and my property greatly and
although | understand the council/builders are looking at this as an attractive
financial opportunity, Edenfield is a very desirable area, but at a great cost to
residents and the village. new houses are needed but there are many other areas
that could be an alternative surely?

Other issues such as pollution, utilities, loss of green space which are so very
important for mental health.

| could go on. this proposal is very negative for Edenfield, and i strongly object!!
Yours sincerely

Angela Ashworth



From: David Clements
Pauline Clements

Address: I

Version 4 of the Masterplan & Design Code in association with Housing Allocation H66 of the
Adopted Rossendale Local Plan 2019 to 2036.

Document Reference: 610E Doc 01-V23

Address of Site: Land West of Market Street, Edenfield, Lancashire (Allocation H66)

We wish to OBJECT very strongly to this Planning Application and wish the Planning Application to
be REFUSED for the following valid reasons:-

HIGHWAY SAFETY

Roads:

Currently it is a struggle to drive through Edenfield (B6527) at the best of times, as the road system
is inadequate with numerous parked cars and bottlenecks at each end of the Village where the road
narrows. At the Rawtenstall end (north end) of the Village is located Edenfield Primary School with
traffic from Rawtenstall meeting with traffic from Irwell Vale, Haslingden and Helmshore at the
traffic lights next to the Primary School. At the other end of Market Street, the Bury end (south end)
of Edenfield Village, there is a very small, dangerous, roundabout where traffic from Rochdale,
Ramsbottom, Stubbins and Bury meet.

With the proposed increase in houses, increase in parking and increased volume of traffic through
the ‘Village’ this will become gridlocked, and it will be virtually impossible to drive through,
compromising safety, through the whole length of the Village, by a dangerous roundabout, and next
to a Primary School.

We know currently that when there is a problem on the A56 by-pass, traffic is diverted through
Edenfield and the whole area comes to a virtual standstill.

When houses were built on the comparatively very small development (10 properties) on the site of
the Horse & Jockey (Pilgrim Gardens) there were additional delays and serious problems driving
through Edenfield, exacerbated when temporary traffic lights were installed. What chance with a
proposal of approximately 400 houses.

The A56, Edenfield by-pass, was built in the 1970’s to alleviate congestion through the Village, yet
these plans are effectively taking away that benefit and recreating a problem worse than before the
by-pass was built.

An additional consequence of this development is that it will seriously affect local businesses as
people will be unable to park, which will also have a knock on effect to driving through to other local
townships, in particular, Rawtenstall and Ramsbottom, both of which already suffer very badly from
Congestion, and at times are in a state of Gridlock.

Utility Services in the Valley are already ‘creaking’, particularly Gas Supplies over Winter. The
building of all these extra houses will only increase pressure on services such as Water, Sewerage,
Gas, Electricity etc. and when they fail, apart from the problems that will cause Residents, the
consequential digging up and further ongoing repairs to the roads, will exacerbate the situation still
further. A number of roads in the Edenfield area are in a very poor state, with very rough and
uneven surfaces at best, with more and more potholes appearing. Where is the Highway Safety?



LANDSCAPE IMPACT

Holistic Approach to include ALL Planning Applications for Land Adjacent to Market Street and
Other Sites in Edenfield:

The Council should implement a Holistic Approach to Planning Applications for Edenfield, by looking
at ALL the various plans for ALL Developers in Edenfield at the same time, and not individually, in
order to assess the full impact of all these properties on the Local Community and Infrastructure
before any individual decision is made.

Green Belt Land:

We accept that many new Homes are required and need to be built, but these should be built on
Brownfield Sites of which there are ample in Rossendale, and not on Green Belt Land. Green Belt
Land is designated as that for very good reason, and should only be used as a very last resort, and
not when there are ample Brownfield Sites in the Rossendale Area.

The current Conservative Government (as at May 2024) has also stated that we don’t need to find
Greenfield Land for Housing as highlighted by Michael Gove the Secretary of State for Levelling Up,
Housing and Communities of the UK, so Rossendale Borough Council should not be considering ANY
Green Belt Land for development.

Drainage & Flooding:

We are all aware of the information around the effects of New Developments with numerous Roofs,
Roads, Paths & Patios etc and the consequential effects they have on and Ground Water. These
excesses will inevitable flow to lower levels, i.e. to the bottom of the Valley and hence into the River
Irwell, and therefore will have a very significant impact on the Communities of Irwell Vale, Strongstry
& Chatterton, and possibly further down the Valley to Communities such as Ramsbottom etc.

An Environment Agency Report for “Irwell Vale, Chatterton and Strongstry Flood Risk
Management Scheme” titled “Funding Strategy” for sharing externally in October 2021 stated “
The communities have a long history of flooding, with the most recent event occurring during
Storm Ciara in February 2020 where 43 number of properties were flooded. The communities were
also impacted in 2008, 2012 (twice), 2015 and 2017”.

This Report doesn’t mention the flooding of properties during the 1990’s or the 2 very near misses
since 9" February 2020, at the end of October 2020 and on 20th January 2021 (Storm Christoph)
when Families from at least 5 properties in Meadow Park, Irwell Vale that we know of, including
ourselves, moved out for the night during a Covid Lockdown, and one bungalow was only saved from
flooding by the initiatives and help of local Residents.

Since we were last flooded in Irwell Vale on 9t February 2020 we have been corresponding with The
Environment Agency involved with the Project to prevent flooding in Irwell Vale, Strongstry &
Chatterton and they have told us that:-

“the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) is a statutory consultee in the planning process for major
developments (where more than 10 dwellings are proposed). The developer has to undertake a site
specific Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which is considered and approved by the LLFA (i.e. Lancashire
County Council).”

They have also told us that “The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) must demonstrate the development
will not increase flood risk either on or off site in their supporting documentation. If they cannot
show this the Environment Agency objects to the planning application.”

We know that with the rainfall over the last few Winters, normally experienced at that time of the
year, that the ground leading down to the bottom of the Valley becomes saturated, and in some
places flooded (see pictures attached taken in January 2023) in the Valley below the ‘Land West of
Market Street, Edenfield’ i.e. this planned development. Meadow Park, Irwell Vale with many



properties, is effectively a Flood Plain. On this basis, IF the various Authorities are doing their jobs
properly, then this Planning Application will need to be rejected.

Following the small development on the Site of the Horse & Jockey in Edenfield (10 properties in
total, 4 properties on Market Street Nos 79 to 85 and 6 behind Nos. 1-6 Pilgrim Gardens ) we
understand there is still water running down the lane and eroding it. What have the Authorities
done about it when we are told that following a new development there is to be no increase in the
flood risk.

Also we know from our experience locally, that Approved Planning Applications are not followed up,
and no action taken when they are not complied with.

What hope is there then, with a significant development by a multi-million pound company, to
ensure that the Local Community is being looked after, that we are not placed at any additional
flood risk.

Land Slippage:

We are all aware of the work carried out during the past year on the land opposite Horncliffe
Mansions to stop the land slipping down into the Valley below, which if not undertaken could result
in serious damage to various assets and services. A similar Land Slippage is also taking place on the
land further to the south including in the Valley below the ‘Land West of Market Street, Edenfield’
i.e. this planned development.

LOCAL AMENITY

Community Support Facilities & Services:

The current Local Infrastructure is not capable of supporting all these additional Homes. It is
common knowledge that the local Primary Schools in the area (Edenfield & Stubbins) and Secondary
School (Haslingden High School) are oversubscribed each year and currently already full. While they
have each expanded their facilities over recent years they are now at breaking point. Currently there
are serious logistically problems outside all of the Schools which currently is dangerous for both
Pupils and Parents and would only be exacerbated with increased numbers.

There are no Doctor or Dentist Practices in Edenfield, NHS Dentists in Rossendale are virtually non-
existent, and trying to obtain a quick appointment currently with a Doctor or a Dentist in the local
Rossendale area, Haslingden & Rawtenstall, is almost impossible.

Parking Restrictions:

With the proposed new development there will be additional parking restrictions in Edenfield with
the use of more yellow lines such that some Edenfield Residents will be unable to park cars outside
their own properties.

This is also incompatible with the plans to move to Electric Cars over the next few years and the
need to charge Electric Cars from home as per Government Policy.

Local Businesses & Shops:
As an additional consequence to the issue of more cars and less parking facilities this will seriously
affect Local Businesses and Shops.

Utility Services:

Utility Services in the Valley are already ‘creaking’, particularly Gas Supplies over Winter. The
building of all these extra houses will only increase pressure on them and could result in failure to
supply essential services to Residents in the area at critical times.



CONSERVATION AREAS

Loss of Environment for Wildlife: With the many varieties of Wildlife inhabiting the area such as
badgers, foxes, deer, barn owls, buzzards etc., the removal of Green Belt / Countryside will result in
the removal of their natural habitat some of which could be protected species.

For the above reasons please reject the Proposed Planning Applications.

Regards

David & Pauline Clements






Dear Sir/Madam,

We strongly object to the revised "Masterplan" dated 8™ May, 2024.

Our primary objection relates to the traffic on Market Street which is already regularly gridlocked
and cannot accommodate the

increase in traffic which would be generated by the proposed developments.

The Masterplan proposals would completely change the character of Edenfield village.

The infrastructure of Edenfield is not adequate to accommodate the proposed additional houses i.e.
doctors, dentists, schools etc.

Yours faithfully,

Stephen and Carole Higginbotham
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Dear Sir/Madam,

We strongly object to the revised "Masterplan" dated 8™ May, 2024.

Our primary objection relates to the traffic on Market Street which is already regularly gridlocked
and cannot accommodate the

increase in traffic which would be generated by the proposed developments.

The Masterplan proposals would completely change the character of Edenfield village.

The infrastructure of Edenfield is not adequate to accommodate the proposed additional houses i.e.
doctors, dentists, schools etc.

Yours faithfully,

Mark Higginbotham,

11



Dear Sir/Madam,

We strongly object to the revised "Masterplan" dated 8™ May, 2024.

Our primary objection relates to the traffic on Market Street which is already regularly gridlocked
and cannot accommodate the

increase in traffic which would be generated by the proposed developments.

The Masterplan proposals would completely change the character of Edenfield village.

The infrastructure of Edenfield is not adequate to accommodate the proposed additional houses i.e.
doctors, dentists, schools etc.

Yours faithfully,

Mrs. Elizabeth Dalby,
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Dear Madam or Sir:

| cannot believe anyone in their right mind could consider building at that density in Edenfield on
that specific site. This is clearly done with one objective in mind, money. A number of people along
this process will make a great deal of money from this to the detriment of everyone living in the
area. Greed overcomes a basic decent quality of living.

Road traffic increase:

Edenfield Road is a heavy traffic area at regular times of the day during the week and at weekends. |
am sure this has been measured. People living along that road have no specific parking areas by
their houses and therefore can only park on the road. Does the council propose to withdraw that
facility? If so, what has been arranged in its place. If none, it must be provided and agreed before
any population of those proposed properties. If parking will still be allowed, their vehicles will be in
greater danger of damage. Also pedestrians will be at significantly increased danger when crossing
the road. What has been done to arrange their safety in the light of significantly increased traffic
flow.

Road quality/repairs:

The main road, Market Street and all the approaching roads, are not in good condition. They will
have to be dug up again for cable, electricity, gas, etc. This will further break down the surface and
structure of the roads. What is the cost to us in repairs and upkeep? What traffic measures will be
put in place whilst the road is being dug up.

Public Transport:

There is very little and infrequent public transport to Bury, Ramsbottom, Rochdale, Bolton ets. This
means that it is likely each house will have at least one car. Whilst there are good arterial roads to
certain destinations, et Burnley, Blackburn, etc, the roads to those places | mention in the first
stentence are small and increased population will case even more traffic jams.

Emergency Services:

The issues with road traffic will mean even more difficult access by the Emergency Services. This
puts people with major health issues at even greater risk and those in danger will be further
imperiled.

Flooding:

The council is well aware of the causes of flooding in the area and how it is exacerbated by land that
is heavily built upon. You are endangering life in Irwell Vale and Meadow Park by building

here. There are long established residential areas (mid 19" Century onwards) and there appears to
be no true consideration of this. What is the opinion of the Environmental agency?

Medical Care:

13



It is increasingly difficult to find doctors and dentists in the area. What is being done to attract more
to the area? What are the exact plans?

Schools:

What provision has been made for children of all ages to get a high standard of education?

Policing:

Such a development will no doubt attract more criminals to the area, what additional policing and
security resources have been put in place?

| have other objections but they are personal, not relating to the community. But what does disgust
me is this is clearly an example of large corporations exploiting a cheap piece of land for their own
benefit, for their own greed. True Tory principles.

Yours faithfully

Shelley Dawson
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Good Afternoon,

| have already submitted an objection to the planned housing development in Edenfield on the
official "Planning Portal" website, but | have been advised that | need to email my objections to this
email address too, before the 10th June.

| strongly feel that the plan to build 450 houses in Edenfield need to be completely scrapped. It is
going to cause chaos and misery for everyone in the local area.

The reasons for my objections are as follows:

-Local schools are already over subscribed. | am a high school teacher and we are struggling with
class sizes already. Sometimes | have to bring extra chairs or little exam desks into the room to fit
everyone in (sometimes 32 or I've even seen 33 in a class), there aren't enough computers, and the
corridors are also dangerously too small. 450 new houses could potentially mean (approx) 900 kids,
give or take. That would require a WHOLE new high school to be built somewhere (in ADDITION to
the Haslingden High rebuild). And there is no mention of this in the plan. | am not really involved
with primary schools but | imagine it is going to cause chaos for the local primary schools too.

-The road going in and out of Edenfield is not suitable for so many more cars and traffic. From
Edenfield Primary school to the Rostron Arms pub, traffic is already [almost] 1 lane. If a bus or a
large car is coming the other way, you have to pull over and let them pass. This is very close to the
area they are planning to build. To me it seems absolutely bonkers and | can't believe /understand
how anyone could think it is a good idea or how the idea was approved in the first place.

-Thankfully I don't commute on the M66 but it's going to cause daily gridlock on there and cause
misery for motorists, increasing thousands of commuters' journey times by hours on end.

-There aren't enough doctors, dentists etc for so many more people. (It's already incredibly difficult
to get appointments for either).

-It is going to destroy the countryside in Edenfield. I've seen aerial shots of the plan where they are
planning to build the houses and it's really clear from seeing this plan that they are trying to pack far,
far too many houses into too small an area.

-Surface water drainage and flooding is going to be a big problem if this plan goes ahead. Water
which would normally absorb into the grass will be washed away down the hill side, potentially
causing problems on the motorway and even as far down as Irwell Vale, which already suffers from
flooding. This is inevitably going to become even worse due to the increased frequency of severe
weather events caused by climate change.

-It will cause the significant loss of habitat for birds, badgers, deer and other wildlife in the area.
Edenfield is simply not big enough for such a large development.

PLEASE don't let it happen!

Kind Regards,
Matt Collis
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To whom it may concern

live at | G - ¢ \vould like to submit my objection to

the planning of 450 properties at Market Street, Edenfield, Rossendale.

As a resident | have been subject to:

1. Flooding to my property, which | believe will become more severe should properties be build in
the area. This will create far more run off water and subject my property to far more and more

regular flooding.

2. The road infrastructure in Edenfield is already at capacity making it difficult to pass through the
village. Adding an additional 900 vehicles is going to make the passing through near impossible.

In addition, this will make the road unsafe for pedestrians, in particular children travelling to and
from school. Parked vehicles and moving traffic will increase the likelihood of accidents and
potentially fatalities.

3. There is no primary school capacity to accept additional children without a detrimental effect to
our children’s education. The school itself cannot expand further and | ask where are they all going
to go?

Please can you confirm receipt of my objection

Many thanks

Maya Buchanan

Sent from my iPhone
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To: forwardplanning@rossendalebc.gov.uk
Cc: neillooker@rossendalebc.gov.uk

Rossendale Borough Council, Futures Park, Bacup, Rossendale OL12 OBB

From: Heidi Moran [N 26 May 2024
Ref: Objection to the Revised Planning Application Ref. No. 2022/0451 Edenfield Version 4

Ref: Doc 610E 01-V23

Masterplan H66 V4 Address and Site: Land West of Market Street, Edenfield, Lancashire

For the urgent attention of the Planning Officers and Councillors

Dear Sir / Madam
The revised plan must rejected in its entirety as it remains unsuitable due to the various stresses on the local
infrastructure such as:

1) Unsuitability and danger to Highways

a) very busy Market Street Edenfield

b) Edenfield Primary School

c) totally ‘parked up’ in all directions during the School Run

d) Causing traffic jams towards Helmshore/Irwell Vale on one end of Market Street and
Stubbins/Ramsbottom/Bury on the other.

Edenfield cannot absorb a housing development of such a magnitude with the inevitable additional traffic.
Edenfield also lacks the necessary infrastructure such as doctors, dentists, residents’ on-street parking,
shops, charging facilities for electric cars etc. and will add stress to over-stretched utility services.

Please refuse this Application.

2) Unsuitability due to increased risk of Flooding

The impact of the revised Masterplan V4 will have disastrous consequences regarding future flooding in
Irwell Vale, Strongstry, Chatterton, Stubbins and Ramsbottom.

The change in our weather pattern (Global Warming) with long spells of drought followed by increased rain
and rain storms is a serious danger to our communities. Severe flooding has occured more and more
frequently. The combination of surface water plus the rise of the water level of the rivers Irwell and Ogden
transform the river Irwell to a Torrent in severe weather and constitute a high flood risk with danger to the
lifes and the living space of the people in those villages.

The on-going efforts of the Environment Agency and their Report in “Irwell Vale, Chatterton and Strongstry
Flood Risk Management Scheme” are commendable and appreciated, but remain insufficient.

Irwell Vale residents can testify to the terrifying experiences of flooding caused by additional surface water
from the hills and river flooding on several occasions in recent years.

Please, for our and our children’s future —

Please reject the Proposed Planning Application

Thank you.

Objection from: Heidi Moran

Address: L
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Good Afternoon,

| am sending my strong objections to the proposed housing development in Edenfield, known as
"Location - Land West of Market Street Edenfield (Allocation H66)"

My reasons are as follows-

Traffic. The increased number of cars which will accompany these new homes is going to cause an
unbearable strain on the local road infrastructure, which is inadequate as it stands already. There is
only one road in and one road out of Edenfield village and at peak times this road is already
gridlocked with traffic. The planned housing estate according to the plan is going to be right on this
busy stretch of road.

Parking is going to be almost impossible, taking its toll on local businesses. Customers are not going
to be able to park. | have seen the proposed car park on the plan but | do not think this is sufficient.

Edenfield is Greenfield/green belt land: We should not be building on greenfield land. Other
brownfield areas should be considered first.

There is already a problem with flooding in the local area and such a huge development is going to
make this a lot worse. We have already seen land slips and the bursting of the banks of the river
Irwell in Feb 2020. Laying so much concrete in this area is going to be disastrous.

There are not enough doctors surgeries or dentists to accommodate such a large influx of people.
The building of so many homes is going to cause devastating consequences to local wildlife.

The biggest high school nearby is full to capacity, with a waiting list. Local primary schools are also
full. Are there plans to build both new secondary and primary schools to accommodate all these new

residents?

Traffic on the M66 is going to become a lot worse, especially for commuters to Manchester. With no
rail network to ease the burden, it is going to cause misery for motorists.

These are my objections.

Regards
Gregory Collis

Sent from Outlook for iOS
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From: Mrs Kelly Parkinson and Mr Kevin Parkinson

Version 4 of the Masterplan & Design Code in association with Housing Allocation
H66 of the Adopted Rossendale Local Plan 2019 to 2036.

Document Reference: 610E Doc 01-V23

Address of Site: Land West of Market Street, Edenfield, Lancashire (Allocation HG66)

We have a number of concerns regarding the proposed development above and
wish to OBJECT to this planning application. | have listed below a number of
concerns that we have and hope the council take serious note of this and reject the
proposal.

| have lived in and around this area my whole life, My late Grandmother lived on
Oaklands Road and | spent many happy days in the greenbelt land you are
considering decimating. Edenfield has always been a quiet village, | cannot believe
that the council would even think of building another 400/450 houses in this quaint
village!! This would double the size of Edenfield alone, when the infrastructure just
simply is not there!

Highways

The road through Edenfield (Market Street) is at times dangerous to drive through.
Let alone for the children of the village to navigate through. | have witnessed a
number of vehicles being hit due to the sheer lack of space on the road. Cars park
on both sides of the road for the existing properties, which creates a bottle neck
through the village. This proposal will increase the amount of traffic significantly, for
each household in todays climate there is at least 1 car per household, many having
2 if not 3. This proposal could see upwards of 700-800 cars coming through a village
that already cannot cope with the large volumes of traffic.

The proposal also suggests roads through already existing housing estates where a
number of children live, a recreational ground and a park. This amount of traffic in
such a small village will significantly increase the possibility of road traffic accidents
and a potential danger to the children that play in this area.

We know currently that when there is a problem on the A56 by-pass, traffic is

diverted through Edenfield and the whole area comes to a virtual standstill. This will
be utterly intolerable if this ridiculous development is allowed.
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The A56, Edenfield by-pass, was built in the 1970’s to alleviate congestion through
the Village, yet these plans are effectively taking away that benefit and recreating a
problem worse than before the by-pass was built.

| commute to work currently in Bury, which should take me 15-20 minutes at the
most. | come through Edenfield village and pick up the M66 at Red Hall. The amount
of congestion on this route at 07.30am is already intolerable, with it taking upwards
of 40 minutes. Adding this amount of traffic will make the situation even more dire
than it already is.

Parking Restrictions:

With the proposed new development there will be additional parking restrictions in
Edenfield with the use of more yellow lines, which will mean that some Edenfield
Residents will be unable to park cars outside their own properties.

This is also incompatible with the plans to move to Electric Cars over the next few
years and the need to charge Electric Cars from home as per Government Policy.

Green Belt Land

We accept that many new Homes are required and need to be built, but these should
be built on Brownfield Sites of which there are ample in Rossendale, and not on
Green Belt Land. Green Belt Land is designated as that for very good reason, and
should only be used as a very last resort, and not when there are ample Brownfield
Sites in the Rossendale Area.

The current Conservative Government (as at May 2024) has also stated that we
don’t need to find Greenfield Land for Housing as highlighted by Michael Gove the
Secretary of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities of the UK, so
Rossendale Borough Council should not be considering ANY Green Belt Land for
development.

Drainage & Flooding:

We are all aware of the information around the effects of New Developments and

the consequential effects they have on Surface and Ground Water. These excesses
will inevitably flow to lower levels, i.e. to the bottom of the Valley and hence into the
River Irwell, and therefore will have a very significant impact on the Communities of
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Irwell Vale, Strongstry & Chatterton, and possibly further down the Valley to
Communities such as Ramsbottom etc.

An Environment Agency Report for “Irwell Vale, Chatterton and Strongstry Flood
Risk Management Scheme” titled “Funding Strategy” for sharing externally in
October 2021 stated:

“The communities have a long history of flooding, with the most recent event
occurring during Storm Ciara in February 2020 where 43 number of properties were
flooded. The communities were also impacted in 2008, 2012 (twice), 2015 and
2017

Since the last flood in Irwell Vale on 9th February 2020 we have been corresponding
with The Environment Agency involved with the Project to prevent flooding in Irwell
Vale, Strongstry & Chatterton and they have told us that:-

‘the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) is a statutory consultee in the planning
process for major developments (where more than 10 dwellings are proposed). The
developer has to undertake a site specific Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which is
considered and approved by the LLFA (i.e. Lancashire County Council).”

They have also told us that:

“The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) must demonstrate the development will not
increase flood risk either on or off site in their supporting documentation. If they
cannot show this the Environment Agency objects to the planning application.”

We know that with the rainfall over the last few Winters, normally experienced at that
time of the year, that the ground leading down to the bottom of the Valley becomes
saturated, and in some places flooded in the Valley below the ‘Land West of Market
Street, Edenfield’ i.e. this planned development. Meadow Park, Irwell Vale with many
properties, is effectively a Flood Plain. On this basis, this Planning Application MUST
be rejected.

This significantly impacts our small village of Irwell Vale, by building on these sites

you are giving the water nowhere else to go other than directly towards our
properties, putting us directly at risk of further flooding and heart ache.

Local infrastructure

The current Local Infrastructure is not capable of supporting all these additional
homes and the families that will inevitably reside in them. It is common knowledge
that the local Primary Schools in the area (Edenfield & Stubbins) and Secondary
School (Haslingden High School) are oversubscribed each year and currently
already at capacity. While they have each expanded their facilities over recent years
they are now at breaking point. Currently there are serious logistical problems
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outside all of the Schools which currently is dangerous for both Pupils and Parents
and would only be exacerbated with increased numbers. Where do you propose for
the children that will potentially live in these homes to go to school? There simply IS
NO room for potentially another 600+ children to get an education. That is if all the
children are able to access mainstream education, as the provision for SEND
children in the area is even worse, with Tor View not able to offer places to children
that desperately require SEN places already.

There is no Healthcare or Dental Practices in Edenfield, NHS Dentists in Rossendale
are virtually non-existent, and trying to obtain an appointment currently with a Doctor
or a Dentist in the local Rossendale area, Haslingden & Rawtenstall, is almost
impossible. My husband has been on a waiting list for an NHS dentist for a number
of years. Where do you propose the residents of the proposed residential
development will access healthcare services? GP surgeries in the area are already
closed to new patients as they simply do not have the capacity as more and more
houses have been allowed to be built in the local area, with little to no regard in how
this will function once the bulldozers have rolled away and the multi-million pound
companies pockets are lined even further.

The reasons | have given are not exhaustive and aside from this development being
a complete eyesore on an area of already outstanding natural beauty, | am sure
there will be many more objections from the local community.

| feel you are not allowing some of our more elderly residents to voice their
disapproval for this site, as they do not have the technology available to them to be
able to email in.

For the above reasons, we implore you, to please reject the Proposed Planning
Applications and assess the full impact of all these properties on the Local
Community and Infrastructure before any individual decision is made. My husband
works in the construction industry and feels this decision has already been made and
what we say will not bare any importance, but we as a community will have to live
with the consequences of this going forward, once the council and the building
contractors have made a healthy profit from our upheaval.

Kind Regards
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Article 18 consultation - No comments to make.

Kind regards

Development Management Team| Business, Growth and Infrastructure | Bury Council

For more information on your enquiry please refer to our frequently asked questions webpage:
https://www.bury.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=16363

Under the General Data Protection Regulation as supplemented by the UK Data Protection Act 2018,
by providing your personal information you are giving your consent for us to use and collate your
personal data to enable us to perform the contract we have entered into with you to process your
planning application, enquiry or representation and comply with our legal obligation to carry out a
public task/function and provide a planning service. To find out how we process your personal
information please read our Privacy Notice at https://www.bury.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=14263
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Dear Sir/Madam,

My name is Ken Parkes and myself and my wife live at ||| | [ [ N NN ' < 2re aged 71
and 68 respectively and we are writing to express our strong objection to the latest planning
proposal for 238 dwellings on the land to the west of Market Street.

| have studied the plan for access from the proposed site onto Market Street and | am appalled that
so little thought has been given to the volume of traffic expected to access Market Street especially
during key times of the day, namely early morning and late afternoon. The proposed measures to
create double yellow lines and very limited roadside parking will create a bottleneck more or less
outside our front door. Even with the current levels of traffic we experience problems when two or
more buses or large lorries try to pass and this regularly results in long queues and frustration. | find
it completely staggering that this situation has been ignored and am convinced things will only get
worse once the volume of traffic increases exponentially. Even with a conservative estimate 238
dwellings will create a further 300 to 400 vehicles all potentially attempting to access Market Street
inevitably at key times of the day, competing with the existing rush hour traffic.l am very worried
that our once rural community will end up as an enormous car park for set periods of the day, or
worse that the incidence of accidents will increase.

In addition we have a separate problem in that we currently have off street parking and need to pull
out onto Market Street turning left towards Rawtenstall or left for Ramsbottom. This manoeuvre is
already extremely precarious as on street parking vastly reduces visibility and with a significant
increase in traffic this problem is only going to get worse and will certainly reduce our ability to get
out and about. It will inevitably mean we feel trapped inside our own homes, which at our age would
be a great sadness to us both.

| freely understand the need for additional housing both nationally and locally, and that Edenfield is
an attractive place to live and grow, but these current plans for the volume of houses and
consequent traffic management issues through the village are completely unworkable both for
existing and future residents, resulting in Edenfield ceasing to be an attractive place to live.

| respectfully implore you as planning officers to reconsider these measures and the adverse effect
they will have on the village and come up with a compromise which the village can absorb whilst
maintaining its integrity and essence and at the same time satisfying the need for additional
dwellings.

Your future deliberations will be difficult | imagine but | hope my comments will help to form your
ultimate judgement.

Sincerely
Ken Parkes

Sent from my iPad
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Hello

I would like to object to this new plan. The plan remains imbalanced. The benefits of new housing do not outweigh
the impact to the community of Edenfield.

The plan still basically doubles the size of Edenfield with no benefit to the local community, only further congested
roads, pressure on local amenities, and loss of the green and village character of the area.

Roads in all directions from Edenfieid particularly the route through Shuttleworth are already overwelmed by traffic
in the morning trying to reach the M66. This alongside other developments occurring in Shuttleworth will make
things far worst.

The land to the south adjacent to the community playing fields is not currently grazed and is an insect and wild
flower haven in the summer.

Further | would question the potential hazards downhill to the storm water run off once this green belt is gone.

| continue to believe that if the plan was 1/3 to 1/2 the size | might accept it was balanced and reasonably
considered. This is just a land grab for the building sector to build yet more over priced housing for an out of town
commuter market. | doubt it will even provide any seriously affordable and sustainable housing.

Please reconsider this disasterous proposal for our community.

Regards

Matthew Whittake
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Dear sir,
Re: Edenfield Master Plan Design Code (ref Version 4 or V4)

| have been resident in Edenfield since the summer of 1972 and my experience of living in Edenfield
leads me to object to the proposed construction of a large number of houses on the land adjacent to
Market Street and also adjoining the Edenfield bypass.

Even before the proposed houses are occupied, the current population of Edenfield would suffer the
daily traffic of lorries accessing the building sites. In addition to the normal traffic, scheduled buses
and the existing traffic from the quarries at Turn, this would compromise the safety of residents,
including children attending Edenfield School. This cannot be dealt with by separate, individual plans
(from the separate contractors) but must be dealt with as a whole site approach as per the
requirements of the Local Plan.

The capacity of local schools is insufficient to accommodate the inevitable increase in the child
population of the proposed developments. No plan to expand this capacity exists. This would force
residents to transport their children out of the area, putting a further burden on roads that are
already busy at rush hour times. The environmental impact of this would not benefit the
environment of Edenfield - which leads to my next point.

I made this point early on in the discussions about the proposed developments. The Edenfield
bypass carries significant traffic, especially at morning and evening rush hour. The majority of the
development lies to the east of the bypass and the typical prevailing wind (from the west) carries
pollution to east of the bypass. The proposed houses would receive this pollution regularly and
continuously. There are several studies from around the world, illustrating the point that people
living within 100 metres of heavily trafficked routes, suffer from noise pollution and the harmful
pollution from vehicles (NOx and particulates). These cause respiratory diseases and aggravate
conditions such as asthma and COPD.

| suggested that the local authority should investigate the medical records of people who already live
close to the Edenfield and Haslingden bypass, and compare the incidence of respiratory illnesses
with incidence in properties remote from such trafficked routes. | am aware of no such investigation
and feel it is negligent of the local authority to allow the development without this investigation.

If the proposed development goes ahead, it would be a simple matter to leaflet the new houses,
advising them to monitor the health of their families, with a view to seeking compensation from the
local authority for wilfully exposing their homes to the traffic pollution.

Green belt land has a clear purpose, providing relief from the blight of housing that spoils views of
countryside, leaving views only of rooftops and small gardens. It also plays a part in the absorption
of polluting gases.

| have seen proposals to restrict parking on Market Street, to improve traffic flow. The residents who
live on Market Street have no alternative parking, in many cases.

Restriction on parking would damage the few shops we have, resulting in loss of local facilities, thus
forcing residents to travel to the local towns - an increase in traffic which we ought to avoid. This
would disproportionately affect elderly and physically less able residents and can be viewed as
discriminatory.

You should be well aware of the problems caused by the Edenfield Bypass when its traffic is brought
to a near standstill by accidents and/or the effects of poor weather.
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Standing traffic is more polluting than flowing traffic. Drivers seek alternative routes and often try to
cut through the village to rejoin the bypass at Gollinrod. The village can become gridlocked, to the
detriment of scheduled bus services and increasing risk at school times to children and their
parents.

| understand that only limited consideration has been given to brownfield sites elsewhere in
Rossendale. | realise that development of such sites can involve higher costs, due to regulations
about the prior use of the land. These costs, borne by the developers, will reduce their profits, but
what are the costs of spoiling a village and inflicting construction traffic on its daily life? Ah, yes - |
see - these costs have no effect on the developers’ profits.

| am envisaging now, the advertising of the proposed new houses. It is likely these adverts will show
views of the Rossendale valley and some open fields - how disappointed will the new residents be
when they find that they live in an estate, with views of rooftops and neighbours’ gardens - with a

noisy, polluting bypass within a hundred metres?

| urge my local authority to think again, and again - and accept that the proposed development is
destructive of an established and cherished location.

Your sincerely,

Alex JS Marsh
I
|

Sent from my iPad
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Dear Sir/Madam

The revised masterplan continues to be nothing more than a plan to suit the developers. The needs
and wishes of the Edenfield community continue to be disregarded and there will be a 7 year period
of chaos and congestion.

Policy H66 requires suitable mitigation measures in respect of the capacity of Market St to
accommodate additional traffic. It can barely cope with the current weight of traffic, especially when
the by-pass is closed. The proposed ‘package of improvements’ for Market St and Exchange St only
takes account of moving through traffic . Stationary traffic is ignored. Parking along Market St is
already insufficient for the number of terraced properties and the customers of local businesses. The
space available will be considerably reduced when restrictions are imposed and businesses will be
seriously affected. WHERE WILL RESIDENTS PARK ?? How will elderly or disabled residents access
their homes carrying shopping? How will parents of young children safely unload their cars whilst
ensuring the safety of their children? Where will delivery vans, removal vans or visiting tradesmens’
vans park? There is no clear plan to address what will be a major issue for existing residents and the
proposed ‘compensatory parking’ is unclear and woefully inadequate.

Existing residents are to be seriously disadvantaged and discriminated against in favour of incoming
residents. Has an equality impact assessment been carried out ? If so, please publish it. If not, why
not ?

The lack of suitable infrastructure seems to have been completely overlooked. The primary schools
within walking distance will be unable to cope with the increased demand, meaning parents will
have to drive their children to school elsewhere , adding to rush hour traffic problems and there are
no nearby secondary schools.

There are insufficient local shopping and healthcare amenities to cope with existing demand let
alone a 50% increase.

The removal of existing areas of vegetation and the drainage etc demands of a further 400
properties will increase the risk of flooding onto the by-pass and beyond, to Irwell Vale.

Kathleen Shaughnessy,

Richard Shaughnessy,

Chad Shaughnessy

Sent from my iPad
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As a resident of Edenfield, | would like to submit my objection to proposed site H66 for the following
reasons:

e Serious traffic and pedestrian safety concerns
e Infrastructure in terms of schools and healthcare for such a large development

e Negative effect on local economy in relation to proposed parking restrictions.
e Flood risk and land stability issues

Chris Jacques
I
I

Sent from my iPhone
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Good afternoon,
As we receive yet another version of the "plan" my objections remain firmly in place.

Any house building should not be to the detriment of current residents, businesses and home
owners.

This plan negatively affects and disrupts everybody who lives here which should be plannings major
concern.

Double yellow lines on market street preventing parking of residents, destroying the nature of the
village as a community. Not to mention making those houses all but impossible to sell not to
mention the disruption to lives.

Double yellow lines which will increase the speed of traffic which is already a major problem. It will
be horrific.

Then to mitigate the the increase in speeds caused by the double yellow lines, then having "slow"
signs on the road! That makes no sense at all.

The parking naturally slows traffic although really we could do more to restrict traffic rather than
less. LTN anybody?

None of this is logical or thought about but will have the effect of ruining people's lives for the
benefit of the wealthy people buying the houses that TW etc want to build. (Much more intelligent
to build 100 2/3 bedroom council houses with no impact on residents).

Exchange street as one way. Why? Again, illogical nonsense.

No need at all and also the removal of parking. Why? Who gains from that? Certainly not the
residents and will just lead to people speeding along the road where the play area is. More
disruption to fit the builders weird plan to ruin Edenfield for profit, not to mention the danger to
children caused by the same.

| walked across this land today and it was glorious, don't ruin it for money because that's all it is, it's
nothing to do with cutting housing waiting lists in Rissendale. This "plan"” will do nothing to alleviate
that.

More learned people will pull the different aspects of this to pieces but | implore you..

Don't do it.

Graeme McDonald
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I'm writing to express my concerns regarding the Edenfield master plan v4. | believe this would have
a massively negative effect on existing and potentially new residents as many will not be able to park
outside their house. This would be discrimination against elderly frail people and also against
families with young children/babies as these people would struggle getting in and out of their

house.

Not only that the existing schools in Edenfield would be under immense pressure as it has recently
increased their numbers and | can't see how it could accommodate more children than it already

does.

Also | struggle to get drs appointments as it is so with an extra 800+ people in the village this would
put GPs in a highly stressful situation trying to care for new residents.

On a personal level this would affect work as | would have to drop even more hours at work to walk
to drop my child off at school which would leave us in financial difficulty.

Kind regards,

Jodie Davies
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Dear sir/madam

I’'m writing yet again to voice my objections to the edenfield masterplan west of market street. My
objections remain the same as every other time I've objected and have not been addressed at any
stage. I'm fully behind the edenfield village residents association position on the matter. | also object
to having to repeat my objection every time the masterplan goes through minor changes, an
underhand tactic that unfairly manipulates the planning process.

The development must not go ahead and such greed and backwards thinking cannot be allowed to
prevail Yours sincerely Henry Botham

Sent from my iPhone
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| don’t know how many times | have to send a separate objection when none of the concerns I've
raised prior have been resolved in each “new” version. It’s absurd. So know that this is now a formal
rant to object as | am through with formalities after the hundredth objection.

Edenfield will die if all of these houses are built. There will be no fields left literally, but also how on
earth can a small village sustain this amount of people and cars?

How can you build an estate where there is no safe place for an entrance and exit to it? You think
putting the exit by the bike track and park where the kids play on a tiny street is a good idea?

The pollution. The noise. The lack of an actual want or need for these homes!! There are two very
small new build sites (one is actually IN Edenfield and the other is 1.3 miles away) and they cannot

homes!!

Unsafe for my children. You’re not increasing primary school places enough so what will happen
there? And there already is no local secondary school - so where do all the thousands of children
go??

Do you plan on removing all parking for terraced houses? That’ll be nice for the residents when you
lower their house values dramatically. And for us with a drive? Ah, thank you for lowering my house
price considerable while you turn my village into an actual building site for... 6 years? Probably
longer.

| don’t have time to repeat my long objections I've submitted before. But know that it’s an absolute
disgrace if you allow yourselves to be bought out by housing companies. The greed for council tax is
not worth destroying a village and people’s homes. If you can’t be bothered to empty my bins every
week, that | pay for, then you have absolutely no right in attempting to organise permissions for T/W
homes and more.

| OBJECT. And I’'m unsure how any sane person would think otherwise, unless it was in their own
vested interest £££f

Regards,

Melissa Mukuna
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Strongly object to the latest Edenfield development plans due to impact on village life, is this a
village or a suberb of Rossendale!!
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Dear Sirs,

| wish to raise the following objections to the revised application seeking planning permission to
build on site H66 in Edenfield.

My reasoning is that the previous concerns have still not been addressed and therefore the
proposed development presents in imposition upon the residents of Edenfield.

There should be a Masterplan for the whole development for site H66, in particular addressing the
following:

e The Design Code as detailed in the Neighbourhood Plan produced for ECNF continues to be
given very limited consideration, ignoring the community voice.

e Serious traffic, cycle and pedestrian safety concerns remain, particularly in respect of the
Market Street mitigation measures. There is still no traffic assessment for the whole site
and no reassurance that the site can be safely and suitably accessed by all users, including
disabled people. The Local Plan requires a whole site approach, not by individual planning
applications.

e Proposed parking restrictions, particularly on Market Street and Exchange Street would be
to the detriment of existing residents. Compensatory parking remains unclear, being
referred to as community/visitor parking, and is clearly insufficient to meet the needs of
current residents.

e Phasing of building works continues to suggest simultaneous development of the two main
sites, Taylor Wimpey and Peel/Northstone, this could lead to chaos, further road congestion
and safety concerns for the 7 years of construction.

e Flood risk and land stability issues have not been resolved with the SUDS Drainage Pond
being located close to the A56 continuing to pose serious road safety concerns as raised by
National Highways.

The voices of the residents of Edenfield
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Dear Sirs
You have invited comment on the Edenfield Masterplan and Design Code (V4).

The revised plan does not appear to address any of the previous concerns regarding traffic /
parking in the village. It appears to remain the case that many villagers already resident will
lose the capacity to park outside their houses and instead have to commute to a remote car
park in order to enable residents of the new development to have access to park outside
their new houses. This does not seem equitable but aside from that will cause difficulties for
those with children, disabilities or business people with an need to load and unload at their
houses. Remote parking may also be viewed as less secure and affect insurance premiums.
Proposed one way systems will add a further inconvenience to existing residents.

Presumably the main commuter route from Edenfield will remain towards Manchester. The
plan does not appear to address congestion at the exit from the M66 at junction 1, through to
Bury new Road Ramsbottom, through Shuttleworth and into Edenfield however it would be
reasonable to expect a large increase in the number of vehicles travelling this route at peak
times. The alternative would be the new commuters travelling north to join the By-pass at
Haslingden or Rawtenstall to then travel South to join the M66 each morning and making the
same detour in reverse in the evening. This sounds highly unlikely to be adherred to by
commuters. Has any further study been done as to the impact on junction 1 M66 and on
Shuttleworth or is the new version focussed purely on Edenfield itself?

Alan Lumsden
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3 June 2024
Dear Sirs

Objection to Revised Edenfield Masterplan/Design Code- (version 4)

Traffic, car parking and road safety

e The Northstone off street park area, is this not part of greenbelt land?
Are the Council, therefore, proposing to release further greenbelt land
for development?

e Pedestrian crossing — the Council and those making this decision owe
a duty of care to all those impacted, particularly should there be any
serious incidents or even fatalities as a result of accepting this
proposal.

e Parking restrictions along Market Street / Exchange Street, wholly
unacceptable and clearly will have a detrimental impact on existing
residents.

e Asingle, comprehensive assessment of the impact of all the
developments proposed for the H66 site on traffic volumes, parking
and safety concerns is needed. An independent, comprehensive
assessment would allow all interested parties to review the risks
assessed and consider whether the measures proposed to address
those risks are adequate.

e The suggested solution re mitigation measures for Market Street and

the proposed new junctions, fail to address the traffic, pedestrian and
increased cyclists adequately. There appears to be no comprehensive
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traffic assessment or road safety audit. These need to be provided to
enable all residents to fully consider the risks that have been
considered and in particular whether any proposals are adequate in
addressing these risks.

Green spaces and biodiversity

e In the ‘'Table of Developers Responses to the Council’'s Comments’,
the Council’s Policy Comments provided by RBC's Forward
Planning Team include at page 3, ‘Nature’ section, itemii
‘Biodiversity": “The woodland along Church Lane is shown as a
Deciduous Woodland Priority Habitat on the Magic Map website. As
such, any proposals to destroy part of this woodland as shown
to the north of Church Lane to accommodate housing will not
be supported. ....... !

e Geological suitability and flooding: we understand that
Rossendale Borough Council (RBC) has appointed independent
advisors to conduct a review of the geological suitability of the
Taylor Wimpey land for building. We trust this, or another, review
will consider the implications of building on this land for flooding,
a recognised issue in the area, particularly in the valley below
Edenfield. Building on the fields in Edenfield will reduce the
drainage available for surface water and increase the risk of
flooding onto the A56 and the communities in the valley below
including Irwell Vale.

e Development ignores the recommendations regarding green space

as per the Places Matter Design Review report.

Phasing of building works

38



Concerns over the phasing/how the development will be built have
still not been adequately addressed. The information provided to
date appears to suggest the building works Taylor Wimpey and
Peel/Northstone may run simultaneously. At the control of the
developers not the council.

The Design Code produced by ECNF with support of RBC has still not
been fully considered

The Taylor Wimpy proposal still fails to address the recommendations
in the Places Matter Design Review report.
Concerns on ecology, drainage and flood risk are still not addressed.

The proposal still fails to address the lack of infrastructure including
schools, doctors but also other local amenities which if not addressed
will increase the number of car journeys thus impacting not least on
the local environment but also the air quality, particularly around the
school.

Concerns regarding the environmental impact are not adequately
addressed. Given the children clearly cannot be accommodated at
Edenfield school, where is the assessment of the environment impact
of all the car journeys for transporting the children twice a day, each
school day? Where is the environmental information re the increase
in pollution, not only by a further 800 vehicles, but also the standing
traffic that will result in delays?

The current proposal appears to focus on the development of the
village and fails to give any consideration to current existing residents.
The suggestion that current residents would be unable to park
outside their own homes is potentially discimination. Rossendale
Council, as a public body, are reminded of their duties under the
Equality Act 2010. An Equality Impact Assessment needs to be
completed and shared to ensure there is no direct or indirect
discimination to exisiting residents.
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e Negative affect on local businesses due to potential parking
restrictions.

We ask Rossendale Borough Council to reject the Masterplan v 4.

Yours faithfully

Claire Jewell & Graham Jewell

40



Dear Sir/Madam,
| write with regards to the latest master plan for Edenfield.
| still object to this plan as there is still no detailed consideration given to the infrastructure.

How are the extra houses going to be serviced in areas such as healthcare, schooling and for
provisions?

Edenfield is a village without a doctors, dentist or a supermarket. With limited parking already
meaning double parking along its main access road, Market Street. This plan is proposing 400 new
houses, which could bring an additional 800 cars based on the average of 2 per household to an
already congested area for parking. Potentially an extra 400 children requiring somewhere to go to
school!

The additional traffic will serve to worsen road safety in the area, an area without any healthcare
and no proposals in place to provide any! It just doesn’t make sense that none of these critical issues
seem to be being considered, other than to suggest where schools may be extended! Where does
the money come from for such a proposal? Why only proposed, why is it not something that has to
happen if an extra 400 houses are built?

Kind regards

Roger Ince
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My objection to the above-named and my support to the objection by Edenfield Community
Neighbourhood Forum.In addition I would like to add my personal objections as to why the
proposal should be stopped.

As a native of Rossendale breed and born in the Valley for some 80 years now I feel strongly
that its history and, where possible its ancestry should be preserved.

I could give you countless mistakes and demolitions that have robbed the Valley of its
heritage. However, the part of the Valley I am addressing in my objection is Edenfield

the end of the Forest of Rossendale and the Royal Hunt.

Market Street is steeped in history.Some sadly already lost.1t is my view that a

building proposal the size in dispute would drown the village and sadly destroy the
community.

The businesses that remain are run by determined individuals who not only need village
residents, possibly disabled, cars to park beside their establishments but also passing trade.
Enough of our heritance has disappeared please don't go on to ruin the Rossendale Valley for
the present and future generations.

Y ours most sincerely

Trevor Cunliffe
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Dear Forward Planning

We, the residents of | rcby
submit our objections to the aforementioned Revised Master Plan

Objection to the Masterplan/Design Code ref Version 4 for H66

We object to the above recent submission for the following reasons

1. There are still serious concerns regarding the movement of traffic, pedestrian
and cycle in the location of the Market Street proposed new junctions. This is of

more concern for people with visual disabilities, infirm or have mobility issues.

2. There is still no traffic assessment for the Whole Site as required by the Local
Plan

3. Regarding the construction period of 7 years, where we have multiple
developers phasing the works this will only add to the traffic congestion and impact
to local businesses could be an issue, has this been considered

4. There is still no further support for improved services such as education,
healthcare.

5. There still appears to be little consideration to the voice of the community being
taken into account as per our consideration in the Neighbourhood Plan presented by
the ECNF

6. There is limited green spaces available within the site

7. Risk of flooding is still of a concern as highlighted by National Highways, this
should be addressed by the developers and alternative SUDS plans submitted,
approved and resolved prior to any approval by the Local Authority

8. Market Street parking is still of a major concern for local residents who are
affected by this. Proposing to take more greenbelt to suit their commercial and profit

benefits should not be accepted whatsoever. The developer should be more
considerate in this matter rather than putting profit ahead of local residents

Regards

Mr Jason Horsfall

Mrs Julie Horsfall
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Re the proposed new plans, | wish to register my objection.
The transport infrastructure for one will not cope.
Edenfield village will lose all its character and charm .

Kind Regards,
John Rogers

I/ tivc message only (no call) WhatsApp number.

Sent from my iPhone. Please excuse typos.
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Mr Mike Atherton ]
Head of Planning ]
Rossendale Borough Council

Your ref: H66 /2022/0451

Our ref: MB/RBC/V4

Date: 29" May 2024

forwardplanning@rossendalebc.gov.uk

Dear Mr Atherton,

Edenfield Masterplan - Land West of Market Street Edenfield (Allocation H66)
Masterplan and Design Code Version 4

Thank you for consulting Lancashire County Council on the above planning document.
The School Planning Team has responded previously to the original draft on the 17
January 2023 as part of a Lancashire County Council's One Council response and
then on the 2 November as a School Planning Teams individual response. The
comments below use those original comments from the revised version as the basis
for an updated response on behalf of LCC/the LEA as follows.

The draft Masterplan identifies the following requirements for education at
paragraph 9, as per the Local Plan allocation: 'Provision will be required to
expand either Edenfield CE Primary School or Stubbins Primary School from a
1 form entry to a 1.5 form entry primary school, and for a secondary school
contribution subject to the Education Authority. Land to the rear of Edenfield
CE Primary School which may be suitable is shown on the Policies Map as
‘Potential School and Playing Field Extension’. Any proposals to extend the
schools into the Green Belt would need to be justified under very special
circumstances and the provisions of paragraph 144 of the National Planning
Policy Framework.'

The LEA/CC is pleased to see that the land identified on drawing no. would be
transferred to the LEA at Nil cost however the LEA would need clarification on what
"subject to requirements being met" means in planning terms. The LEA would be
obliged if the specific criterion referred to for schools' provision were formerly set out
within the masterplan document or appendix.

Further under criterion 9 in the draft Masterplan and Design Code April 2024 it
states, "and makes a commitment that this land can be made available (at nil charge
to the Local Education Authority) should the local education authority identify a

45



need," should this not say this land shall (subject to viability) be made available
should the local education authority identify the need.

Primary

The Edenfield strategic site is not included within the County Council's current 0—5-
year forecasts, however, these forecasts (updated Spring 2024) already project a
shortfall of primary places in the Ramsbottom primary planning area from 2025/26,
without the inclusion of Edenfield. Therefore, Edenfield is expected to generate a

need for additional primary places.

Assuming a 4-bedroom pupil yield the following pupil, need is projected:

Phase Dwelling No Primary Places Secondary Places
Phase 1 A 238 90 36

Phase 1B 9 3 1

Phase 2 65 25 10

Phase 3 90 34 14

Phase 4 6 2 1

Total 408 155 62

*the 65 for phase 2 is based on number on page 58 in the key deliverables

As part of the Local Plan engagement process the County Council identified a
potential need for additional places in the Ramsbottom primary planning area,
projected to result from the proposed 400 dwelling development at Edenfield.

The draft Masterplan and Design Code April 2024 does now clarify that land that
land has been identified and that it would be transferred at nil cost to the Local
Education authority, we obtained Counsel guidance that advised that the funding
mechanism for both construction contributions and provision of school land should
be addressed within the Masterplan. Without confirmation of the mechanism for the
provision of the required school land it is not clear that a development is sustainable.

The Schools Planning Team is in the process of engaging with Edenfield Primary
School and their diocese, Manchester Church of England Diocese, to enquire about
interest in expansion. Should Edenfield Primary not be interested in expansion we
will approach Stubbins Primary School.

With regards to the potential expansion of Edenfield Primary School, we would like to
make you aware of engagement between the developer and the school. The County
Council understands that the school has been approached about being provided with
some additional land for car parking/an outside classroom. | would be pleased if
the developers could clarify that any arrangement between the developers and
the school would be separate to the developer contributions required by any
forthcoming planning approval for education that would be sought by the
County Council.
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Secondary

The Spring 2024 five-year pupil projections identify a shortfall of secondary places
from 2025/26, and at this time the impact of Edenfield has not been included, with
Edenfield expected to come forward in years 6 to 10. Therefore, this development is
expected to generate the need for additional places, to be delivered through
developer contributions and school expansion. Based on a 4-bedroom pupil yield the
following additional place need has been identified: See table above

| trust that you find the above comments valuable and should you require further
information or clarification on the contents of this letter please contact me at the email
address provided.

Yours sincerely

:ﬂzjlrtyn ﬁa/f

CC Martyn Ball — School Planning Principal — East Lancs
Head of service
Paula Durrant- School Place Planning Manager
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Dear sir or madam,
I am writing to submit my comments on the latest proposal.

Whilst I acknowledge some houses need to be built I am strongly against the sheer number
that are proposed for the small village of Edenfield.

The traffic and infrastructure is already the worst I have seen. Building so many

houses without addressing these needs is lunacy. I have seen no proposal to include
retail/health outlets therefore all new residents will be using transport to get elsewhere and
this is not sustainable. This will add to the already ridiculous amount of traffic that is in this
village and make an unsafe situation even more dangerous. Restricting parking for existing
residents is not the answer and does not address the issue and would give an unfair priority to
new residents over existing residents.

I cannot fathom the design I saw for Exchange St as an emergency access route as this would
not only make it more dangerous to children due to the proximity of the playground but the
street itself is narrow and not suitable for emergency access.

I am concerned about the length of time and the impact the works will have on existing
residents and the environment.

I am not happy that green belt is being used when there are brown sites that could be
utilised. I cannot see any detail regarding potential flood or rainwater runoff on the new
location and this has to be taken seriously not only for the environment but also the bypass
that runs below the proposed development.

I would like to see a much smaller , more considered development which looks at the village
as a whole to improve it rather than simply to add profits to a building company. Such as 50
houses (to start with) with no car parking outside - either none at all or a satellite car park or
underground for electric vehicles only, one space per house along with units for retail (grocer,
cafe etc) and a health centre and a dentist, a square, and a new playground and an all weather
sports area (basketball/tennis etc)

I sincerely hope that the aim will be to improve the village, not just add homes to make up
numbers and destroy a village.

Y ours sincerely,
Steve Woodburn
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Hi,

Thanks for consulting the Lead Local Flood Authority on the revised masterplan. I've
reviewed the revisions and there don't seem to be any changes to the surface water
drainage aspects of the document, so I've no further comments to make in this regard.
However, a section on foul drainage has been added to page 76, which states that details of
the foul drainage are 'to be agreed with LLFA/United Utilities'. For the avoidance of doubt,
we do not comment on foul drainage. This is outside of our statutory remit and should be
corrected in the document.

The applicant should also take into account the county council's new Ordinary Watercourse
Regulation Policies which were adopted on 15t March 2024. | don't expect these will have
much impact on the masterplan, but the applicant should ensure any opportunities to
daylight/restore existing culverted ordinary watercourses are taken, and should avoid
crossing, diverting and/or culverting an ordinary watercourse.

Best wishes,
Phil

Phil Wadley (he/him)

Flood Risk Officer

Flood Risk Management Team
Lancashire County Council

W: www.lancashire.gov.uk
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Dear Sir/Madam,

Objections to Land West of Market Street, Edenfield, Further (Allocation
H66) Masterplan & Design Code, Version 4, dated April 2024

Traffic and road safety for all users, motorists, cyclists and pedestrians:

o Although a requirement of the Local Plan, a comprehensive traffic
assessment of the entire H66 site addressing the impact of the proposed
developments on traffic volumes, parking and safety, has still not been
provided. Dealing with traffic issues piecemeal as part of individual
planning applications will not provide the necessary overview of the risks
and measures to address these risks required to demonstrate that the entire
H66 site can be assessed safely by all users including pedestrians, cyclists
and the disabled. Traffic and safety issues in north area (as defined in the
Masterplan) of Edenfield already have knock on effects in the central and
south areas.

« The fingerpost junction at the north end of Edenfield is already busy with
traffic and pedestrians, particularly at the start and end of the day. The
proposals for a new car park on greenbelt land adjacent to Burnley Road and
the access point to the Northstone site off Blackburn Road will increase the
hazards at this junction.

« The proposed uncontrolled pedestrian crossing adjacent to Edenfield
Primary School is opposite the entry/exit to Church Lane and almost
opposite East Street. Has the impact of an uncontrolled crossing on motor
vehicles, cycles and pedestrians in this area been completed? For example,
negotiating pedestrians, including primary school children, and vehicles on
Church Lane is already hazardous, particularly at the beginning and end of
the school day.

Parking

« Parking restrictions proposed for Market Street would disadvantage current
residents many of whom are frail and disabled. It is not clear who will
benefit from the compensatory ‘community/visitor’ parking areas. Even if
these include designated spaces for existing residents displaced from
parking outside their homes, this would not address the needs of the frail,
elderly and disabled. This could result in direct or indirect discrimination if
the duty under the Equality Act 2010 to eliminate discrimination is not
considered.
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The proposed parking restrictions are likely to impact negatively on the
viability of established local businesses, key assets for Edenfield residents
which include a pharmacy.

Phasing: the proposed simultaneous development of the two main sites by Taylor
Wimpey and Peel/Northstone with all construction traffic routed north out of
Edenfield, risks additional traffic congestion and adds to our concerns about safety
around the fingerpost junction and on Blackburn Road. From the diagram in the
Masterplan v4 (page 63) it appears this disruption will continue for 7 years.

Green spaces and biodiversity:

Masterplan proposals to release further greenbelt land adjacent to Burnley
Road to be used for a car park and play area were not included in
Rossendale Borough Council’s (RBC’s) Local Plan. Removing even more
land from the greenbelt can only have a negative impact on biodiversity and
water drainage, as well as raising further safety issues at an already busy
junction next to the school.

The Masterplan v4 (Executive Summary page 8, point 51) refers to the
policy requirement included in RBC’s Local Plan ‘Retention and
strengthening of woodland to the north and south of the Church’.

In their response to the previous version of the Masterplan in August 2023,
also included in the ‘Table of Developers Responses to the Council’s
Comments’, RBC’s Forward Planning Team noted that the woodland along
Church Lane is shown as a ‘Deciduous Woodland — Priority Habitat’ on
the Magic Map website. And stated that:

“...as such, any proposals to destroy part of this woodland as shown to the
north of Church Lane to accommodate housing will not be supported. It is
however considered that the provision of a cycle way / pedestrian link from
the central parcel of the allocated site to the northern parcel, via this
woodland, could be acceptable providing that the minimum number of trees
are felled and each tree is replaced to the ratio of 1 tree felled to 2 trees
replanted.

It appears that the area of woodland between the central and northern
parcels has been reduced. Can this be clarified?”

Regarding retaining and strengthening of woodland to the north and south of
Church Lane, the Masterplan v4 Executive summary (table on page 8 point
51) states under ‘Masterplan & Design Code Compliance’ “The Masterplan
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shows how existing woodland has been retained and strengthened where
necessary/practicable (including selective thinning and replacement). To be
refined through subsequent planning applications.”

However, the diagram on page 43 of the Masterplan v4 includes an area
labelled “Some tree cover to be removed” from the woodland to the north of
Church Lane. We have compared the area north of Church Lane shown as a
‘Deciduous Woodland - Priority Habitat’ on the Magic Map website with
this diagram and other diagrams of the proposed development north of
Church Lane in the Masterplan, and with the plan included in Northstone’s
planning application 2023/0396 for this area. Our comparisons suggest
Northstone propose removing ‘tree cover’ to build houses. Given the small
scale and limited detail of the diagrams in the Masterplan it is difficult to
assess what proportion of ‘tree cover’ Northstone propose removing from
this area of ‘Deciduous Woodland — Priority Habitat’, we would estimate
around half. We request that RBC’s forward planning team seek
further clarification of these proposals for the woodland north of
Church Lane.

Geological suitability, land stability and flooding: these issues have still not
been resolved. Flooding is a recognised issue in the area particularly in the valley
below Edenfield. Building on the fields in Edenfield will reduce the drainage
available for surface water, increase the risk of flooding communities in the valley
below and the A56, raising serious road safety concerns as already identified by
Highways England.

Overall design: overall impression is one of a cramped development with little
green space which ignores the recommendations of the Places Matter Design
Review report and gives little consideration of the Design Code in the
Neighbourhood Plan produced for Edenfield Community Neighbourhood Forum.

Infrastructure to support the development: the continued lack of attention to
the need for nursery and school places, GP and other general health and
community services is concerning.
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In addition, please note that we support the objection submitted by Edenfield
Community Neighbourhood Forum (ECNF).

For the reasons above we ask Rossendale Borough Council to reject the
Masterplan v 4.

Yours faithfully,

Ann E Durie and Nigel S Stacey

53



To whom it may concern.

Once again Im amazed that a Shambolic Master Plan has been put forward for the H66 site in
Edenfield by a so called Building Design company without addressing the major points which have
been discussed with ECNF representatives over the last 4 years.

This leads me to think that Rossendale Borough Council are playing lip service only to the current
Council Tax payers of Edenfield as the Design hasn’t resolved any of the previous concerns raised
earlier.

Without question no consideration has been put forward in the latest Master Plan regards to

1- Road safety along MARKET Street for both drivers and for resident parking conditions. Also for the
safety of our children whilst crossing the road on the way to school or playground areas.

2 The plans to use Exchange Street as an enter or exit to the H66 site is idiotic and shows no concern
about the already over used facility for this minor side street that exist already.

3 The village already is starved of food shops and services and the reduction of parking places and
footfall to the existing shops can only lead to more closures.

4 Last but not least neither of the increase housing proposals take into account in the Design code
any infrastructure to enhance the quality of life for current resident by means of health care or
increased school provision without developing on even more green belt land.

In conclusion may | request that the Planning department reject this so called Master Plan and
concern themselves with the development of facility’s to enhance the quality of life for the current
rate payers of the Eden Ward who pay far too much already for the service and facilities supplied by
Rossendale Council.

Yours Sincerely

Mr Stuart Dearden

Sent from my iPad
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Edenfield Masterplan (ref Version 4)

Dear Sirs

Re: the above plans.

| am a recent resident of Edenfield having downsized (as the government has asked us to
do) from nearby Greenmount. | have lived in the area for over fifty years. We chose
Edenfield as a quite area, close to friends and family and well connected by buses for future
times when we would be wise not to drive. We were aware that some building may take
place at the other end of the town. | also understand we are in need housing.

| do live in a new house built on a brown field site so | understand the irony of this email but |
also feel that | am therefore well qualified to make the following observations and you should
note what | have to say as genuine reflections of the infrastructure of this small town and the
capacity to cater for such a huge development.

We have been unable to move doctors as there is no GP in this area so our GP is a
considerable distance away.

This is also true for our dentist.

The parking on all roads is already an absolute nightmare for local residents , at peak
school times | do not travel by car because school parking is often inconsiderate.
Where can | find the traffic assessment? The traffic on Rochdale Road is horrendous
— mid morning | have had to wait ten minutes to cross before now. How on earth the
elderly and infirm manage | do not know. This is not just quarry lorries, although hey
greatly contribute, but many cars, often speeding up. It starts early in the morning
when | believe SAT Nav directs drivers to the motorway via Rochdale. Had we
foreseen this we would not have bought this house because of the noise alone!
I cannot imagine the increase in traffic such a huge development would cause to the
residents on the route.

Driving on the main road when a lorry or bus is coming in the opposite direction is
already difficult, making the centre in effect one direction at a time. Currently local
drivers are considerate.

Often | feel | put myself at risk leaving our road end as cars park right up to the road
junction and | cannot see to the left or right to get onto Rochdale Road —
compounded by the speed that cars and huge lorries fly up the hill.

The roundabout at The Rostrons Arms is a danger in terms of very poor road surface
and lack of coherent road markings. It is beyond my understanding hhow it is allowed
to be in such a state. The huge amount of heavy traffic must contribute to this. |
cannot imagine seven years of building and the effect on the roads. Not to mention
the thousand or so cars added to the mix. In my observation it is already a serious
accident waiting to happen.

The primary school has no reasonable place for parents/carers to park already and
there is little close by, this makes certain times of the day extremely dangerous for all
pedestrians and drivers. This is compounded by the fact that the school is beside a
very busy junction. Another accident waiting to happen. The crossing patrol takes
his/her life into his/her hands every day! This junction would be many times more
busy if the proposed huge development goes ahead. I'm not sure a car park built, not
mentioned in the local plan, on green belt land is the answer to this. Just more
congestion getting in and out at peak times and possibly more danger to children.

| hope you consider the points | have made and the views of the Edenfield Community
Neighbourhood Forum.

Yours faithfully
Morven Hudson
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Rossendale Borough Council Our ref: NO/2022/114944/02-L01
Forward Planning Your ref:

Futures Park

BACUP Date: 05 June 2024
Lancashire

OL13 0BB

Dear Sir/Madam

MASTERPLAN AND DESIGN CODE (V4)

LAND WEST OF MARKET STREET, EDENFIELD (ALLOCATION H66)
Thank you for re-consulting us on the following document:-

e Land West of Market Street, Edenfield (Allocation H66) — Masterplan & Design
Code April 2024

We have considered the above document in relation to our remit and are pleased to see
that all points raised in our previous response NO/2022/114944/01 dated 13 January
2023, have been taken into consideration in the updated Masterplan & Design Code
(V4).

Yours faithfully

Mrs Dana Binns
Planning Advisor

Environment Agency

Lutra House Walton Summit, Bamber Bridge, Preston, PR5 8BX.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

End 56




Dear Sirs

I am writing once again to express my concerns about the plans to build on site H66 as my
previous concerns have not been addressed.

The same issues/problems are still relevant and require attention. This, for some reason does
not seem to be happening. Once again I list below the issues which particularly worry me.

e The Design Code as detailed in the Neighbourhood plan produced for ECNF still is
given limited consideration and therefore ignores the view of the community.

e Serious traffic, cycle and pedestrian safety concerns remain, particularly in respect of
the Market street mitigation measures. There is still no traffic assessment for the
whole site, despite the requirements of the Local Plan for a whole site approach.

e Yet again the effect on local residents does not appear to be a concern of RBC if one
looks at the proposed parking restrictions on Market Street and Exchange
Street. Clarification is needed as to why parking restrictions in these areas is needed
and how this is going to be sensibly mitigate for these residents.

e It would seem that the two sites, Taylor Wimpey and Peel/Northcote, are to be
developed simultaneously over a period of 7 years, which could lead to serious safety

issues for residents of both the existing properties and the new builds.

¢ Flood risk and land stability issues, as raised by National Highways, should be taken
seriously and promptly addressed.

In addition to these concerns, the issue of providing affordable homes for local people seems
to have been lost completely and there is no concern for cohesion.

Sincerely

Mrs Gaynor Brady

Sent from Mail for Windows
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Firstly | wish to point out that this council was elected by the people.. so your positions are at
the behest of the people, yet you seem to think you can act independently and override the
wishes of these same people that elected you despite your pretence of consultation.

Who are you lot to presume that you can simply redesignate an area of green belt land into a
grey site to allow fat cat developers to come into our village and completely ruin it for self
greed under the guise of enrichment for the village.

You have consistently ignored the issues and genuine concerns raised and expressed by
the maijority of the residents, you have attempted placate us with the meaningless gestures
of surveys designed to fall in your favour from traffic flow around Highfield Rd to suggested
yellow lines on Market St, which will create major issues in respect of the residents of these
areas but also create major issues elsewhere for other residents from from speeding
vehicles and parking through Highfield Rd, Eden Avenue and Market St.

You clearly have no concerns for the residents, the children and elderly who will be severely
affected by the plans you are allowing to occur.

Your ignorance and complete disregard for the residents of the village is in abundance as in
allowing a pump track to be built on what will definitely become a rat run, thus endangering
the children who use it... speaking of the pump track, you built it on an area that is unfit for
playing on, it's completely waterlogged, what on earth were you thinking... but that's the
problem you didn't think because you don't care, you have no regard for the village, the
council have never invested in the village, you don't care what detrimental impact building
further housing will have on the village, the residents and the environment.

I hope it all was worth it for you and I'm sure you won't lose any sleep over the unimaginable
damage you have allowed to happen by giving these plans the go ahead to kill our village
and home.

We vehemently disagree and object with what is being allowed to occur by Rossendale
council.

Judith Aquino
Dominic Buggie

Edenfield residents.

Yahoo Mail: Search, organise, conquer
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Masterplan 4 Objection

The overarching premise was that a Masterplan was to be in place prior to planning applications
being submitted. | find it astounding that Taylor Wimpey are advertising properties for sale, off-plan,
with a potential occupation within 2 years. | am therefore of the opinion that the developers have
approached this entire project with a cynically profiteering viewpoint, under the assumption that all
aspects are a foregone conclusion.

There are no details contained within this latest attempt that were unknown 2 years / 3 attempts ago
and | would contend that the drip-feed of details are a ploy to wear down and / or confuse anyone who
would wish to object.

| will now detail some observations that form my objections:

1. The SUDs proposal is still included (although diagrammatically it appears to have increased in
size). There are no additional, or even any, measures in regard to security of this open water area.
The appearance of additional proposals (in regards to water run-off) being underground storage, over-
sized pipes, and a pumping station to the main sewer, would indicate the presence of a serious
problem. No details of these are provided.

2. The ‘green space’ proposal sited adjacent to Market Street and it’s intention to prevent
development obstructing “valued long views to the distant hill tops” reads like a fantasy when 400
properties are to be constructed. The inclusion of ‘community car parking’ within this area is also
fanciful as a diagrammatic illustration indicates 13 possible spaces. If parking restrictions are applied
as per the plan, upwards of 30 cars will be displaced which means 17 or more cars will have to find
alternative parking in the area.

3. Highway proposals are the one area most cynically dealt with. MP4 reiterates all that was
contained within MP3, but adds certain other measures. These being that the 3 (North, Central and
South) parking sites will be provided when Phase 1A is constructed — i.e. after restriction on parking is
in force.

Again, none of this benefits current residents and is detrimental to many.

The proposed change to Exchange Street to one-way now comes with a traffic calming measure in
the form of a huge table top style encumbrance. The nature of the street itself would preclude
speeding (it is c. 150 metres long with a 20mph limit in force). There is, however, no mention of a
physical barrier at the area of the Pump Track / open field.
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In contrast Highfield Road (c. 400 metres long) was only designed as an access road for the existing
properties and is now shown to have 4 split traffic calming measures. Highfield Road is also subject to
a 20mph limit as are other access roads to Highfield Road. No explanation is given as to why these
traffic calming measures are deemed necessary.

None of the traffic proposals address the increase in traffic of all types during or post build. The totally
inadequate traffic assessment (3 days in April 2023) is again quoted. It's contention that traffic has
decreased compared to pre-pandemic levels | would contend is factually incorrect.

There are also quoted some assumptions of vehicle turning points from each build sites. These
coincide approximately with the numbers of projected builds. Therefore, one could interpret these
figures as meaning that only 1 vehicle movement per house per day will take place.

4. The phasing, finally detained in this plan, again surely known at the point of MP1 shows
construction scheduled from 2—7 years, with a rider that all construction may be undertaken
simultaneously. This is not a phasing statement, but has only been added because none was
contained in MP1-MP3.

In view of these points raised and without looking at infrastructure, design-code, build density, effects
on local businesses, and overall safety levels in the village, | would submit that this latest document is
still incomplete in so many aspects and, should again, be rejected.

Peter Dawson
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Masterplan 4 Objection

It would appear that the planning application (which should not have been submitted without an
agreed Masterplan being approved) has been agreed by Taylor Wimpey and someone with authority
in the council as the properties are being advertised for sale, off-plan, with a potential occupancy
within 2 years. | am therefore of the opinion that the developers have approached this entire project
with a cynically profiteering viewpoint, knowing / assuming that all aspects are a foregone conclusion.

Future residents need to be aware that Taylor Wimpey knows this land to be a flood plain containing
contaminated waste within it from the construction of the A56. | only add this paragraph as this should
be recorded for their benefit in the future (for any claims etc).

Now to detail my objections:

1. The SUDs proposal is still included and appears to have increased in size looking at the diagram —
again with no measures in regard to security of this open water area. Taylor Wimpey are admitting
that there are issues with this site as they have now included additional proposals (in regards to water
run-off). These include underground storage, over-sized pipes, and a pumping station to the main
sewer. These are all indicators of a serious future problem. No exact details of these are provided.
Who deals with the flood water causing problems to existing properties and to the A56 when the flood
water overspills onto this, already accident-laden, stretch of road?

2. The ‘green space’ proposal sited adjacent to Market Street mentions it's intention to prevent
development obstructing “valued long views to the distant hill tops”. The properties are being built on
a green field and, with 400 properties being constructed, this clearly cannot be achievable. The
inclusion of ‘community car parking’ within this area is also fanciful as a diagrammatic illustration
indicates 13 possible spaces. If parking restrictions are applied as per the plan, upwards of 30 cars
will be displaced which means 17 or more cars will have to find alternative parking in the area.
Where?

3. Highway proposals are the one area most cynically dealt with. MP4 reiterates all that was
contained within MP3, but adds certain other measures. These being that the 3 (North, Central and
South) parking sites will be provided when Phase 1A is constructed — i.e. after restriction on parking is
in force. Taylor Wimpey have no consideration or concern for existing residents in the village but insist
on their paperwork that their build is for the current resident’s benefit. How?

The proposed change to Exchange Street to one-way now comes with a traffic calming measure in
the form of a huge table top style encumbrance. The nature of the street itself would preclude
speeding (it is c. 150 metres long with a 20mph limit in force). There is also no mention of a physical
barrier at the area of the Pump Track / open field where children openly play and are encouraged to
do so.
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Highfield Road (c. 400 metres long) is now shown to have 4 split traffic calming measures but it was
only designed as an access road for the existing properties and subject to a 20mph limit (as are other
access roads to Highfield Road). No explanation is given as to why these traffic calming measures
are deemed necessary when you can barely travel 10mph without risking hitting a parked vehicle or
an on-coming vehicle as only 1 can pass at a time. The only way you could use this as an access
road is to place double yellow lines on it. Where do the c. 50 residents cars go if this is the case (not
including visitors to the area)?

None of the traffic proposals address the increase in traffic of all types during or post build. The totally
inadequate traffic assessment (3 days in April 2023) is again quoted. It's contention that traffic has
decreased compared to pre-pandemic levels, we now know this to be incorrect as people (including
myself) have returned to the office environment.

There is a quote of ‘vehicle turning points’. The definition of this is not included but the numbers
coincide approximately with the numbers of projected builds. Does anyone seriously believe that there
is only 1 vehicle movement per house per day taking place on full occupation?

4. The phasing, finally detained in this plan, again surely known at the point of MP1 shows
construction scheduled from 2—7 years, with a rider that all construction may be undertaken
simultaneously. This is not a phasing statement, but has only been added because none was
contained in MP1-MP3.

Taylor Wimpey needs to be honest when dealing with the local community. They need to make it
clear that they have not, nor will they, give any consideration to existing residents and their only
concern is in maximising profits leaving current and potential residents with insufficient infrastructures
and future problems to contend with (not excluding injuries / deaths caused by increased traffic by the
playing field / children’s playground; dangerous parking caused by lack of sufficient legal parking; and
foreseeable danger from unprotected ‘open water’ i.e. SUDs.

In view of these points raised | would submit that this latest document is still incomplete in so many
aspects and, should again, be rejected.

Joanne Ash
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Dear Sir/madam

I have recently moved back into Edenfield having been away for 10 years or so.

I got quite a shock at the large amount of traffic moving through the village, particularly at
'rush hours'. So to be told that there is a planning application for even more houses seems to
me to be ridiculous.

How many years ago was the dual carriageway built and commonly referred to as the
'Edenfield bypass'. Traffic then was a fraction of what is on the road now, yet it was deemed
necessary to build the road to relieve traffic going through the village.

So to my major concerns;

There does not seem to be a viable plan to mitigate for extra traffic coming from any new
builds,

the mini roundabout is a particular problem already (personal experience) as access on/over it
does not at times seem to follow the general rules of the road. No doubt caused by frustration
at having been held up.

The proposed building land can at best be described as 'wet', Where is any water going to be
diverted to? I seriously doubt a drainage pond close to the A56 will be sufficient in any
future weather/rainfall event, as I believe, does the Highways Agency.

Safety of existing residents, cyclists, pedestrians and the disabled must be of paramount
importance.

These are my main concerns but may I refer you to the objections of Edenfield Community
Neighbourhood Forum which I wholeheartedly support!

Thank you for taking the time to read this.

Regards

Ina Smith ___________
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To Whom It May Concern

| support the representations by ENCF to V4 of the masterplan.

We all know the government has tasked councils to build new homes, in some cases to ignore what
the residents say, not in my back yard etc, unfortunately, the two developments Taylor Wimpey and
Northstone are not affordable housing which is what the government and the local people want
building.

| have been a resident of Edenfield for 18 years, | cannot get an NHS dentist in this or the
surrounding area, | rang my doctors last week at 8 am | was told | was 36" in the queue, by 8.31
there was no appointments left, this occurs every day, my friend is on the waiting list for her son to
attend the Edenfield C.E Primary school as they put siblings first, so there are no school places.

Taylor Wimpey Development

The proposed parking restrictions on market street is unfair and insulting, just so the developer can
make a tidy profit, then leave us villagers inconvenienced without a second thought, how they
expect disabled and elderly people to have to struggle back to their houses, not to mention women
in dark nights having a long walk back as well. If the site is not right and accessible as it is, it should
be their problem and not become ours.

Northstone Development

As nearest neighbours we were invited to look at the plans for the development, we went along and
looked at the drawings, we were surprised as they had included the green belt field at the north end
of the village, as a car park and recreational area, this led us to believe permission was already
granted. I’'m sure the 7 cars they want rid of, that currently park where their development will be,
will find somewhere else to park. This field is green belt for a reason, in heavy rain it is like a
swimming pool, it is at least 2 foot and 6 foot below the road service in places, if that was to be
levelled off to road level, this would risk the houses in front of the field and the road to flood, when
the grids are overloaded from the Quarry Man’s inn, the water makes its way down towards our
houses on Burnley road, the culvert backs up in heavy rain and has caused flooding to our homes, if
you check your records, we have had to call out the highways in heavy rain and storms many

times. The biggest issue, we can’t have people messing on that field, if rubbish is left behind, this
could block the culvert altogether creating a flood disaster, many residents shown the developers
videos and pictures of the flooding, the worrying thing is the representatives from Northstone had
been on the field, but were not aware there was a culvert, we thought it was poor really as they had
not done their homework at all. They could not answer questions on who will look after the field,
security etc, it would be a magnet for anti-social behaviour or the travelling community, asked about
the traffic chaos it would cause on both sides of the traffic lights, no solution given.

On a final note, we voted for this council, hope you listen to our voices.

Dianne Jarvis
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Sent from my iPad. | strongly disagree with the proposed planes for Edenfield the village is already
congested with traffic. and impossible
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As a member of the Edenfield Community Neighbourhood Forum
Committee | fully support its detailed submission on this matter. However |
am also submitting my own comments covering my major concerns and
reasons why this latest version of the Masterplan for Edenfield should not
be accepted as follows:-

1) it falls well short of what is required to lead to the High Quality and Well
Designed development of site H66 envisaged in the Local Plan. Page 6
headed Executive Summary states that in respect of Site Specific Policies 3 -
11 that “these are to be refined and confirmed through subsequent
planning applications”. As such they are largely ignored in the Masterplan
yet the Explanation of the Site Specific Policies in the Local Plan refers to the
land released from Green Belt and the site as one entity. Therefore the Site
Specific Policies must be applied on a wholistic basis and not left to ad hoc
arrangements of individual planning applications. As such the Masterplan as
currently presented should be rejected.

2) many of the proposals are vague, incomplete and uncertain. The word
indicative is used 34 times, proposed 52 times, potential 39 times and
guidance 20 times. Many of the Masterplan policies are caveated as being
subject to variation if “otherwise reasoned” or “otherwise justified”. The
Masterplan is not in a sufficiently definitive form at the present time and
therefore should be rejected.

3) there is no agreed programme of phasing and implementation. Indeed
exactly the opposite is put forward being that all individual landowners
involved in site H66 will be permitted to proceed as and when they see fit
and potentially all at the same time. Page 6 headed Executive Summary
claims Site Specific Policy 1 (The comprehensive development of the entire
site is demonstrated through a masterplan with an agreed programme of
implementation and phasing) is fully addressed but this seems to be far
from being the case as there is no agreed programme but just some
suggestions as to when certain events might happen. Page 58 claims this is
all fine because of “the independent nature of each developer’s
landholding, ensuring each parcel can be delivered independently without
prejudicing any other”. However much developer’s may wish this to be true
the Local Plan dictates otherwise as it treats site H66 as one “entire site”
requiring a one site approach. It was on this basis that the H66 land was
released from the Green Belt following an independent examination.
Developers/Landowners were part of this process and accepted the one site
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approach at the time. As such the Masterplan as currently presented should
be rejected.

4) there is still no Transport Assessment covering the whole site. There is a
Transport Note referred to on page 116 which | am told can be found with
the Taylor Wimpey planning application documents in June 2023 but this
information has not been made generally available so this Transport Note
will not have been subject to any real scrutiny by many reading the
Masterplan. What can be seen from the Masterplan are proposals for an
additional site access point off Exchange Street not envisaged by the Local
Plan plus an access point on Burnley Road in respect of a car park and school
access. Even assuming such additional access points are
necessary/desirable/possible then the Transport Assessment required by
the Local Plan needs to be extended to fully cover the implications of these
new access points, be produced on a village wide basis and attached as a
proper addendum to the Masterplan itself. The Masterplan as currently
presented should be rejected.

5) there is considerable disruption proposed to current on street parking
arrangements for existing residents. It is true that some communal parking
spaces are proposed but the majority of these are within the existing green
belt off Burnley Road which is outside of the H66 site area, are hardly
convenient or suitable for Market Street residents and there is no certainty
that these spaces will ever be provided. Proposals are needed which are
much less disruptive to existing residents and with a clear mechanism for
delivery. In the meantime the Masterplan as currently presented should be
rejected.

6) the Design Code for the draft Edenfield Neighbourhood Plan
independently produced for Edenfield Community Neighbourhood Forum
has been largely ignored notwithstanding it having been updated to reflect
Regulation 14 Consultation responses (including that received from Taylor
Wimpey and bearing in mind that no other H66 landowner participated). As
a Design Code produced on behalf of the local community it should be given
much greater weight than it has been given and therefore the Masterplan as
currently presented should be rejected.

7) | cannot see any consideration of the site wide issues regarding the
impact on flood risk/mitigation in particular west of the site towards the
River Irwell and the potential impact on riverside locations at Irwell Vale,
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Strongstry, Stubbins and Ramsbottom. | also cannot see any site wide
proposals as to how foul water drainage will be dealt with. In the absence of
such information the Masterplan as currently presented should be rejected.

8) Page 10 of the document submitted sets out a vision for “Land West of
Market”. Bullet point one seems to be contradictory in that it seeks an “area
which architecturally reflects and compliments the positive characteristics
of Edenfield” but also wants to “avoid pastiche development”. Bullet point
two has a vision of enhancing the public footpath network but footpaths
126 and 127 which provide vehicular access to Mushroom House,
Chatterton Hey and other properties to the west (see pages 54 and 55) will
also be potentially used by vehicles from the new residents on the site
thereby detracting from, rather than enhancing the existing public footpath
network. Bullet point three sets out a vision of creating “a network of safe
and attractive public green space” but the plans on page 7 and 43 show that
the vast majority of this will be adjacent to the A56 so hardly an attractive
location. The green space adjacent to Market Street will be blighted by an
access road and small public car park so also not attractive. It’s also unclear
as to how a “network” allowing “a range of functions including pedestrian
and cycle movement” between the green space areas will be achieved
bearing in mind there is no indication these spaces will be in public
ownership. In summary the Masterplan’s own vision in respect of Bullet
point one appears to be flawed and in respect of Bullet points two and three
does not seem to have been achieved and so the Masterplan as currently
presented should be rejected.

Sadly the latest Masterplan seems to be yet another missed opportunity to
produce a quality plan for Edenfield. It’s difficult to identify exactly who has
been involved in its production but previously Peel/Northstone have gone
on record to say they don’t wish to participate in the process and Taylor
Wimpey have indicated the opinion that a Masterplan isn’t really required
as it’s conditions as set out in the Local Plan are “low bar”. Consultation with
local residents has been minimal and integrating the proposed new
properties with the existing village/its residents largely ignored. The focus
seems to be on the Council’s commitment in the Local Plan to support the
construction of approximately 400 houses (providing certain conditions are
met) as meaning support for the construction of a minimum of 400
dwellings whatever the implications of that may be. The Masterplan as
currently presented should be rejected and all landowners/developers

68



should be encouraged to come together with all stakeholders to produce a
Masterplan with “Quality” at its core rather than simple maximising the
number of dwellings which can be built.

Mervyn MacDonald of [
6 June 2024.

Sent from my iPad
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To whom it may concern,

We are residents of Edenfield and live at ||| ||| | JEEEEEEE \Ve strongly object to the masterplan for
the following reasons,
e The proposed site plan lacks a comprehensive masterplan and hasn’t been approved by
RBC or all developers.
e Traffic, pedestrian safety, and cycling concerns persist, especially with the new junctions
in Edenfield.
e There’s no site-wide traffic or road safety assessment.
o The infrastructure needs, including schools and healthcare, are unaddressed.
The design codes of the Neighbourhood Plan and landscaping are given minimal
consideration.
e Issues such as ecology, rainwater pollution, flood risk, and SUDS near the A56 are
ignored.
e Local businesses will be adversely impacted by the proposed parking restrictions.
e Greenbelt release for school, play area, and car park isn’t aligned with the RBC Local
Plan and would cause environmental and safety issues.
e The infrastructure for existing resident's in relation to gas and water supply will
be compromised.
e The has been no consideration of the impact on the health and wellbeing of existing
residents due to increase flow of traffic, noise and pollution.
Yours sincerely
Paula and Lee Munro and Tom Beaney.
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John Entwistle

06/06/2024

To Whom It May Concern,

Subject: Edenfield Revised Masterplan / Design Code (v4) for H66

| am writing to express my serious concerns and strong disapproval regarding the proposed housing
development in Edenfield. After reviewing the current plans, | believe that several critical issues have
not been adequately addressed, posing significant risks and negative impacts on the community.

1. Traffic, Cycle, and Pedestrian Safety: The proposed mitigation measures for Market Street and
the new junctions in the North, Central, and South of Edenfield fail to adequately address serious
safety concerns. The absence of a comprehensive traffic assessment for the entire site raises doubts
about whether the development can be safely accessed by all users, including disabled individuals.
This approach contravenes the Local Plan's requirement for a whole site evaluation.

2. Phasing and Construction Impact: The proposed simultaneous development of the Taylor
Wimpey and Peel sites could result in prolonged chaos, increased road congestion, and heightened
safety risks over the projected seven-year construction period.

3. Infrastructure Deficiencies: The development proposal neglects essential infrastructure
requirements, particularly in terms of educational and healthcare facilities. The existing difficulty for
Edenfield residents to secure GP appointments is likely to be exacerbated by the influx of new
residents.

4. Design Code and Community Voice: The Design Code outlined in the Neighbourhood Plan, which
was positively referenced in the Places Matter Design Review report, has been largely ignored. This
disregard undermines the community's voice and the recommendations aimed at ensuring a
harmonious and well-integrated development.

5. Cramped Development and Limited Green Spaces: The proposed layout appears cramped with
insufficient green and landscaped spaces, contrary to the recommendations of the Places Matter
Design Review report. Such an approach would negatively affect the quality of life for residents.

6. Flood Risk and Land Stability: The unresolved issues of flood risk and land stability, particularly
concerning the SUDS drainage pond near the A56, pose serious road safety hazards as highlighted by
National Highways.

7. Parking Restrictions and Impact on Residents: The proposed parking restrictions on Market Street
and Exchange Street are detrimental to existing residents. The lack of clarity on compensatory
parking exacerbates these concerns, especially for frail and disabled residents who would be directly
and indirectly discriminated against, contrary to the Equality Act 2010. As a resident of Market
Street, this is a huge concern, not only for those mentioned, but also for the many families in these
areas who have young children and newborns. Crossing a busy road with youngsters and / or babies
in prams, is not a safe option - especially when considering the fact they currently have parking
outside their house.
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8. Economic Impact on Local Businesses: The proposed parking restrictions could lead to decreased
footfall, negatively affecting local businesses and the broader local economy. This potential
reduction in commerce may lead to business closures, further harming the community.

9. Greenbelt Release and Environmental Impact: The proposal to release additional greenbelt land
for a school, play area, and car park at the North end of the village is misaligned with the Local Plan.
This move would adversely impact the environment, ecology, and water drainage, and exacerbate
safety issues at the already congested junction near the school.

Given these significant concerns, | strongly urge the Planning Department to reconsider the
proposed development. It is essential to address these issues comprehensively to ensure the safety,

well-being, and sustainability of the Edenfield community.

Thank you for your attention to these matters. | look forward to your response and hope that the
concerns of the community will be given due consideration.

Yours sincerely,

John Entwistle
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Good evening
I'm sure every scenario has been put forward.

What about the wdlife deers owls bats light pollution water pollution etc this is the eco system
which we and they need to live and sustain the area, country and planet.

We will be living in a permanent building site in which the construction companies care not one jot.
Its not on their door step they just want money, greed is consuming their plans.

Edenfield will become a concrete non description area, devoid of habitat and natural native animals.
Just a man-made mess left for our children.

It's disgusting and will be a blot on our landscape.
Regards

Nicola Ross
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To whom it may concern:-
| wish to object to the building of the new houses in Edenfield.

Market Street is already difficult to negotiate without the additional hundreds of cars these houses
will bring. Why should people who already live here not be able to park outside their own houses?
Why should people have to walk a distance to their own property, possibly carrying a supermarket
shop? Market Street will NOT cope with all the additional traffic. Just look at it when the bypass gets
closed - carnage, but that is how Edenfield will become on a daily basis.

No real consideration has been given to additional children requiring school places, doctors, dentists
or even their safety. It’s near on impossible to get a doctors appointment now without hundreds of
new people registering.

Edenfield is unable to cope and why should we give up our green fields just to accommodate greedy
builders wanting to just build to make fast money without them having to live with their
consequences. It's about time the local council said NO and supported the people, that after all, pay
the council taxes every year.

IT IS NOT WHAT WE WANT. LISTEN TO THE PEOPLE OF EDENFIELD FOR ONCE.

Regards
Elizabeth Dalby
I

Sent from my iPhone
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Forward Planning Team,

Thank you for inviting National Highways to make further comments on the May 2024
version of the Edenfield Masterplan covering Local Plan housing allocation H66.

| am able to state that NH has no specific further comments to make with regard the revised
Masterplan, Designs code document. Our original response and comments stand.

Kind Regards
Lindsay

Lindsay Alder, PGCE,

Prounced: Lind-say Al-der

Pronouns :She/Her/Hers

Spatial Planner

Network Development & Planning Team

OD EDI Lead

Equality Diversity and Inclusion NW Champion

Please note new email address. Please update your address book to include this;

Web: https://nationalhighways.co.uk/

For information and guidance on on planning and the Strategic Road Network in England please visit:

https://nationalhighways.co.uk/our-work/planning-and-the-strateqic-road-network-in-england/
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Representations against the Revised Masterplan & Design Code [MDC] (April 2024) for the
Land West of Market Street Edenfield.

Summary of Points

1) Page 8 RMPDC: Criterion 2: Masterplan with agreed Design Code: Claim fully addressed. Claims
to be in full agreement with the Design Code but housing density proposed is higher than the 29dph
in the Local Plan that justified the lands release from the Green Belt. Refer paragraphs 8-9 and 10-15
in AGA’s Representation for detail.

2) Page 8 RMPDC: Criterion 3: A Transport Assessment (TA): TA provided demonstrating safe and
suitable access for all users. There are numerous safety issues relating to the Exchange Street
access point with serious dangers to children playing and residents on Highfield Road, The Drive and
Eden Avenue. Additionally, there are serious traffic queuing issues with the entrance to Exchange
Street from the north. Refer to paragraphs 1.2 & 10 in AGA’s Representation for detail.

3) Page 8 RMPDC: Criterion 5(v): Landscaping throughout the site to Soften the impact of

development . Despite this issue being highlighted by RBC, RBC's Consultants and Residents it
remains unresolved. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 1.3 for detail.

4) Page 14 RMPDC: NPPF 130: Sympathetic to Local Character including built environment . Plan
makes no effort to soften the impact to Alderwood Grove with a proposed housing density of
47.7dph, house heights in excess of existing buildings and interface distance at the minimum
requirement. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraphs 2.1.1to 2.1.4 & 2.2-2.4 for details.

5) Page 14 RMPDC: NPPF 134: ‘Development that is not well designed should be refused . The design
is not sympathetic to the surrounding built environment; the site layout is poor in terms of excessive
density, height and massing. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraphs 2.2 and 8 for details.

6) Page 14 RMPDC: Section 15 of NPPF: ‘protecting and enhancing valued landscapes . Developers
have made no real effort to retain the key long views or glimpsed views. Refer to AGA’s
Representation paragraph 2.3 for detail.

7) Page 14 RMPDC: Third Column: Claim 'proposals consistently follow the principles set out in the
NPPF* Clearly not the case if you refer to AGA’s paragraphs 4 to 6 above.

8) Page 15 RMPDC: Claim ‘that the proposed development of the site accords with the PPG’.
With the excessive density, proposed plot heights, massing etc this plan cannot be considered to
accord with PPG. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 3.

9) Page 16 RMPDC: Local Planning Policy: H66: The revised plan does not meet either Criterion 2 or
3. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraphs 1.1 — 1.3 and paragraph 4.

10) Page 26 RMPDC: Visual Context- Photograph selected and the text downplays the importance of

the view. Replace photo in the RMPDC with one that reflects the real situation. Refer to AGA's
Representation paragraph 5.
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11) Page 38: Column 3: Residential Amenity: ‘Proposed development must ensure that residential
amenity of existing dwellings is protected’.

No protection proposed for Alderwood Grove residents despite the issues of density, height,
massing and minimum interface distance. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 6.

12) Page 38: Column 3 Final paragraph: Relationship to open space: Development should seek to
retain and frame glimpsed views to the wider landscape context to retain a sense of place. The MDC
does not achieve this goal, particularly with respect to the existing properties in Market Street and
Alderwood Grove. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 7.

13) Page 44: Masterplan: Density: Developers have increased the density in the Village Streets Area
to 35-40. This is completely unjustified, it is in conflict with the Head of Planning and Building
Control’s recommendation and the justification to release the land from the Green Belt-‘Density
should be reduced to the Edenfield Core level and reduced even further in front of existing
properties’. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraphs 8 & 19.

14) Page 50: Landscape-led Masterplan: ‘Preserve and enhance what is already there’. The RMPDC
is clearly not complying with this. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 9.

15) Page 72: Site Wide Codes: Column 3: Identity: “Development should create a distinctive new
place that complements and enhances the character of Edenfield by drawing upon the baseline
analysis as presented within this Code. Refer to Area Types for detailed guidance.”

Plan fails to complement and enhance the character of Edenfield. Refer to AGA’s Representation
paragraphs 11-16 for Site wide Codes and & 19 to 26 for Area Types.

16) Page 74: Site Wide Codes: Nature: ‘Development should safeguard and enhance the natural
environment and biodiversity and positively contribute to the well-being of people.” There is no way
this plan contributes to the ‘well being’ of people in the village and particularly in Market Street and
Alderwood Grove. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 12.

17) Page 90: Site Wide Codes: Built Form: Paragraph 1: ‘Density, Massing, height, materials,
orientation and spacing etc’: This plan does not provide an appropriate response to any of the issues
or provide a strong sense of place to residents of Market Street and Alderwood Grove. Refer to
AGA’s Representation paragraph 14.

18) Page 90: Site Wide Codes: Built Form: Column 2: Paragraph 8: ‘Variation in ridge height and
roof pitch’: Lower ridge heights required for plots 1 to 13. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph
15.

19) Page 90: Site Wide Codes: Column 3: BF 01: ‘Unless otherwise justified follow guidance set out in
Area Type as set out in the Design Code’. Area Type Design codes have not been agreed with all the
parties involved. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraphs 16 & paragraphs 19 to 26.

20) Page 91: Homes & Buildings: “Development should provide well designed homes which address
space standards, accessibility, adaptability, lighting, privacy, security and the delineation of public
and private spaces.” HB 02 All homes should be designed to maximise internal daylight and have
appropriate privacy distances in accordance with Local Plan policies. The Developers must also
ensure that the daylight, spacing and privacy of existing properties and residents are not
compromised by the development. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraphs 17 & 18 for a
proposed amendment to HB 02 to ensure its compliance with SP ENV1.
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21) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 01: Density: Originally 29dph, with no justification
other than greed the Developers increased this to 35-40. (Actual density behind number 5
Alderwood Grove is 47.7dph.) Developers should reduce the density proposed to 29. Refer to AGA’s
Representation paragraph 19.

25) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 03: Massing: ‘/dentified less sensitive locations to
increase the density’. Edenfield Parish Church & Grounds a Grade 2* building listed, in the upper
15% of all listed buildings along with Alderwood Grove and Alderwood cannot be described as ‘a less
sensitive area’. The MDC for Alderwood Grove proposes a density of 47.7dph, properties that are
too high with minimal interface distance. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 20.

26) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 04: Height: Plan proposes house heights greater
than those of the existing homes that are directly behind creating a “blank wall effect”.

Approval of the MDC should be withheld until proposed heights are reduced to retain key long
views, daylight and the residential amenity of existing dwellings is protected along with the well
being of existing home owners. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 21.

27) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 05: Building line / Set back: ‘Strong block culture
will complement the character of nearby Market Street’. The layout in no way complements Market
Street or indeed Alderwood Grove where existing houses adjoin Village Streets. Refer to AGA’s
Representation paragraph 22.

28) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 07: Front Boundary Treatments. There is no clear
boundary treatment plan and the use of Red brick is not sympathetic with the Market Street
context. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 23.

29) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 08: Key Views: Key Characteristics are “Quality of
views to and from recreation ground. Views to Peel Tower, Emmanuel Church and Edenfield Parish
Church from within the development.” Masterplan response: Under Reasoning and Influences:
“Ensure development provides a characterful and attractive elevation to the interface with Edenfield
Recreation ground.” The Masterplan makes no reference to Edenfield Parish Church and Grounds;
they just increase the density from 29 to 35-40 despite Site-Specific Policy-5(ii). Action: Change
Village Streets to Edenfield Core in the entire field adjacent to the Church to reduce the impact on
the views. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 24.

30) Page 102: Area Types Edenfield North: AT/EN 01 Density: ‘Lower density than Edenfield Core to
reflect the position at the northern fringe of Edenfield’ Statement is still incorrect despite our
previous representations at every stage. Refer to AGA’s Representation paragraph 25.

31) Page 102: Edenfield North: AT/EN 04: Height: ‘Retention of Key Long Views: Select building
heights to ensure long views to distant hill tops are retained’. This policy should apply equally to the
northerly section of Edenfield Village Streets and should be adopted. Refer to AGA’s Representation
paragraph 26.

32) Page 112: Design Quality Checks: For comments on all five of these checks refer to AGA’s
Representation paragraphs 27 to 31.

Withhold approval of the MDC until the Developers address all the issues highlighted above.
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Representations against the Revised Masterplan & Design Code [MDC] (April 2024) for the
Land West of Market Street Edenfield.

Representations

1) Pages 8-9: Executive Summary: Policy H66: Development for approximately 400 houses would be
supported provided that:

1.1) Criterion number 2: Development is implemented in accordance with an agreed design code.
Claim: Fully addressed within this document (Sections 04 and 05, and Appendix A).

Claims to be in full agreement with the Design Code; however, the housing density proposed is
higher than the 29dph in the Local Plan that justified the land’s release from the Green Belt. Refer
also to Pages 8-9 & 10-15 in AGA’s Representation for detail.

1.2) Criterion number 3: “A Transport Assessment (TA) is provided demonstrating safe and suitable
access for all users, including safe vehicular access points adjacent to no 5 Blackburn Road and 88-
116 Market Street and suitable off-site mitigation on Market Street (between Blackburn Road and
the Rawstron Arms) to accommodate additional traffic and assist pedestrians.

There are numerous safety issues relating to the Exchange Street access point with serious dangers

to children playing and residents on Highfield Road, The Drive and Eden Avenue. Additionally, there
will be serious traffic queuing issues with the entrance to Exchange Street from the north. Refer also
to page 10 in AGA’s Representation for detail.

1.3) Criterion 5 (v): Landscaping throughout the site to ‘soften’ the impact of the development and
provide a buffer to the new Green Belt boundary.
The Masterplan includes a substantial buffer along the western boundary to include landscape

structure planting, with detail to be refined/agreed through individual planning applications.

Yet again this fourth Revised Masterplan makes no effort to cover ‘softening the impact of the
development’ and ignores the requirement for ‘landscaping throughout the site’; specifically with
respect to the houses in Alderwood Grove that face onto the development. Again the Developers
just try to ‘kick the can down the road ‘and continue to ignore this requirement. The document also
fails to highlight the proposed widening of the A56 which is the real reason for the ‘substantial
buffer’.

2) Context Page 14. National Planning Policy:

2.1) Page 14: Paragraph referring to NPPF Paragraph 130: Bullet point 3 states: ‘Are sympathetic to
local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while
not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities).

2.1.1) The increase in density proposed for the Village Streets is against all logic for a development
involving mainly semi detached and detached houses, particularly when the Head of Planning and
Building Control suggested lower densities could be created near the main entrance and existing
buildings. Refer to page 10 of his letter dated 18.05.23 addressed to Mr. Graham Lamb.
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In the northerly section of Village Streets area there are only two terraces being built, one for 4
homes and the other for 3, and these are directly behind the detached properties in Alderwood
Grove. This northerly section of Village Streets should be reclassified as Edenfield Core and the
density reduced to the 26-30dph with the removal of the two terraces. Refer to (AGA) paragraph 8
below. The proposed increase in density will have an adverse effect on views to and from Edenfield
Parish Church and Grounds which is a Grade 2* building in the upper 15% of all Listed Buildings with
parts of the Tower dating back to 1614.

In my case (5 Alderwood Grove) there are to be six + houses built directly behind my property with a
density per hectare of 47.7dph and at close to the minimum interface distance. It beggars belief that
the Developers claim this is a high quality development and sympathetic to the existing built
environment.

2.1.2) The current Interface Distance Plan number 409469 highlights that the distance between the
Patio Door and the Bedroom Window in Plot 5 is close to the minimum interface distance from one
of the windows in the Sun Room of no 5 Alderwood Grove.

When you consider this along with the proposed Plot heights and Plot densities this cannot be
acceptable in terms of NPPF’s 126, 130 and 134 and/or the protection of the residential amenity of
existing dwellings and sympathetic to the existing built environment.

2.1.3) The heights of Plot numbers 6 and 7 are greater than Number 5 Alderwood Grove (AG); they
are directly behind the Lounge, Dining Room, Utility, Master Bedroom and Guest Bedroom and will
block light and views, remove our privacy and damage the residential amenity protection of our
existing dwellings as well as our well being.

These issues were raised in all my responses to the previous consultations following the change
made to replace a detached and a pair of semi detached houses with a terraced block of 4. This
action is in direct conflict with Strategic Policy ENV |, especially paragraphs (a) to (d), in Local Plan
page 108.

Additionally, the change in house type proposed in the first revised plan and retained in the more
recent ones for the terraced plots 2 to 5 will have a significant effect on the extensive views from
Market Street which were highlighted by Penny Bennett the Landscape Architects employed by RBC
in the report dated 11.05.23 as well as in all their previous reports. The use of terraced houses in this
area means that plot number 4 is now significantly higher than it was before and there are no gaps

for ‘glimpsed views ‘between the properties.

2.1.4) The Penny Bennett Review dated 11.05.23, on page 6 paragraph 4.1.9 ninth bullet point,
refers to the comment in the Masterplan ‘where the H66 allocation adjoins Market Street,
development must not fully obscure views to the high land to the west of Edenfield’.

This is in their Review; page 8 Section 4.3 Identity, the second bullet point refers to retaining the
long views and keeping the development low as follows: ‘This is most important in the vicinity of
Mushroom House near the proposed road entrance where buildings to this frontage could be lower
to allow views over.’

They also recommend “further consideration be given to the use of single or 1.5 storey buildings
where views are to be retained” yet the Developers ignore all this and propose a blank row of high
terraced houses.
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There is further reference to this in the second bullet on page 9 - “terraced housing . . . would block
views westwards, conflicting with the principle to retain long views westward”.

In view of these issues the plan is not “sympathetic to local character and history, including the
surrounding built environment and landscape setting,”.

All of these issues can be remedied by reducing the density, lowering the finished ridge levels or
changing house types, moving the houses further west from the eastern boundary to provide an
adequate Interface Distance and by returning the field to its original topography through the
removal of the man-made mound. It is ridiculous to see Developers claiming to be producing a High
Quality design when they are proposing building at high densities and minimal Interface distances.

2.2) Page 14: NPPF: Paragraph 134 emphasises that 'development that is not well designed should
be refused'’

All the revisions of the MDC like the initial version are not sympathetic to the surrounding built
environment or existing residents, they are poorly designed and therefore approval should be
withheld. Refer to comments above in (AGA) paragraph 2.1 under NPPF 130 which indicates the
poor site layout design in terms of excessive housing density and height and (AGA) sub-paragraph
2.1.2 with respect to minimal Interface distance whilst claiming a High Quality Development.

2.3) Section 15 of the NPPF, Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, (paragraph 174)
“sets out how planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment by:

® Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils (in a
manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the development plan).
Again this Masterplan does not protect or enhance the Valued Landscape as it makes no effort to
retain the long views highlighted above.

2.4) Page 14: Third Column-first paragraph claims: “The Masterplan proposals presented within
this document consistently follow the principles set out in the NPPF”

From the points we have highlighted throughout our submission to previous Consultations and the
points made in (AGA) paragraphs 1.1 to 1.3 and (AGA) paragraphs 2.1 to 2.3 it is clear the claim that
it follows the principles set out on page 14 in the NPPF is incorrect and cannot be justified.

3) Page 15 States: “Guidance is given on how buildings and the spaces between buildings should be
considered. In terms of layout, developments should promote connections with the existing routes
and buildings, whilst providing a clear distinction of public and private space. Care should be taken
to design the right form for the right place, but the extent to which this is achieved can depend on
architectural and design quality. It is considered that the proposed development of this site accords
with PPG.”

How anyone can make a statement that “this site accords with PPG” beggars belief when directly
behind number 5 AG the proposed housing density is 47.7dph, house numbers 6 and 7 are higher
than number 5 AG and the Interface distance between plot 5 and 5 AG is very close to RBC’s minimal
requirement despite the excessive height of the proposed homes. The result of these deficiencies
will be dramatically reduced daylight, loss of privacy, loss of views across the valley, lack of
protection for the residential amenity of the existing dwellings and significant damage to the existing
residents’ well-being.
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The statement that this MDC accords to PPG is clearly not factually based.

4) Page 16: Context: Policy H66 states: Development for approximately 400 houses would be
supported provided that:

1. The comprehensive development of the entire site is demonstrated through a masterplan with an
agreed programme of implementation and phasing;
2. The development is implemented in accordance with an agreed design code.

Refer to (AGA) paragraphs 1.1 for Criteria Number 2: Claims to address Design Code fully; however,
the housing density proposed is higher than the 29dph in the Local Plan that justified the lands
release from the Green Belt. Refer also to Pages 8-9 & 10-15 in AGA’s Representation for detail.

5) Visual Context: Page 26: States: ‘The central parcel interface with Market Street is defined by a
circa 1.5m high stone wall. The wall generally screens views of the undeveloped site from passing
vehicles, however high land to the west of Edenfield is visible above the wall providing a sense of

context. Long views to Peel Tower and Emmanuel Church, Holcombe can be seen from the PROW

network both within and beyond the allocation site. *

The Masterplan deliberately downplays the importance of the views. If the top photograph had
been taken from the opposite footway on Market Street or indeed from the other footpaths, it
would have shown much more clearly how extensive and valuable the view is.

No regard is paid to the value of the view for residents, pedestrians, horse-riders, passengers in
buses, vans and HGV’s etc.

6) Page 38: Context: Column 3 First Paragraph: Residential Amenity States “Existing housing both
backs and fronts towards the site at various locations along the eastern site boundary. Proposed
development must ensure that residential amenity of existing dwellings is protected.”

Despite reference to the eastern boundary’s existing dwellings there are no mitigation measures
included that cover this and no protection proposed for the existing dwellings in Alderwood Grove.

The density of the proposed houses behind number 5 Alderwood Grove is 47.7dph leading to
appalling massing/ cramming. The height of plots 6 and 7 are higher than Number 5 Alderwood
Grove and the interface distance is close to the minimum allowed.

From the comments above it is clear the residential amenity of existing dwellings is not being
protected.

7) Page 38: Context: Column 3: Relationship to open space and context: Final Paragraph:
“Development should seek to retain and frame glimpsed views to the wider landscape context to
retain sense of place. The locations of retained views should be demonstrated as part of each
subsequent planning application.”

Under the revised MDC the Key View west from Market Street will be significantly obscured and the

“sense of place” for the residents generally will be reduced and for some residents of Market Street
and Alderwood Grove it will virtually disappear.
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8) Page 44: Masterplan: “The Masterplan indicates a residential net developable area of 13 hectares.
Delivery of 400 dwellings across the allocation site equates to an overall development density of 31
dwellings per hectare.”

Despite what the Developers state above the reality is that the Local Plan approving the release of
this site (H66) from the Green Belt was based on a density of 29dph.

Additionally, the Pilgrim Gardens development was included in the original 400 dwellings and as
these have been completed the homes constructed should be reduced from the 400 figure quoted.

The Developers appear to have adjusted the figures to suit their requirements which surely cannot
be acceptable.

Area Land Owner Property Type Density Proposed

Edenfield Core T. Wimpey Semi-detached, detached. 26 to 30

Village Streets T. Wimpey Semi-detached, detached and | 35 to 40
terraces.

Chatterton South | Methodist Church Predominantly semi- 36 to 45
detached & terraced.

Edenfield North Peel LP and R. Semi-detached and 30-34

Nuttall detached with some

terraced units.

As the original site density was calculated at 29dph when the land was approved for removal from
the Green Belt how can it now be acceptable to change every area other than Edenfield Core?

The division of the field between Mushroom House and the Old Vicarage into Edenfield Core and
Village Streets does not make any sense at all particularly when the Northerly section has been
identified as a Key View Area both from Market Street and Edenfield Parish Church.

It is incredible that the Developers would increase the density close to Edenfield Parish Church and
Grounds which are Grade 2*and in the upper 15% of all listed buildings when the Site-Specific Policy
(Criterion 5.ii) requires views to the Church to continue. Their claims with respect to tree pruning etc
are grossly insufficient and should be strongly challenged by RBC.

The property type in the Northerly section of Village Streets is effectively the same as Edenfield Core
being predominantly detached and semi-detached with only two token small terraces.

We can only assume the two small terraces have been maintained in the revised MDC application to
enable the Developer to retain the division of this field into two Area Types and thereby take
advantage of the higher density they can achieve by changing the northerly section from 26/30 to
35/40. (A sleight of hand increase of 34 %.)
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RBC should ensure that neither of the two sections of Village Streets nor Edenfield Core has a
density of more than 26-30dph and change the northerly Village Street section to Edenfield Core.

The Developers have made this change despite the Head of Planning and Building Control suggesting
lower densities could be created near the main entrance and existing buildings in the same area.
Refer to letter from RBC to Mr. Graham Lamb dated 18.05.23.

No consideration whatsoever is given to the serious adverse effect it will have on views to and from
the Edenfield Parish Church and Grounds and the existing residents in Market Street and Alderwood
Grove.

9) Page 54: A LANDSCAPE-LED MASTERPLAN: Column 1 Paragraph 3: “Retention of existing
landscape features helps to create a unique scheme that is responsive to the site, preserves and
enhances the best of what is already there, and knits it into the wider setting, providing the
foundation for a strong sense of place and local character.”

Several responses to the previous consultations highlighted the fact that the simplest way to retain
the maximum of the existing landscape was to remove the man-made mound in the field between
Mushroom House and the Vicarage.

This along with a reduction in the same field’s height or a change of housing design along the
eastern edge boundary, adjacent to Alderwood Grove and Alderwood would significantly contribute
to retaining and preserving the existing landscape features for both existing and new residents.

Additionally, it would make a significant contribution to resolving the Market Street Key View issue
highlighted by Penny Bennett Landscape Architects in all their reports.

The Developers also appear to have continued to disregard the comments made with respect to
“Everything leading from the Key Landscapes” by Places Matter in their report dated 25" March
2023 on page 3 in paragraph 3.

The Head of Planning and Building Control in his letter to Mr. Graham Lamb dated 18.05.23 on page
10 comments in bullet point 3 that ‘visual objectives need to be included’; in bullet point 7 he states
‘the design of the dwellings require alteration and significant upgrade to reflect the character of the
area’; in bullet point 12 he states ‘need to be thinking in a 3 dimensional way to eliminate poor views
and allow views of key vantage points’ and in bullet point 16 - he states ‘development should take
into account the landscape typologies of the area’.

We can only conclude that none of these suggestions was to the liking of the Developers despite the
man-made mound spoil having a value, so once again they ignore this opportunity to compromise
and plough on with their minimal expense/ maximum profit approach despite the advice given and
the ‘well-being cost’ to existing residents.

It is almost inconceivable that the Developers could claim that they are ‘preserving and enhancing’
the existing landscape features when in reality they are just ignoring their responsibility for the
scheme to reflect the local area and recognise the rural character of the site and wider area.

10) Page 62: PHASING:"” The below gives an indicative timeline for the implementation of the
allocation in terms of housing delivery and the associated infrastructure works. This recognises that
all phases can be delivered independently and/ or simultaneously, subject to the infrastructure
phasing provisions set out.”
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The fact that this statement remains in the Masterplan suggests that despite the phasing data that
follows there is no binding agreement between the Developers. RBC needs to clarify this to avoid
total chaos going forward.

10.1) Page 64: Phasing: INFRASTRUCTURE PHASING PLAN: PRIOR TO ABOVE GROUND
CONSTRUCTION:

The proposed uncontrolled crossing close to the Site entrance seems ill thought out and adds a
serious danger point being so close to the site entrance for children and pedestrians when using it.
This must be reviewed.

10.2) Page 64: Phasing: INFRASTRUCTURE PHASING PLAN: PRIOR TO OCCUPATION: The
uncontrolled crossing close to the School is similar to the present arrangement which hopefully will
still be Warden controlled for children to and from School.

The plan highlights the ‘ghosted right turn’ to the main site entrance to avoid traffic delays but only
moves the problem to the pinch point between Gincroft Lane and Exchange Street particularly in
view of the one way access to Exchange Street.

This proposed access point to the Methodist Church Land is a disaster waiting to happen for all the
points made below:

i) There will be severe traffic delays due to vehicles from the north turning right into Exchange Street
across heavy traffic from both Rochdale and Bury Roads.

ii) The local shops will go out of business, nowhere nearby to park, a problem for all, particularly the
elderly and disabled.

iii) Children are playing on both sides of Exchange Street and the approval of the Pump Track
attraction only added to the danger to all concerned.

iv) Significantly increased traffic levels on Highfield Road, Eden Avenue and The Drive are all serious
danger points, particularly for children on the way to the Playground and Pump Track as this will
become a ‘rat run’ for vehicles from the Methodist Church land development.

v) Why are there are no speed cushions proposed for Eden Avenue or The Drive as these will
become the main exit points for this development?

Surely, the sensible action would be to utilise the main site entrance for this development and
eliminate any access or exit via Exchange Street, Highfield Road, Eden Avenue and the Drive.

11) Page 72: Site Wide Codes: Column 3: IDENTITY: “Development should create a distinctive new
place that complements and enhances the character of Edenfield by drawing upon the baseline
analysis as presented within this document. Refer to Area Types for detailed guidance.”

Please refer to (AGA) paragraphs 19 to 26 for comments relating to the specific issues covered in
Area Types and note that the plan fails to complement and enhance the character of Edenfield.

12) Page 74: Site Wide Codes: Nature: Column 1 Paragraph 1: “Development should safeguard and
enhance the natural environment and biodiversity and positively contribute to the well-being of
people.”

There is no way that this development in its present format positively contributes to the ‘Well-being’
of people who reside in the village and particularly in Market Street and Alderwood Grove where
loss of privacy, light and views, as well as the lack of protection for the residential amenity of their
existing dwellings have all continued to be disregarded despite being highlighted from the outset.

13) Page 78: Site Wide Codes; Play Provision: The proposed LEAP cannot have been fully thought
through; its location will be in ‘touching distance’ of the A56 when the proposed widening of the
dual carriageways is implemented in the early 2030’s. This needs to be re-positioned
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14) Page 90: Site Wide Codes: Built Form: Column 2: General built form & urban design principles:
Paragraph 1: “Changes in built form in terms of: block structure, density, massing, height, materials,
building orientation, spacing between buildings and building set back from highways should
combine to create variety and place appropriate responses ensure the scheme has a variety of
character areas and strong sense of place.”

Whilst this is a Site Wide Code it has not been applied in the application for the proposed housing
behind numbers 5 to 8 Alderwood Grove as the response provided particularly in terms of density,
massing, spacing, minimal interface distances and height could in no way be considered to be
appropriate or a strong sense of place.

15) Page 90: Site Wide Codes: Built Form: Column 2: General built form & urban design principles:
Pre-Penultimate bullet: “Variations in ridge height and roof pitch across the site should be utilised to
create an interesting roofscape.”

The lower ridge heights referred to should be introduced behind existing properties particularly
those in Alderwood Grove to minimise the loss of privacy, light, views, residual amenity protection
and well-being of the residents and improve the retention of the key Long Views from Market Street
for all village residents.

16) Page 90: Site Wide Codes: Column 3: BF 01: “Unless otherwise justified, development should
follow the Area Type guidance as set out in the Design Code.”

It is important that the Site Wide Codes are first of all agreed by all parties and they include
consideration of the comments made in (AGA) paragraphs 11 to 16 as well as the Area Type |dentity
comments in (AGA) paragraphs 19 to 26 along any with others received before any final approval is
given.

17) Page 91: HOMES AND BUILDINGS: “Development should provide well designed homes which
address space standards, accessibility, adaptability, lighting, privacy, security and the delineation of
public and private spaces.”

The development of new homes should minimise any loss of light, privacy, residual amenity
protection and security to existing properties and this must be emphasised before any decision is
finalised.

18) Page 91: HOMES AND BUILDINGS: HB 02: “All homes should be designed to maximise internal
daylight and have appropriate privacy distances in accordance with Local Plan policies.”

HB 02 should be amended as follows:- All homes should be designed in accordance with Strategic
Policy ENV 1: High Quality Development in the Borough and all other relevant Policies of the Local
Plan to maximise internal daylight and have appropriate privacy distances.

For this to be achieved plots 1 to 13 should be moved away from the eastern boundary, built with
lower finished ridge levels at a reduced housing density and with greater interface distances.

19) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 01: Density: The original density in the Local Plan
for the entire site was 29dph. The Design Code seeks with spurious reasoning to increase this to 35-
40dph, which is more appropriate to areas close to a Town Centre. Refer to (AGA) paragraph 8 for
the comparison of Area Type Densities and the lack of any relevant justification for the changes.
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We have checked the area behind numbers 5 -8 Alderwood Grove from the Levels Strategy Sheet 1-
409445 and the Interface Distance Plan 409469 carefully and calculate from the boundary of plot 2
to the boundary of plot 12 the density per hectare is 45.7dph.

We have also checked the area behind the boundary of number 5 Alderwood Grove, calculating
from the boundary of plot 2 to plot 7 and the density in this section is 47.7dph.

Note once again | add that this is despite the Head of Planning and Building Control suggesting lower
densities could be created near the main entrance and existing buildings. Refer to page 10 of his
letter dated 18.05.23 addressed to Mr. Graham Lamb.

The change in density proposed for the northerly section of Village Streets will have a very negative
effect on the views to and from Edenfield Parish Church and Grounds, a Grade 2*listed building in
the upper 15% of all listed buildings.

Additionally, this high density creates a blank wall effect behind number 5 AG as plot numbers 6 & 7
are higher than number 5 AG and they are directly behind the Lounge, Dining Room, Utility, Master
Bedroom and Guest room. Additionally, plots 2 to 5 which are of a similar height will dramatically
reduce the light, privacy, residual amenity protection and views from the Sun room.

The housing density in front of the existing properties in Alderwood Grove and close to Edenfield
Parish Church and Grounds should be significantly reduced by reclassifying the area as Edenfield
Core before the MDC is considered for approval.

20) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 03: Massing: Semi detached, detached and terraces.
Housing areas which sit internally to the central housing parcel, in less sensitive locations, have
potential to be delivered at higher densities which can be achieved by incorporating terraces which
are typical of the area.

As this Area Type refers to the Taylor Wimpey site only it is highly misleading, if not plainly wrong, of
the MDC to say Village Streets sits internally to the central parcel. It is on nearly the full length of the
northern and southern boundaries of the developable area and most of the eastern boundary. Thus,
there is a fundamental flaw in the reasoning behind this Area Type.

The proposed massing leaves virtually no gaps in the new builds for glimpsed views behind the
existing properties in Alderwood Grove. This was highlighted in many of the submissions made to
previous MDCs and Planning Applications. Note we refer again to the density of 47.7dph and the
overbearing height of the new builds.

Additionally, the Interface Distance between number 5 AG and Plot 5 is close to the minimum
requirement in what is claimed to be a ‘High Quality Development’.

Surely if it were a ‘High Quality Development’ the Interface Distance would be considerably higher
than the minimum and the housing density would be around 29dph as per the justification for the
release of the land from the Green Belt.

Note the key issue here is the ‘less sensitive locations’ which cannot possibly apply to the existing
properties in Alderwood Grove or the Grade 2* Edenfield Parish Church building and grounds which
is in the upper 15% of all listed buildings. The density should be reduced as highlighted in (AGA)
paragraph 19 with the Area Type being reclassified as Edenfield Core, the ridge heights of the new
build homes should be lower and the development should be moved westwards to increase the
Interface distance.
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In the first whole paragraph on page 6 of the Places Matter report dated 25.03.23 there is reference
to a “sense of sprawl and sense of ‘nowhere development” and they recommended that the
developers seek “to create distinctive places resonating what is quirky/unique about Edenfield e.g.,
create smaller pockets of development, broken up by landscape”.

The proposed layout behind Alderwood Grove would appear to be a good example of the “sense
of a nowhere development”.

21) Page 84: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 04 Height: Key characteristics: 2 storey, up to 10%
2.5 storey where appropriateness can be demonstrated.

Housing will be situated on land at a lower level than Market Street. Appropriately located 2.5 storey
development can add interest to the roofscape and street scene at this central village location.

Supposedly ‘adding interest to the roofscape and street scene’ should not be at the expense of
obstructing views of the landscape and 2.5 storey homes are not appropriate in front of the existing
built environment.

We referred to the ‘Blank Wall Effect’ behind our property number 5 Alderwood Grove in our
submission to the previous consultations but it would appear that the Developers have once again
just disregarded the comments as they have with virtually all other objections.

The heights of plots 1 to 12 are unacceptable and unnecessary and critical for the residents in
Market Street and Alderwood Grove. The Developers should reduce the housing density behind
Alderwood Grove and either lower the finished floor levels and ridge heights of Plots 1 to 13 or
introduce single or 1.5 storey buildings in this area. Refer also to (AGA) paragraphs 19 and 21.

The use of 1.5 storey buildings recommended by PBLA in their report dated 11.05.23 on page 8 in
bullet point 2 should be adopted adjacent to Alderwood Grove.

There are two references in the Places Matter report dated 25.03.23, in the last paragraph on page 5
and on page 7 in the final paragraph, to the potential impact of topography on the site, which
highlight it is an issue and they comment that the Developers are missing part of its charm.

There is also a reference to the site’s topography in the letter from the Head of Planning and
Building Control to Mr. Graham Lamb dated 18.05.23 in bullet point 16 on page 10 advising the
developers to take into account the landscape typologies of the area.

The proposals made by several responders to the previous consultation to return the field to its
original topography would go a long way to solving this issue and at the same time improve the
overall layout of the site.

Approval of the MDC should be withheld unless the Developers take into account existing residents’
opinions, the comments made by RBC’s Consultants and its Head of Planning and Building Control
with respect to retention of the key long distance views.

22) Page 98: Area Types Village Streets: AT/VS 05 “Building line/set back: Strong building line with
variation in set back used to vary frontage and side parking arrangements.

A strong block culture will complement the character of nearby Market Street and will enable a
variety of parking solutions.”

The proposed layout for this development cannot in any way, shape or form be described as
complementing the character of nearby Market Street in terms of design, quality of materials used,
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housing densities, etc. Nor does it complement the character of Alderwood Grove, where the houses
actually adjoin the Village Streets Area.

23) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 07: Front Boundary Treatments: “Hedgerows, shrub
planting, grass, red brick masonry and stone/reconstituted stone walls, railings.

To provide consistency with building materials and allow greater perception of change in character
through the central land parcel.”

It is still unclear what additional boundary treatment other than the existing dry stone wall will be
provided to ‘soften’ the impact of this development for residents in Alderwood Grove as they show
trees/hedgerows in the Detailed Layout Colour 409463 but not in any other document.

The use of red brick as the building material (AT/VS 06) and for the walls is unsympathetic with the
adjacent built environment of Market Street and should be deemed to be unacceptable.

24) Page 98: Area Types: Village Streets: AT/VS 08: Key (glimpsed) views to be maintained.

Key Characteristic: “Quality of views to and from recreation ground. Views to Peel Tower,
Emmanuel Church and Edenfield Parish Church from within the development.”

Reasoning and Influences: “Ensure development provides a characterful and attractive elevation to
the interface with Edenfield Recreation ground .”

The fact that there is no reference in the Reasoning & Influences section to the retention of views to
Peel Tower, Emmanuel Church or Edenfield Parish Church this is yet another example of the
Developers/Agents trying to ‘muddy the water’ and steer attention away from three of the most
important views. This, despite the views being highlighted by RBC’s Consultants, Penny Bennett
Landscape Architects (PBLA), as well as being protected in the Executive Summary of Policy H66
under S.S.P. Criterion 5 (ii).

It must be no surprise to the Developers that there are two areas called Village Streets and only one
of them is close to the Recreation Ground.

To clarify, the northerly Village Streets enjoys the view highlighted by PBLA and not the Recreation
Ground and this area should be reclassified as Edenfield Core to protect the Key Views along with
Edenfield Parish Church and its Grounds which are Grade 2* in the upper 15% of all listed
buildings.

The change to Edenfield Core would also mean that the ‘Key views to be considered’ would then
include “hills from Market Street and PROW. These are locally valued and provide a sense of place.”
Market Street and Alderwood Grove residents along with others under the original and previous
MDCs and Planning Applications lost access to virtually all the views and despite this being
highlighted in many of the Objections on each occasion the Developers just continued to disregard
them as they have done once again.

The result of the Developer’s refusal to address the issue of the substitution of terraced housing for
plots 2 to 5, and 10 to 12 is that not only the residents in the immediate vicinity but all pedestrians /
travellers on the main road and footpaths will be deprived of the views as well.

It is interesting to note that the Places Matter Report dated 25.03.23 highlights that the Developers
and their Agents should have paid more attention to Key Views. They commented “You must keep
‘glimpsed views’ to the countryside” on both page 2 paragraph 3 and page 5 paragraph 5 and said
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on page 3 paragraph 3 that everything should lead from key landscapes. (The Developers should
realise there are no glimpsed views through a row of terraced houses.)

25) Page 102: Area Types: Edenfield North: AT/EN 01 Density: “Lower density than Edenfield Core
to reflect position at northern fringe of Edenfield.”

This statement continues to be incorrect; the density for Edenfield Core is stated to be 26-30dph
whilst Edenfield North is 30-34dph.

Despite highlighting this error in my submission to the previous Revised Masterplans and Design
Code documents this error has still not been corrected nor has clarification been provided. This is
another example of the diligence of the Developers who | suspect do not even read the submissions
made by existing residents.

However, clarification is still required to determine which figure is correct, the one quoted for
Edenfield Core or the one for Edenfield North. This is important for existing residents.

26) Page 102: Area Types: Edenfield North: AT/EN 04: Height : The Key Characteristics Column
states: “2 storey. Up to 10% 2.5 storey and 1 storey where appropriateness can be demonstrated.”
The Reasoning and influences column states: “Building heights should be selected to ensure long
views to distant hill tops are retained from Fingerpost Triangle on Blackburn Road. Variation in
building heights should be used to create dynamic corners and characterful vistas.”

This policy with 1 storey homes should also apply to the area along the eastern edge from
Mushroom House to Edenfield Parish Church, including Alderwood Grove, to ensure the important
views highlighted by Penny Bennett from Market Street are retained for all to enjoy.

27) Page 112: Design Quality Checklist:

Number 1: “How do the proposals architecturally reflect and complement the positive characteristics
of Edenfield?”

Not enough thought and care has been given to the homes of existing residents. Their privacy,
space, residential amenity protection and well-being have been ignored resulting in their properties
and quality of life being significantly downgraded under the proposals.

28) Number 2: “How do the proposals positively contribute to the characterful and varied grain of
Edenfield village ?”

| am unable to find any way in which they make a positive contribution, if the homes had been built
on the brownfield sites the Edenfield Community Neighbourhood Forum spent time and effort to

identify and highlight to the Planners, many positive contributions would have occurred.

29) Number 3: “How do the proposals respond to the existing public footpath network, and how do
they support connectivity to local facilities and amenities?”

As the Developers accept, Edenfield already has a good footpath network and connectivity.

30) Number 4: “How do the proposals enable appreciation of locally valued buildings located
throughout the site and the wider context?”
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The development will adversely affect the views to and from Edenfield Parish Church and Grounds
which are Grade 2* listed and in the upper 15% of all listed buildings. The views provide some
comfort when visiting and paying respects to relatives and close friends who are buried there.

There is also a strong possibility the housing number at Chatterton Hey could increase from 70 to
104 if the maximum figure for the density range quoted in AT/CS 01 of 45 is adopted for the 2.32ha
noted in SHLAA 16263. This will devalue this heritage asset even more.

In view of these comments how could anyone appreciate the way the locally valued buildings are
being treated?

31) Number 5: "How do the proposals demonstrate a landscape led approach and deliver high
quality Public Realm, Public Open Space, Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity Net Gain?”

The critical comments from the Places Matter report dated 25.03.23 highlight the fact that the
Developers are “missing a regulating plan of the ‘key moves’ or ‘must haves’ that includes the key
landscape and movement design strategies. Everything should lead from that” - page 3 paragraph 3.

The letter from the Head of Planning and Building Control to Mr. Graham Lamb dated 18.05.23 (page
9 bullet point 6) states “the scheme does not reflect the local area, nor does it recognise the rural
character of the site and wider area”; page 10 bullet point 5 states ‘this is a monotonous
development’; page 10 bullet point 15 states ‘landscaping and open space needs to be incorporated
into and throughout the development area’ and page 10 bullet point 16 states ‘development should
take into account the landscape typologies of the area’.

As only very minimal changes have been made to the revised MDC it is difficult to see how anyone
will consider the approach of the MDC to be landscape-led. The reference to ‘delivering a high
quality Public Realm’ lacks any credibility when houses are being built at town centre levels of
density and at the minimum Interface distance allowed.

The comments made with respect to the continued failure to deal with the issues relating to the
existing buildings in Alderwood Grove also confirm the lack of a landscape-led approach

If the Developers had truly wanted their proposal to deliver a ‘high quality public realm etc’ they
would have reduced the height of the field between Mushroom House and Edenfield Parish Church
to a more acceptable level thus maintaining key views, privacy, light, residual amenity protection
and well-being etc. for existing village residents and visitors to the Church and its Grounds instead of
choosing to just disregard their opinions.

32) Comments:

It is very disappointing to determine that virtually all the comments made by the residents who took
the time and trouble to respond to the previous consultations have again been totally disregarded
including those relating to the houses in Alderwood Grove, despite Penny Bennett Landscape
Architects employed by Rossendale Borough Council specifically referring to this area both prior to
and after the submission of the plans.

The Developers have also appeared to treat Rossendale Borough Council in a similar manner
ignoring the key issues in the Letter from Head of Planning to Agent dated 18-05-2023 by specifically
failing to make “the scheme . . . reflect the local area” or “recognise the rural character of the site
and wider area” (bullet point 6 on page 9); failing to reduce the density “near the main entrance
and around existing buildings” (bullet point 9 on page 10); not proposing ”landscaping . . .
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throughout the development area” (bullet point 15 on page 10); not articulating “the importance of
boundary treatments” (bullet point 1 page 11); etc”.

Similarly, in the Penny Bennett Landscape Architects report dated 11.05.23, the first paragraph of
the Conclusions on page 11 in section 5 states:

“The Masterplan and Design Code promises much: stating that an overriding principle is to create a
high quality development but then failing to demonstrate that the views of local people or local
design advice has been taken on board.” This continues to be the case with this latest revision.

In the next paragraph it is stated: “The scale and impact of this major development on Edenfield
village, which is often referred to as an ‘urban area’ is underplayed, and the Edenfield’s rural setting
is not emphasised.”

The final paragraph on page 12 concludes: “The proposed housing development on the H66
allocation will bring about a profound change to the village of Edenfield, and it is essential that this
Masterplan and Design Code responds to that and really does set out how the highest quality of
design can be achieved, at present it does not.”

From the outset the Developers have chosen to ignore any adverse comment, whomever it comes
from, whether it's the residents, RBC or consultants employed by RBC. The Developers just continue
to progress the Plan make no effort to compromise and treat existing residents, RBC and RBC's
Consultants with contempt.

A good example of this would be their total disregard to the objections raised in the responses to
the previous revised plans, with respect to subdividing the field between Mushroom House and the
Old Vicarage, despite all the adverse comments relating to the loss of key views from Market Street
and Edenfield Parish Church and the damage to existing properties due to the excessive housing
density and poor design of their proposals.

Additionally, even at this stage, the fourth Revision of Masterplan and Design Code there are
statements highlighting that key issues have not been fully resolved. The developers cover these
with comments similar to ‘to be refined through subsequent individual planning applications’, i.e
just kicking the can down the road in the hope that residents will lose the will to continue to
complain. Surely this is unacceptable at this point.

The issues that remain unresolved include housing density, housing heights, massing, minimal
interface distance, excessive loss of key views, protection and enhancement of valued landscapes,
protection of the residential amenity of existing dwellings, lack of sympathy with surrounding built
environment, the use of poor quality materials, children’s education and full traffic assessment
problems.

We recognise that some comments in this representation relate more to the Planning Applications;
however, this has been necessary as the two submissions are very closely aligned.

We can only live in hope that Rossendale Borough Council will act on behalf of its Edenfield
Residents and reject the revised MDC until such time as the Developers comply with the following:
1) The NPPF & PPG.

2) All RBC’s Policies including the Site Specific ones.

3) Amend the Plan to take into account the issues highlighted by the residents who are seeing their
village downgraded, their privacy, daylight, the protection of the residential amenity of their existing
dwellings and views decimated in addition to their well-being and quality of life.
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Conclusion

As the developer of the central part of H66 is making no serious effort to address the fundamental
issues, we submit the time has come to reject this 4th Revision of the Masterplan and Design
Code.

Alan G. Ashworth and Carol Ashwort I

I
07.06.24
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To whom it may concern

| write to object to the latest Edenfield masterplan/design code (ref version 4 or v4)
as proposed by the developers. This latest proposal offers no great change to their
last offering and still does not address many points raised by local residents,
Lancashire highways and yourselves Rossendale BC.

It is beginning to feel that Taylor Wimpey can steamroll this proposal through the
shear weight of big brother verses the rest, a bit like the post office scandal, to the
detriment of the local community with no consideration at all to those who live and
work in and around Edenfield.

| support the points raised in objection by the Edenfield Community Neighbourhood
Forum all of which have been raised before but totally ignored by big brother Taylor
Wimpey.

John Q Crossley. G
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070624/SK21941/EDENFIELD/MK
BY EMAIL

Forward Planning
Rossendale Borough Council
Room 120

The Business Centre
Futures Park

Bacup

www.sktransport.co.uk

7 June 2024
Dear Sir, Madam,

RE: EDENFIELD MASTERPLAN VERSION 4

We are writing to you again on behalf of the Edenfield Community Neighbourhood Forum (ECNF), following
our review of the latest Masterplan and Design Code document, produced by Randall Thorp in April 2024,
which on page 116 imports the contents of the highways note submitted in June 2023 as part of the Taylor
Wimpey planning application 2022/0451.

Whilst this letter is in response to the latest Masterplan for the whole of site H66 it is necessary to refer
quite extensively to the planning application of one of the landowners because that is where a key document
is located. This in itself is far from ideal as normally a Masterplan would be a standalone document.

You will recall we last wrote to you in the summer of 2023 with our technical review of traffic and transport
matters. The majority of our technical points related to information requests that were set out in the Local
Plan Examination, alongside the volume of additional questions and information that the Inspector
requested on the proposed housing site allocations during the life of the Examination.

We made the point at the time that the level of additional information requested by the Planning Inspector
at that time on fundamental technical matters did not inspire confidence to the ECNF that the Draft Local
Plan, which has now been adopted, had been assembled in a robust and accurate way. As you and
colleagues are aware the group’s position remains unaltered now that the masterplan, planning application
and supporting information has been submitted.

Even with the submission of additional technical information, which is being presented to the Council in an
ad-hoc manner there remains a significant number of technical matters that have not been addressed and,
in our professional opinion mean the application cannot be determined in a positive manner. We expand
on these technical points later in this formal response.

We are also disappointed that despite being assured at the Local Plan Examination by Lancashire County
Council (LCC) Highways representatives that a comprehensive corridor-based access strategy would be
developed, we still wait for LCC Officers and the site promoters to confirm a further meeting with us and
RBC Officers for a round table discussion.

This lack of engagement does very little to inspire confidence with the ECNF group that they are being
listened to, or that the proposals are being reviewed appropriately. Their lack of willingness to engage is
amplified by the positive engagement the group maintains with you and your colleagues, which we continue
to be grateful for.

Returning to technical matters, we reiterate that through the Local Plan allocation it was made clear that
the residential development proposals could only be supported if:

1) the comprehensive development of the entire site (our emphasis) is demonstrated through a
masterplan with an agreed programme of implementation and phasing;
2) The development is implemented in accordance with an agreed design code;

smarter transport solutions.
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3) A Transport Assessment is provided demonstrating that the site can be safely and suitably
accessed by all users, including disabled people, prior to development taking place on site. In
particular:

a. safe vehicular access points to the site are achieved from the field adjacent to no. 5
Blackburn Road and from the field opposite nos. 88 — 116 Market Street. Full details of
access, including the number of access points, will be determined through the Transport
Assessment work and agreed with the Local Highway Authority;

b. agree suitable mitigation measures in respect of the capacity of Market Street to
accommodate additional traffic. Improvements will be needed to the Market Street corridor
from Blackburn Road to the mini-roundabout near the Rawstron Arms. Measures to assist
pedestrian and vulnerable road users will be required.

The explanation for releasing this land for residential development was set out by RBC as follows:

“Exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated to support the release of this land lying between the
A56 and Market Street in Edenfield from the Green Belt. The area is very open in character and allows
views of the surrounding hills and moors and will require a well-designed scheme that responds to the site’s
context, makes the most of the environmental, heritage and leisure assets, and delivers the necessary
sustainability, transport, connectivity, accessibility (including public transport) and infrastructure
requirements.

Rossendale Council therefore requires a Masterplan and will work in partnership with key landowners and
key stakeholders, including the Edenfield Community Forum, to ensure a Masterplan is prepared.”

RBC went on to confirm that as part of any future planning application the development proposals would
need to be subject to a:

“....Scoping Study, a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan. This must be agreed with Lancashire County
Council. Appropriate measures must be put in place to address any impacts the development may have on
the strategic and local road networks. A Travel Plan will seek to ensure that the development promotes the
use of public transport, walking and cycling.”

In our previous responses we, along with a number of other consultees set out our frustrations with respect
to the level and quality of supporting information contained within the original planning application. We have
previously highlighted that we believe RBC and LCC, as Planning and Highway Authorities could not have
been clearer as to what technical information would need to be submitted with an application, and the
thresholds that would need to be reached to make the development acceptable, including an expected
package of mitigation works for the Market Street corridor.

This requirement is not only set out in RBC'’s allocation of the site, but it was also verbally confirmed by Mr
Neil Stevens, representing LCC at the Local Plan Examination in Public. The group has noted that LCC’s
review of the development proposals, in traffic, transport and sustainable access terms is still being led by
Mr Stevens. This makes the lack of engagement from the Highway Authority, and willingness to meet with
RBC and ECNF in person even more frustrating for the group.

As we have previously set out, alongside the ECNF’s formal representations to the application, we are but
one of a number of consultees who have questioned the level and quality of supporting information
submitted with the planning application. To date other negative traffic and transport responses to the
application have been received from:

e Rossendale Borough Council - Planning Department
e Lancashire County Council - Highways Department
o National Highways
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The frustration continues to be that the LPA set out exactly what was required in terms of a comprehensive
masterplan, a Design Code, a Transport Assessment covering an impact assessment of both the 238
residential units and the other allocated residential sites, along with clear and concise information on the
access strategy for the development.

Even now, after the submission of the April 2024 Randall Thorp Masterplan and Design Code, which shows
changes to the development access strategy and Market Street corridor proposals it is noted that the June
2023 “Highways Consideration of Masterplan” note has not been updated, meaning:

o there are still technical queries and information gaps that have to be addressed to meet both RBC
and LCC’s requirements

¢ the updated information shown in the April 2024 Randall Thorp document has not been updated
by the applicant’s transport consultants in their reporting

e all the points raised by the ECNF in their August 2023 submission have not been considered or
responded to

This latest formal response has been prepared by SKTP to assess the additional technical submission
documents for traffic and transport matters against the Planning and Highway Authorities requirements.
Each technical matter is set out and discussed in detail below.

Development of a Comprehensive Masterplan, with an Agreed Programme of Implementation and
Phasing

As set out in our January and August 2023 submissions the first, and most obvious requirement from RBC
and LCC was that the 400 residential unit allocation had to be considered in a comprehensive manner, and
not ‘salami sliced’ by site promoters to avoid a cumulative assessment of the impacts of the allocation on
the village.

The masterplan was expected to show:

a) acomprehensive access strategy for the whole site, for all travel modes

b) detailed assessment of all access points to and from the surrounding highway network

c) a clear assessment of the impacts (in traffic and transport terms) of the 400 residential unit
allocation on the surrounding highway network

d) arobust and deliverable mitigation strategy, to both promote sustainable travel to and from the site,
and also mitigate the impacts of the development on the village, the surrounding highway network
and the Market Street corridor, as stipulated by LCC at the EiP

The level of disappointment from ECNF that the applicant failed at the first hurdle to present this information
in their September 2022 planning application was set out in our January 2023 response.

The latest technical submission does now include an updated Masterplan, prepared by Randall Thorpe in
April 2024. Whilst this additional level of information is welcomed, the detail contained within it continues to
raise a number of questions, including:

¢ the detail of the main site access onto Market Street

¢ the inclusion of a new pedestrian, cycle and vehicular access to Alderwood

o the delivery of the emergency access from the Taylor Wimpey to the Methodist Church
development parcel

o the corridor strategy for pedestrians, cyclists, buses and vehicular traffic on Market Street

¢ the delivery of the above-mentioned works as part of the various residential development proposals
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As set out on page 46 of the updated Masterplan the off-site highway improvements are directly linked to
the residential allocation as a whole, and as such it is not possible to rely on the approach set out by the
applicant, where they have stated:

“....off-site highway improvement measures which will be delivered alongside the development of the H66
allocation site (in line with criterion 3ii of Policy H66). Full detailed proposals will be worked up as part of
subsequent individual planning applications in line with the phasing and implementation strategy set out in
Section 3.7

Put simply, if the development is reliant on the off-site highway works to deliver a safe and appropriate
access from the Market Street corridor then a detailed design, that can be properly assessed needs to be
clearly presented as part of the Masterplan. As acknowledged in the April 2024 Randall Thorp document
the various elements of the strategy need to also be linked to the different development parcels too.

For example, the Taylor Wimpey development parcel is clearly linked to the need to develop a new on-
street parking strategy on Market Street, but the submission documents offer no clarity over what off-site
works will be delivered at each phase of the overall allocation works. Clarity is sought on this matter, along
with confirmation on the detailed proposals for this corridor. Until this level of detail is provided the impacts
and mitigation strategy cannot be fully assessed and confirmed.

Further detailed comments on the additional submission information is provided below.

Vehicular Access Matters — Market Street

The additional technical submissions provide further clarity of the Taylor Wimpey access strategy from
Market Street. The scheme presented in the Design Code and on drawing 3806-F04 H show the access
proposals but fail to take on board a number of the technical design points that were previously raised in
January 2023 that should have been incorporated into the scheme.

It is important to reiterate that at the EiP it was confirmed by both the site promoters and LCC that a design
compliant site access strategy would be delivered, and quite reasonably this access strategy and
sustainable access enhancement should be the subject of a Road Safety Audit. To date this information
has not been provided.

We present the key design points again that need to be shown with the access design.

Widening of Eastern Footway on Market Street

Whilst ECNF are encouraged that the applicant noted the technical points made by the group during the
Local Plan EiP, the ghosted right turn priority junction presented in drawing 3806-F04 H continues to omit
the recommended widening of the footway on the eastern side of Market Street from 1m to 2m. This was
shown in the ECNF submissions to the EiP and should be a requirement of any access design proposal
shown on the Masterplan.

As previously stated this footway widening on the eastern side of Market Street is required to ensure that
pedestrians and those with impaired mobility using this footway have an appropriate width to pass and not
step onto the carriageway of Market Street. This requirement is amplified by the latest proposals showing
on-street parking formalised on the eastern side of Market Street. As proposed, the parallel parking bay,
when used, will involve passengers opening vehicle doors onto a narrow 1m footway.

As previously set out this footway should be widened to 2m, to provide an appropriate width for pedestrians,
and also a corridor that when used by motorists for parking will allow car doors to open across the footway
without interfering with pedestrian access.

As part of the overall junction design this pedestrian corridor improvement should be included, as the
‘golden thread’ of the NPPF is to promote sustainable travel. It should be remembered that this eastern
footway is the pedestrian route that links the centre of the village with the primary school to the north, and
as such is a key route that children and adults will already use to access the school. It remains the ECNF
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group’s position that widening this footway is a pre-requisite to a sustainable access strategy for the Market
Street corridor.

The applicant is of course fully aware of the requirement to enhance access by sustainable modes, as they
reference Local Transport Plan (LTP) 3 in paragraph 4.3.4 in the TA, which states:

“In relation to improving people’s quality of life and wellbeing the document recognises that ‘fears about
road safety and traffic speeds can deter people from walking and cycling’ and suggests that this can be
addressed by ‘creating environments which are attractive for walking and cycling which also benefits social
inclusion and cohesion.” Where appropriate the Council will expand the existing network of footways and
cycleways to assist in creating quality neighbourhoods.”

As presented in this response the eastern footway should be widened to 2m. By ignoring the matter of
widening the eastern footway on Market Street the access proposals cannot be considered compliant with
LTP3.

Whilst it is not ECNF’s responsibility to design the access arrangements for the applicant, it was previously
identified at the EiP that the combination of widening Market Street to accommodate the ghosted right turn
access arrangement, along with the requirement to provide 2m footways on both sides of the carriageway
may result in challenges providing a continuous 2m footway at the northernmost point of the site frontage
adjacent to nos.115 Market Street. We reiterate the need for this to be checked and confirmed in the
submission documents. To date we have not seen any evidence that this technical point has been checked
and ratified.

Junction Visibility Splay Validation

In our previous submission it was recommended that the “Y” distance visibility splay dimensions should be
calculated using recorded 85™ percentile speed survey data, in line with CA185. With no speed survey data
presented in the TA or in the June 2023 highways technical note submitted by the applicant there is still a
requirement that the proposed 2.4m x 43m visibility splays are appropriate in this location, and are validated
against actual recorded speed survey data for this section of the adopted highway. The ECNF look forward
to reviewing this data when it becomes available.

In the absence of any evidence presented by the applicant to date, reference is drawn to the ECNF seven
day ATC data presented in their submissions to the EiP, which confirmed that in both directions on Market
Street the 85" percentile speeds were in excess of 30mph, without any adjustment for wet weather speeds.

Lost/Displaced Parking on Market Street

During the Local Plan EiP ECNF made the technical point that any new access on Market Street would
need the existing kerbside parking on the eastern and western side of the carriageway to be permanently
removed, to achieve the required running lane and right turn pocket lane widths, as set out in CD123
Geometric Design of At-Grade Priority and Signal Controlled Junctions.

At the time members of ECNF who live locally in the village confirmed that the occupiers of the terraced
properties parked on Market Street outside where they live, and as required would also park on the western
side of the carriageway, on the opposite side of the road.

The submitted TA attempts to quantify the level of kerbside parking that takes place on this section of
adopted highway and the latest parking beat surveys, undertaken between 20" and 22" April 2023 confirm
the significant volume of on-street parking that takes place on this corridor. As an example, the following
on-street residential parking demand (recorded at 0730 hours on Saturday 22"¢ April 2023 was recorded in
the following parking beat zones:

¢ G -6 vehicles
H — 20 vehicles
e | —-5vehicles
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e J—8vehicles

This equates to a total of 39 parked vehicles parked on-street in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
main site entrance on Market Street. Applying a 6m bay space length would mean 234m of kerbside parking
would be required in this location to accommodate this parking demand.

Figure 1: Extract from Applicant’'s Parking Beat Survey Data

Drawing 3806-F04 H shows a formalised parking bay on the eastern side of Market Street, from No.102 to
136a. This bay measures circa 86m in length. Further south an additional bay measuring 30m is provided
in front of nos. 76 to 82 Market Street. Even with this combined kerbside parking this only equates to parking
for circa 19 cars, a shortfall of 20 parking spaces against the existing parking demand on this short section
of Market Street.

Whilst it is noted that the applicant is still proposing a 13-space car park which would be available for Market
Street residents to use, we understand that this parking would not be dedicated to them. This parking
provision does not even meet the shortfall calculated on this limited section of the Market Street corridor.

Based on the above we request that the applicant confirms the following information, so an informed
decision can be made on the impacts of the proposed main access to the development, and the impacts
on parking for existing residents on this corridor. This review should confirm:

the existing legal kerbside parking areas along the corridor (by length)

the current parking demand in each of these parking areas (by vehicle)

the proposed kerbside parking bay areas along the corridor (by length)

the net surplus/shortfall in kerbside parking generated by the access proposals and required TROs

Until this information is provided it is not possible for RBC, LCC or ECNF to assess the overall impacts of
the lost and displaced parking on the local highway network, or the implications for existing residents on
the Market Street corridor.

There is also a need to confirm that in order to maintain both the eastern and western kerblines free from
parking and waiting of vehicles, and the provision of formal parking bays along the Market Street corridor
a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) will need to be introduced. As these works are a prerequisite of the
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delivery of the access strategy there will need to be a TRO consultation undertaken and progressed outside
of the planning application.

This is of course a separate risk for the applicant, and to avoid a situation where the scheme could be
granted planning permission, only for the TRO to not be delivered it is recommended that the applicant
undertakes the consultation in parallel with the planning application, and LCC Officers who deal with the
delivery of new TROs provide their comments on the required on-street parking proposals, the waiting
restrictions and the need for Exchange Street to become a one-way street. Only LCC, as Highway Authority
can carry out the statutory consultation on the TRO.

The required TRO, new formalised on-street parking bays and the application of one-way corridor proposals
on Exchange Street will all require consultation with the Police, emergency services, local residents, bus
companies, and local sustainable access groups. ECNF encourage RBC, LCC and the applicant to
undertake this consultation during the life of the planning application, to ensure that the TRO can actually
be implemented if the development proposals were to be granted planning permission.

The Need for a Comprehensive Corridor Assessment

ECNF are pleased that the applicant has looked to progress the development of a corridor assessment for
Market Street. The proposed access, parking and traffic calming measures on drawing 3806-F04 H move
this requirement forward and provide some level of scheme design for both RBC and LCC to consider.

The combination of gateway traffic calming measures, informal crossing points, formalised on-street
parking and the ghosted right turn junction are the measures expected to make up the corridor improvement
works. As highlighted in previous responses there is a lack of clarity as to what elements of the corridor
strategy will be delivered by each development parcel/phase, and how the works will be delivered across
the various development phases. As required by the RBC Local Plan clarity on these points would be
welcomed by ECNF.

Notwithstanding the above there remain concerns over the delivery of the measures shown on drawing
3806-F04 H. As set out earlier the following matters do not appear to have been addressed when preparing
the corridor proposals:

a) that the corridor forms part of the local bus network, and needs to accommodate passing vehicles
of this size

b) Market Street has to accommodate diverted traffic from the A56 if there is ever a road closure on
this section of the strategic highway network, and also has to cope with additional traffic when the
A56 is busy and modern Sat Nav systems seek it out as an alternative route

c) Market Street already accommodates a significant level of on-street parking (as confirmed in the
applicant’s parking surveys) related to the residential properties fronting this corridor and in respect
of visitors to local shops and businesses

d) The proposed ghosted right turn priority junction to the Taylor Wimpey site should be designed to
CD123

e) The latest proposals now show the northbound bus stop retained, immediately to the south of an
uncontrolled pedestrian crossing on Market Street, and within the main development access
visibility splay

Commentary on points a) to c) would be welcomed by ECNF, as there are concerns that the volume and
on-street parking demands on this corridor have not been fully considered and assessed when preparing
the corridor proposals.

In addition there is a lack of detail on the final measures that will be delivered if the Masterplan is agreed.
All the proposed measures need to be clearly defined, and in the case of works requiring a TRO consulted
on during the life of the application, to ensure all the works and access strategy are deliverable.

Of even greater concern is that the proposed ghosted right hand turn priority junction to serve the Taylor

Wimpey development has not been designed to the requirements of CD123. Whilst it is not the responsibility
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of ECNF to design the access for the applicant, we have previously highlighted the physical width
constraints along Market Street, and the challenges delivering a design compliant junction in this location.
For ease of reference we provide an extract of the access proposals below, also with the detailed design
requirements on running lane and right turn pocket widths for new accesses on the public highway. In
summary CD123 states:

Paragraph 6.8 - At ghost island junctions on roads other than WS2+1 roads, the through lane widths in
each direction shall be a minimum of 3.0 metres and a maximum of 3.65 metres wide, exclusive of hard
strips.

Paragraph 6.10 - The minimum widths of right turning lanes (excluding those on WS2+1 roads), shall satisfy
one of the following:

1) 3.5 metres; or,
2) 3.0 metres for new junctions; or,
3) 2.5 metres for improvements to existing junctions.
Note - A narrow right turn lane down to 2.5m wide is only for improvements to existing junctions where

space is limited and it is not possible to widen the carriageway cross section, e.g. in urban areas where the
carriageway is bounded by buildings.

Paragraph 6.10.1 - The widths of the right turning lanes should be in accordance with 1) for both new and
existing junctions.

Paragraph 6.10.2 - Where it is not feasible to provide the widths of the right turning lanes fully in accordance
with 1), the widths should be as close to 1) as practicable, but no less than 2) or 3) depending on whether
the junction is new or existing.

As shown in figure 2 below the proposed design does not meet the design requirements set out above for
the width of the ghosted right turn lane. Paragraph 6.10 confirms 3m is the minimum width for a new
junction, and is required to ensure a motorist can safely wait whilst turning right clear of oncoming traffic
and to avoid vehicles blocking southbound ahead movements.

A 2.5m wide right turn pocket does not meet the requirements of CD123 for a new junction. It is 0.5m
narrower than the minimum 3m wide pocket for a new junction.

In addition, with the access proposals not delivering a 2m wide footway on the eastern side of Market Street,
the design as proposed cannot be considered appropriate to serve a new residential development of any
scale.
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Figure 2: Extract from Applicant’s Corridor Improvement Strategy (April 2024 Randall Thorp Report)

We believe the reason why the applicant has chosen not to present an access design that complies with
CD123 and shows the widened 2m footway on the eastern side of Market Street, the 2m wide parking bay
and a 3m wide right turn pocket width is because this cannot be physically accommodated along the site
frontage.

This matter was raised during the EiP discussions, in our original submissions to the planning application
and are now presented again. It is essential that at some point during the life of the application the applicant
confirms to all parties whether a CD123 compliant access scheme can be delivered on Market Street.

Our position remains the same that the Masterplan should not be approved whilst the access strategy is
still shown not to comply with industry-standard design guidance.

The Need for a Road Safety Audit

Based on the significance of the access proposals, and now the presentation of a corridor strategy for
Market Street on this strategic route through the village, we reiterate it is appropriate that as part of the
technical information submitted with the planning application and Masterplan a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit
(RSA), along with a Response Report is required for all the access points and corridors where the
development proposals will have an impact, or deliver mitigation measures.

We would expect an independent RSA team to be appointed by the applicant, and their report to be
circulated along with a Response Report. In parallel with this we also expect LCC’s Highway Safety Team
to also undertake their own independent RSA of the corridor strategy, and their findings to be reported back
as part of the planning application review process.

As set out above, with the main development access from Market Street not being compliant with the
junction design requirements set out in CD123, and the eastern footway width on this corridor not following
LCC’s own policy and design guidance set out in their Creating Civilised Streets document, it is perhaps
not surprising that a RSA has not been submitted with the application.

The combination of the design as presented not showing the widening of the eastern footway, the “Y”
distance visibility splay dimensions not being validated, the right turn pocket not meeting the requirements
of CD123 or a clear and robust assessment of the level of lost parking not being presented confirms highway
safety matters have not been satisfactorily considered in the submission material prepared to date.
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Other Access Matters

As set out in previous submissions, the expectation was that any submitted planning application would
include a full and comprehensive assessment of all access arrangements to the site. The April 2024 Randall
Thorp document does show some additional technical information on the corridor proposals, albeit the only
access that has been the subject of any level of detailed scrutiny is the proposed ghosted right turn access
on Market Street, whereas the TA confirms that as part of the wider assessment a vehicular access will be
required from the northern development parcel onto Blackburn Road, and likewise from the southern
development parcel onto Exchange Street. The Taylor Wimpey proposals also place a reliance on an
emergency access to the Methodist Church land, which then will connect with Exchange Street.

The Randall Thorp report also highlights that an additional access onto Market Street is also now proposed.
We are not aware that this has been considered or assessed in any technical detail to date, although we
are aware of LCC’s formal objection to proposals to serve nine residential properties, served from an
existing vehicular access from Market Street. The LCC letter, dated 15" August 2023 states:

“The Highway Authority would raise an objection to the proposed development based upon the proposed
access arrangements.

The spacing between junctions should be based upon the sight stopping distance of the 85%ile speed of
the major road speed. The speed limit is set at 30mph on Market Street however we do not hold any speed
data on Market Street to ascertain the 85%ile speed in the vicinity of the site access (our emphasis).

Assuming speed compliance is in accordance with the speed limit,_ which often is not the case (our
emphasis), the junction spacing should be 43m when applying Lancashire County Council's policy 'Creating
civilised streets’ which is a policy written to respond to the national document Manual for Streets. Recorded
speed data is likely to demonstrate a higher 85%ile speed (our emphasis) which would require a greater
separation distance. For example an 85%ile speed of 34mph would require a separation distance of 51m.”

LCC’s formal objection on the use of this vehicular access to serve part of the Masterplan is relevant as:

e it confirms that LCC do not hold, and are not aware of the existing 85" percentile speeds on Market
Street

o they have highlighted that ‘recorded speed data is likely to demonstrate a higher 85" percentile
speed’

e LCC has referenced their policy document ‘Creating Civilised Streets’, which they confirm is a
‘policy written to respond to the national document Manual for Streets’

These are three critical points that also relate to the design and assessment of the proposed ghosted right
turn junction access to the development. If LCC do not hold any speed survey data then Officers cannot
have checked that the proposed 2.4m x 43m visibility splays at the main site access are appropriate for the
85 percentile vehicle speeds on Market Street.

In addition, if LCC are referencing the need for compliance with their policy document ‘Creating Civilised
Streets’ for this access to serve nine residential properties, compliance with this policy document for all
other access arrangements should be applied and adhered to. This includes the footway width on the
eastern side of Market Street.

From our review of the additional submission material presented by the applicant to date there are no
detailed GA drawings showing how these access strategies will be delivered, suitability of these access
points to serve development traffic or the impacts on any existing on street parking in these locations.

We have previously highlighted that the submitted TA is silent on the development phasing and the
associated construction traffic movements associated with building out the different sites that make up the
total residential allocation. Now that the Randall Thorp document has been updated and includes some
information on the proposed development phasing the technical traffic/transport planning documentation
should also be updated and submitted to RBC to reflect this.
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We believe that a clear development phasing schedule, with the proposed mitigation works linked to each
of the planned works should be prepared for the Masterplan.

As in ECNF’s previous submissions it is also requested that a clear and concise Construction Management
Plan (CMP) is prepared and submitted to RBC and LCC for consideration alongside the Masterplan. This
document should clearly show the proposed access routes, compound locations, internal access routes
and any mitigation measures required during the construction phases.

Exchange Street Assessment

ECNF has previously raised significant concerns regarding the use of this corridor approach, as matters
relating to the use of Exchange Street to access the southern sector of the development allocation were
flagged up during the Local Plan EiP.

The assessment presented by ECNF confirmed the eastern section of Exchange Street is narrow,
experiences kerbside parking on both sides and has substandard visibility when exiting from the minor arm
onto Market Street. This visibility from the minor junction arm cannot be improved due to the position of
adjacent buildings in both the leading and trailing traffic directions.

This corridor also has the recreation ground adjacent to it, along with the recently constructed
bike/skateboard pump track which has a direct pedestrian access onto the Exchange Street carriageway.
On the other side of Exchange Street is a children’s playground. All these uses generate significant
pedestrian movements on this corridor, and by their very nature will attract vulnerable road users, in
particular children/cyclists.

Concerns about using Exchange Street as a development access point were identified by LCC in their
submissions to the Local Plan EiP, where they stated:

“there are a number of issues with the use of Exchange Street” as a development access route.”
This matter has also been raised by RBC in their latest response to the applicant.
The matters that the Highway Authority raised at the time were:

1. The width is approximately 5 m with evidence of on street parking close to the junction with Market
Street and further along which is possibly associated with the adjacent recreation ground and
children's play area. This parking restricts traffic flow on the street.

2. There is no continuous footway to the site on either the north or south side of Exchange Street.
This footway provision is considered essential for the development site to progress but may require
third party land acquisition and dedication.

3. The junction of Exchange Street with Market Street is close to an existing zebra crossing and any
additional movements at this junction are likely to increase the potential conflict between turning
vehicles and pedestrians using the crossing facility.

As expected and highlighted in previous ECNF submissions it is noted that the applicant is continuing to
promote an access strategy which requires the eastern section of Exchange Street to become a one-way
street. This access proposal was highlighted at the EiP, RBC, LCC and the site promoters, based on the
existing sub-standard visibility at the Exchange Street/Market Street junction, along with the lack of
continuous footways and on-street parking in this location.

This requirement now forms part of the corridor strategy for the village and will require a TRO to change
the eastern section of Exchange Street from a two-way to one-way trafficked route. The additional material
submitted with the planning application and the masterplan is silent on any consultation or detailed review
of the implications of this proposal on residents and nearby local businesses.

As set out earlier in this response a full consultation on the required TROs to deliver all the measures
contained within the corridor strategy, including the one-way access arrangements on Exchange Street
must be undertaken before any decision is made on the Masterplan and planning application. Only LCC,
as Highway Authority can carry out the statutory consultation on the TRO.
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We also note that the proposed mitigation works for the additional traffic using Exchange Street and
Highfield Road are speed cushions (physical and painted) on the Highfield Road corridor. These measures
may well control vehicle speeds on this corridor, but the mitigation strategy remains silent on the concerns
regarding the increase in traffic movements on these heavily parked and narrow residential streets. This
illustrates the need for a comprehensive transport assessment for the whole of the village.

In addition, and of relevance to this technical point during the Local Plan EiP the site promoters discussed
an alternative access strategy for the southern development site, whereby all development traffic would be
routed onto the local highway network via the ghosted right turn priority junction on Market Street.

Clarification is sought as to whether this is still a consideration if the one-way access arrangements are not
deliverable on the Exchange Street corridor. We note from the latest Randall Thorp report that only an
emergency vehicular access is proposed between the Taylor Wimpey and Methodist Church land, so all
traffic from the southern land parcel would route to/from the development via Exchange Street.

It has been noted that the applicant’s Transport Consultant has stated in their report that there is no junction
or capacity assessment to undertake in this location. We continue to dispute this and remind all parties that
if a new vehicular access is to be provided in this location it will have a direct impact on traffic flows on
Exchange Street, Highfield Road, The Drive, Eden Avenue and Bolton Road North.

Figure 3: Example of Existing Residential Parking on Highfield Road
These routes often experience a high level of on-street parking, and coupled with direct pedestrian access

from the play area, pump track and recreation ground should be appropriately assessed, and form part of
the RSA study area.
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Figure 4: Bike/Skateboard Pump Track Access Directly on to Exchange Street

Until this technical matter is resolved, and the correct development traffic assignment data prepared it is
our professional opinion that the full impact of the Local Plan allocation cannot be considered.

Access Matters relating to the “North of Church Lane” Site

As set out in the ECNF January and August 2023 submissions alongside the lack of clarity on the proposed
access strategy for the residential allocation via Exchange Street for the Methodist Church land, it was
highlighted that the TA was silent on the access strategy and potential impacts of the “North of Church
Lane” site. The report also remained silent on the proposal for a new car park adjacent to the school, which
creates a new access point close to the signalised junction, and may require the removal of existing on
street parking, the impact of which should be assessed.

In the original submission the applicant focused heavily on assessing the development impact of the 238
residential units in the TA. It has taken both ECNF, RBC and LCC to remind all parties that the allocation
was made “as a whole” to avoid the potential risk of a piecemeal development assessment.

Whilst the latest submission documents have moved the assessment forward, there are still matters such
as the overall allocation access strategy, the final detailed makeup of the corridor strategy, the separate
consultation on the required TROs and other impacts, such as the impacts of any lost or displaced parking
on existing highway corridors.

Turning to the access arrangements for the “North of Church Lane” site, the comments made by RBC and
LCC to the proposed access arrangements for this scheme are provided below, for ease of reference.

“To the north of Church Lane is a smaller site; it is proposed to form an access onto Blackburn Road in the
field adjacent to 5 Blackburn Road. There are site constraints associated with any potential access namely
the visibility splay in either direction and the proximity of the signalised junction consequently the junction
design and positioning will need careful consideration to achieve an acceptable design” (our emphasis).

ECNF raised the technical matter in their submissions to the Local Plan in August 2019 and again in their
January 2023 representations that delivering a new development access in this location onto Blackburn
Road would require on-street parking to be permanently removed, and visibility splays would need to cross
the adjacent field and stone wall. On the latest off-site highway improvement drawings submitted in the
April 2024 Randall Thorp document the development access is shown on plan, but there is a limited amount
of detail relating to visibility splays and removal of existing on-street parking.
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The submissions also highlighted the level of existing on-street parking on this section of adopted highway
generated by the local school. The point was made at the time that the on-street parking in this location will
be made up of teacher and staff parking, along with parent and carer drop-off/pick up at the start and end
of the school day, and that the proposed 81% increase in school capacity would be expected to increase
on-street parking demand in this location, close to the existing signalised junction.

Presumably the proposals to provide a new off-street parking facility on the northern edge of the village, at
Northstone, are a mitigation solution to the removal of on-street parking in this location. Confirmation of the
access strategy and deliverable visibility splays in this location should also be provided, along with including
this in the RSA study area.

Whilst the applicant may consider their focus still needs to be on presenting an access strategy and
assessment of their element of the wider allocation, to accord with the RBC Local Plan allocation
requirements, we reiterate that the scheme needs to be considered as a whole, not in smaller allocations
or phases to ensure the cumulative impacts of the 400-unit allocation is appropriately assessed and
mitigated.

As a consequence we highlight to RBC and LCC that GA drawings should be provided of all the proposed
access arrangements to the full site allocation, so an appropriate assessment can be undertaken.

Off-Site Modelling Appraisal

The final technical matter that we would like to raise at this point is the approach to the off-site junction
modelling presented in the TA.

As set out in our previous submissions RBC and LCC will recall the significant amount of technical modelling
work undertaken by all the site promoters on the Market Street corridor, which included detailed assessment
of the Rochdale Road/Market Street mini-roundabout junction. Mott MacDonald, RBC’s own transport
consultants, previously highlighted capacity issues at this junction and commented that because of the
geometric alignment of the junction, and third-party landownerships around the junction there is very limited
scope for any capacity improvements at this location.

At the time RBC'’s transport consultants went on to say that due to capacity constraints the overall quantum
of residential development in the village may need to be revisited. These capacity constraints were also
highlighted in ECNF’s technical submissions to the Planning Inspector.

Based on the clear and transparent position set out by all parties above (including ECNF and the applicant’s
transport consultants) through the Local Plan, the outputs from the off-site junction modelling appear to be
completely at odds with both RBC’s and LCC’s agreed position. Whilst it is not intended to provide all the
evidence previously presented by the various parties again in this submission, it is sensible to remind RBC
and LCC that during the EiP the Council’s own transport consultants stated in their Highway Capacity Study
(section 6.5):

“The Rochdale Rd / Bury Rd junction in Edenfield was noted to be operating over capacity on the Rochdale
Rd arm of the junction in the morning and the Bury Rd South arm in the evening, in the 2034 Local Plan
scenario. It should be noted, as is stated in Chapter 4, that those results are providing an over exaggerated
understanding of the forecast operation of the junction, due the assessment methodology adopted, in
particular the distribution and assignment element.

Consideration has been given to the formalisation of the existing uncontrolled crossing on the Bury Rd
North arm of the junction into a demand controlled signalised crossing. This has been tested in the ARCADY
model and the results are provided in Table 60 overleaf.”
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“The results in Table 60 demonstrate that provision of a formalised signalised crossing could provide some
benefit to the operation of the Bury Rd South arm of the junction, particularly during the evening peak when
delay is noted to be at its worst.

It is noted that the Rochdale Rd (morning peak) and Bury Rd South (evening peak) arms are still operating
over capacity compared to the Reference case position. This would suggest that further mitigation
measures are required in order to deliver the Local Plan up to 2034.

In order to determine the level of Local Plan demand that the junction can accommodate, analysis has been
undertaken to adjust the Local Plan traffic volumes, which have found that at 2034 the following additional
demand in Table 61 can be accommodated at the junction, by turn movement. This analysis has been
undertaken using the proposed controlled crossing version of the model reported in Table 60 above.”

“The demands shown in Table 61 above can be accommodated by the junction if the proposed crossing
upgrade is implemented. Any further demand beyond those values shown reduces the performance of the
junction away from that of the 2034 Reference Case position.

Any further mitigation solutions considered valid for this junction should only be determined in consultation
with LCC, given the extremely land locked nature of the junction and it’s (sic) proximity to a number of
residential units.”

The capacity matter raised by Mott McDonald at this location remains a live issue, and there is very limited
scope for any physical improvement works at, and on the approach arms to this junction. As an example
sections of Bury Road are subject to significant levels of on-street residential parking, which often reduces
the carriageway down to a single lane width.

This technical matter was highlighted in previous ENCF submissions and to date no additional parking data
has been provided for this link, which we still consider to be an omission in the technical submission. This
illustrates the need for a comprehensive transport assessment for the whole of the village.
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Figure 5: Looking North on Bury Road — an Example of Existing On-Street Parking Challenges

The applicant’s position Is that since COVID traffic flows on this corridor have reduced, effectively creating
“capacity headroom” on the network to allow the full residential site allocation to come forward. The 2023
traffic flows presented by the applicant are not disputed, but there is the obvious concern that if, over time,
traffic flows return to pre-pandemic levels the “capacity headroom” will no longer be available, and the
development impacts, in traffic and transport terms, would be expected to be in line with the Mott McDonald
assessment considered at the EiP.

This is an important point, as at the time of preparing this latest submission another 12 months have passed
since COVID and people’s travel patterns are now returning to pre-pandemic levels.

This is borne out by in the DfT’s own road traffic count statistics for the A56 corridor. Their online data
shows as an organisation they are estimating a year on year daily traffic flow increases that are returning
to near pre-pandemic flows (circa 8,500 vehicles per day).

Further delays by the applicant run the risk of needing to undertake further assessment work, to validate
their base traffic flow data that underpins their assessment.

ECNF have noted that LCC has already rejected the applicant’s approach to use the reduced baseline
traffic flow data, to carve out capacity headroom on the network. This is confirmed in the submitted TA,
which states:

“During pre-application discussions, LCC expressed the view that it does not, at present, solely accept
current traffic information as a true reflection of the operational situation of the highway network, due to the
effects of Covid and the depressed levels of travel demands.”

To this end, it is quite clear that until an agreed position is reached on baseline traffic flows, the need for
the assessment to consider the full allocation (including all access arrangements, implications for lost or
displaced parking), capacity assessments and the required corridor-based mitigation strategy for Market
Street it is not possible for either RBC or LCC to accurately and fully assess the impacts of the proposed
housing allocation.
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In this instance there is perhaps the opportunity to prepare a sensitivity test by applying the predicted
development traffic flows for the full allocation on the previously presented traffic flows presented by the
applicant during the EiP. That way a “worst case” assessment would be presented to allow a clear appraisal
to be considered of the development impact if traffic flows on the local highway network were to return to
pre-pandemic levels.

Conclusions

On behalf of ECNF SKTP has always raised concerns with the allocation of 400 additional dwellings in
Edenfield village. The point that has been consistently made through the Local Plan process is an allocation
of this scale has to be supported by an appropriate level of technical assessment, review and application
of due diligence.

Unfortunately the supporting information to the masterplan and planning application confirms that RBC’s
requirements for a full, cumulative assessment of the allocation as a whole have still not been fully submitted
for consideration. Progress has been made through the April 2024 Randall Thorp masterplan report, but
disappointingly the applicant has not updated their supporting traffic, transport and sustainable access
reports since June 2023, ten months previous to the Randall Thorp information being presented.

All the technical assessment work produced during the Local Plan process by RBC, ECNF and the site
promoters confirmed there would be a material level of degradation to the performance of the local highway
network through the village. In terms of traffic impact, the scheme appears to be wholly reliant on the
“capacity headroom” created on the network post-pandemic to avoid any material impact on the TA study
area.

It continues to be an “unknown” as to what level traffic flows on the highway network will eventually return
to, albeit the DfT are estimating flows are returning to pre-pandemic levels, based on their online road traffic
datasets. In the light of this a pragmatic approach would be to test the impacts of the development using
pre-pandemic baseline flows.

We have highlighted that the proposed access strategy for the allocation as a whole still has not been
clearly set out or appropriately assessed. Examples of this include the lack of detailed assessment of the
required one-way traffic flow proposal on Exchange Street, the lack of any detailed designs for the northern
and southern land parcels, and the proposed new car park. We note that the latest masterplan confirms
that the Taylor Wimpey and Methodist Church land will only have an emergency access linking them,
placing significant pressure on the need for the TRO on Exchange Street to be successful.

With regard to the proposed vehicular access strategy from Market Street, the previously identified matters
where the proposed access arrangements should widen the eastern footway on this corridor have not been
included, or justification for the use of standard “Y” distance visibility splay dimensions.

This latest review has also confirmed that the design is not CD123 compliant, and a more detailed
assessment of the implications of the loss of kerbside parking on Market Street, in the vicinity of the
proposed ghosted right turn junction, is still required.

The review of the Market Street access proposals continues to confirm a CD123 compliant scheme cannot
be accommodated along the development site frontage. The applicant needs to confirm to RBC and LCC
if this is the case, and we would also expect the corridor proposals to be the subject of a Stage 1 RSA.

Finally, ECNF remain of the opinion that all parties are already fully aware of the existing capacity
constraints on the Market Street corridor, including the Rochdale Road/Market Street mini-roundabout
junction that were discussed in detail at the EiP. This was set out in supporting documents through the
Local Plan process. Previous assessment work undertaken by RBC’s and ECNF’s transport consultants
have confirmed existing and future year capacity constraints in this location, which is not borne out by the
assessment work in the submitted TA.

The TA presents an approach where baseline traffic flows are reduced to carve out “capacity headroom”,
as well as a lack of clarity on the final traffic distribution in the peak periods. The findings from the 2023
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traffic surveys are not disputed, but as highlighted by LCC and recorded by the applicant in the TA the
longer these technical matters remain unresolved the likelihood that base traffic flows will increase back to
pre-pandemic levels.

To this end, it is quite clear that until an agreed position is reached on baseline traffic flows, the need for
the assessment to consider the full allocation (including all access arrangements, implications for lost or
displaced parking), capacity assessments and the required corridor-based mitigation strategy for Market
Street it is not possible for either RBC or LCC to fully assess the impacts of the proposed housing allocation.

As set out in our previous technical responses we look forward to LCC and RBC’s response on these
technical matters. We remain grateful to you for your time continuing to engage with the group on progress,
and hope that you may still be able to encourage LCC Officers to meet with you and the group to discuss
these technical matters.

In the meantime if you require any further information ECNF will be pleased to assist you on any technical
matter.

Yours sincerely,

MICHAEL KITCHING

Director
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W: www.gov.uk/coalauthority

For the attention of: The Forward Planning Team
Rossendale Borough Council

[By email: forwardplanning@rossendalebc.gov.uk]
7" June 2024
Dear Forward Planning Team

RE: Edenfield (H66) Masterplan & Design Code

Thank you for your notification of the 8th May 2024 seeking the further views of the Coal Authority
on the above.

We have previously commented on this document in responses to the LPA, the last of which was
dated 1* November 2023. Since this time our records have been updated and they now show coal
outcrops running through parts of the site. These features may have been subject to workings at
shallow depth and may pose a potential risk to surface stability and public safety.

Where built development is proposed in areas where past coal mining activity has taken place we
would expect consideration to be given to the risks posed and for any formal application to be

supported by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment.

Please let me know if you wish to discuss this further.

Yours faithfully

Melanie L Lwds;i.ﬂ!.j

Melanie Lindsley 54 Hons), Dipes, DipURE, M4, PGCertUD, PGCertSP, MRTFI
Principal Planning & Development Manager
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OBJECTIONS TO EDENFIELD MASTERPLAN/DESIGN CODE V4 SITE H66

Still no “Masterplan”! The latest submission is incomplete because it does not provide full details of
the proposals for Phases three and four of H66. Phasing and implementation is also equally vague —
apart from the threat to execute Phases one and two simultaneously, turning the village into a
building site. The nomenclature “Masterplan” is therefore incorrect, the submitted documentation
cannot be considered to be supportive of a valid planning application and must not be treated as
such. The document also claims to be in accord with an agreed design code. There is no indication
with whom, or by whom, it has been agreed — other than referencing a national document, one of
many listed but with no actual linked connection and in some cases rather dated {page 20).

Meanwhile the suggested need for additional local housing has become an urban myth. Whether or
not there is a requirement for extra housing in Rossendale, there is a complete lack of evidence to
indicate the need for an additional 400 houses in Edenfield. Indeed, to the contrary, a small recent
development of nine dwellings at the southern end of the village (off Rochdale Road), which took
several years to build, still has properties unsold. In the context of national policy targets for more
housing having been rescinded, many councils (including adjacent ones) have sensibly stopped or
curtailed their house building programmes.

Executive summary

This lists seventeen points, thirteen of which are deferred to be resolved at some future,
undetermined, point and include issues which are highly contentious and/or critical to the
development ever proceeding, e.g. traffic flow/vehicle access, and make sweeping general
statements about what the document addresses/describes with little or no evidence, e.g. land
stability /ecological impact.

Local planning

The “Masterplan” is dismissive and scornful of the ENP and Design Code report prepared by AECOM
last year, alleging that it does not take account of the H66 and the Local Plan, rather focusing on the
existing reality. The developers then describe this (with no justification) as a “conflict with the Local
Plan, the early stage of (their) document and the fact that it postdates the submission of this

Masterplan and Design Code” going on to say it therefore cannot be “afforded weight at this stage”.

Rather patronisingly they then acknowledge the local community input and the insights it affords in
contributing to the preparation of their Masterplan and Design Code. They cannot have it both ways
— either it postdates their document (it does not) and cannot contribute, or it is relevant and
informative (and has been used by the document). The Neighbourhood Community Forum of course
starts from the existing reality and looks at how potential developments should proceed, to future
proof that reality and any proposed housing, adding value to both. It does not start with some
fantasy estate whose descriptions bear little or no resemblance to the finished product, making
continual reference to complementing the existing environment when self-evidently it is completely
alien. For instance, selecting minor layout features to justify imposing a standard, one-size-fits-all,
layout produced for urban settings into a dispersed rural environment (e.g. citing the prevalence of
cul-de-sac development when the main feature of the village is ribbon development).

There are also ludicrous attempts to claim benefits and improvements that will arise from this totally
inappropriate imposition and a hallmark of the document is its GENEROUS offers to return to the
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village fragments of the space, walks, views and leisure facilities that are currently enjoyed but
which will be destroyed by the development that they propose. Moreover, their remarks about
consultation are misleading as northern parts of the village were not included in leaflet drops and
other communication media, despite being depicted in their submission (page 29). Though less
directly impacted, we would suffer equally from the huge loss of environment, chaos of site
development, traffic gridlock and infrastructure overload that would ensue should this proposal
proceed as planned.

LEAP — uses only land not required for building and is tokenistic at best. The juxtaposition on page 80
(showing the tiny proposed LEAP area in part of the development) with the illustration of spacious
play areas on page 81, suggesting parity of provision, is cynical in the extreme!

Dubious ‘benefits’ are not confined to structure. It may be of passing interest to note that one new
cycle/pedestrian path (page 39) appears to lead straight onto the A56 bypass, while valuable new
pedestrian links either already exist (page 42) or are intended to facilitate access for the new
development (hardly beneficial for existing residents).

In other flights of fancy Street Hierarchy (page 32) indicates continuous local facilities from halfway
up Bolton Road to the traffic lights on Market Street (almost a mile). There is one shop on Bolton
Road, one pub and half a dozen shops at the mini roundabout nearly half mile further on and then
(apart from a café) no other facilities until the north end of the village a further half a mile away.

School Expansion is portrayed as altruistic donation of resources — it is in the green belt and already
owned by Peel Holdings. Additionally there is no mention of contribution to the main capital (and
revenue) expenditure entailed in such extension. The situation regarding other infrastructure
pressures, e.g. NHS services, is dealt with — by a deafening silence!

Traffic survey

The situation regarding increased traffic flow — both within the developments and through the
village remains deeply concerning and is totally unaddressed in this document. Reliance on the
deeply flawed traffic survey by Taylor Wimpey submitted in the first proposal (subsequently partially
updated but with little more accuracy) and Northstone’s contribution (including the proposed Green
Belt community car park) take no cognisance of the lived reality — particularly at school drop-off and
pick-up. Any interruptions to normal traffic volume, e.g. road works, bypass obstruction,
construction work (housing on Rochdale Road!) bad weather, vehicle breakdown or large vehicles
can and does cause traffic paralysis as witnessed by residents on a regular basis (with photographic
evidence).

The Market Street access/junctions and consequent traffic flows on, both north and south, have not
been accurately assessed — let alone mitigated by these proposals and their own survey showed that
capacity at the mini-roundabout junction would be exceeded. (Meanwhile their survey at the
northern traffic lights junction referred to Guide Court at the A6! The cut and paste methodology of
the document becomes explicit!) Appendix C, cited as supporting their claims has five paragraphs
basically saying it will all be fine and that their assessments confirm this. It concludes:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IS CONTAINED WITHIN A SEPARATE, DETAILED HIGHWAYS
NOTE. It would useful to have this note available to stakeholders.
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Summary

It is worth noting that a (presumably) unintended consequence of the document is how implicitly it
confirms all the main points that objectors have been making since Taylor Wimpey first went public.
All the evidence demonstrates conclusively the overwhelmingly rural and open nature of all aspects
of existing village facilities as shown in the accompanying photographs (e.g. pages 27, 33, 35, 69, 70
and 73). Whereas the visual information relating to the proposed developments (limited though it
is) is precisely the opposite showing their oppressive, cramped, constrained nature (pages 10, 23) —
even in the diagrams describing the traffic (e.g. pages 48, 49). Most telling, perhaps, is the
acknowledgement of what lies in store for Edenfield and implications of the village becoming a
building site for a minimum of seven years as demonstrated by the photos on pages 56 and 57.

The urban ‘pick-and-mix’ from major house-builders’ repertoire, masquerading as bespoke design
and attempting to ‘greenwash’ the resultant mediocrity, does not disguise the cut-and-paste
imposition of a tired, sterile and totally unimaginative development which it is insulting to call a

“vibrant residential area which architecturally reflects and compliments the positive
characteristics of Edenfield”.(page 10)

Dr Ann-Marie Coyne.

Michael J Coyne.
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The Occupants of

Friday, 07 June 2024
Rossendale Borough Council

forwardplanning@rossendalebc.gov.uk

Edenfield Masterplan/Design Code V4

Dear Sirs,

As we write yet another letter to you to object to the proposals laid out in the Edenfield
Masterplan we find ourselves exasperated that yet again the proposals still don’t meet the
requirements of the Local Plan.

We can only conclude that Rossendale Borough Council by keep consulting on the plan for
site H66 are willing to ignore the content and recommendations of the Local Plan and hope
that the residents of Edenfield will become tired of making the same objections. We will not.

So yet again, we raise our objections as follows:

The vehicular access to our property is via a cul-de-sac off Highfield Road. The parking
proposals that have been submitted to support this version of the plan do not consider the
existing Edenfield residents nor does it take into account the already serious traffic and
parking problems that exist in our village. Introducing parking restrictions on Market Street,
Exchange Street or Highfield Road will have a serious impact on those residents and those
of the surrounding areas, like ourselves. Not all houses have the luxury of a drive to park
their vehicles, this then forces them to park on the road. This already makes it difficult to
navigate the footpaths as the cars are always parked across them. When | attempt to walk
up to the children’s play area with my family members and dogs we are forced onto the main
road as we cannot walk, let alone push a pram through the gaps that are left. With the
current flow of traffic on these roads, this is not a significant problem. Add another 300
houses and an equal number of cars, all of which you are going to force down these roads to
gain access to their houses would have a seriously detrimental impact on the safety of the
existing residents of this community.

Two members of our family have already had road traffic accidents at the junction of Eden
Avenue, attempting to turn right onto Bolton Road North. These plans will make all the
surrounding areas busier, and it is more likely that accidents numbers will increase. Recent
road works on the A56 demonstrate the effect of a high number of vehicles attempting to
travel through the village on its only road. Gridlock.

Any plans to make Exchange Street a one-way system is ludicrous. Travelling down

Exchange Street leads to the children’s playground, the recreation ground, and the new
pump track. The number of children on bicycles in this area has increased 10-fold. To force
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traffic onto Highfield Road and Eden Avenue to navigate around a one-way Exchange Street
will lead to a fatality. Exacerbate this with double yellow lines on Market Street and
Exchange Street with restricted parking again will force additional vehicles onto Highfield
Road and Eden Avenue. We are struggling to understand how anyone can think these are
satisfactory solutions to provide access to a new housing development. It has no regard
whatsoever for the safety of the residents of Edenfield Village, our children or our
community.

That is without even considering the impact on the village itself. Of the few shops that
remain, these plans are likely to force their closure as customers will not easily have access
to them during their opening hours. In addition to this we note there are still no plans
regarding the infrastructure of the village — there are still no plans for schools or healthcare
provisions.

We are yet to see the traffic assessment for the whole site — again as noted in the Local
Plan. Why has this not been carried out?

We repeat our earlier comments, we believe that this is a seriously ill-thought-out
Masterplan, still lacking in any detail. This is not a Masterplan for existing Edenfield residents
this is a plan with the only benefit we can see is to boost council tax income which no doubt
will be spent in other areas of Rossendale. Edenfield is too close to the boundary for
Greater Manchester for any funds or services to head in our direction. You only have to ring
999 for police or ambulance services to experience that or wait for it to snow and see how
long it takes for the roads to be gritted or even just take a walk around the village and look at
the state of the roads and footpaths. Our public transport services are almost non-existent —
Edenfield is the forgotten village. Until of course you want to buy a house here — inflated
prices because of its idyllic location and picturesque scenery. That is until you allow over
450 new houses to be built, declassification of greenbelt land to accommodate it and
potentially 7 years of ongoing construction. This alone would shut our village down and
devalue our properties.

This is not a Masterplan for the residents of Edenfield, this is more likely to be a funeral plan.
Either for the death of our village community or one of our children.

Yours faithfully,
Tracy Finney, MSc, Chartered MCIPD, MInstLM
William Finney

Kieron Finney
Kristofer Finney
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| wish to register my strong objections to The Edenfield Masterplan V4. | set out below my reasons
why the Plan must be rejected

1 Traffic

As | understand it, a proper traffic assessment of the whole site, and a full road safety audit,
have not yet been undertaken.

It seems more than reasonable to expect that these must be carried out before the Plan,
which will transform the village, is approved and any stringent traffic restrictions imposed on
current residents to their detriment.

| am a resident of Exchange Street and | am particularly concerned about the effect the
implementation of the plan will have on the large increase in the traffic flow through the
village, and especially down Exchange Street and Highfield Road.

Exchange Street is very narrow, and not suitable to be an access road to the new houses.
Parking restrictions in the street will disadvantage not only the residents, but also the
businesses on Market Street whose customers often park their cars in the street, dog walkers, who
drive to Exchange Street to use the recreation field to walk their dogs, and parents who
drive to the street to bring their young children to use the swing park and the

pump track.

2 Infrastructure

The local area cannot support the increase in population and cannot currently provide the
necessary school places, public transport, and access to GPs and other healthcare, which will
be needed. Plans for how these services will be fully provided must be clear before the approval of
the Plan can be contemplated.

3 Greenbelt
The proposed further release of green belt land is not aligned to the RBC Local Plan and will
have an adverse effect on the environment, the local ecology, and water drainage.
The commitment of all developers to provide compensatory green belt measures must be in
place before the Masterplan is approved.

4 Flood Risk
The increased risk of flood is not properly considered in the Plan and must be addressed
before Plan approval.

5 Phasing of Building Work

The simultaneous development of the two main sites by Taylor Wimpey and Peel, will lead to
upheaval in the village with traffic congestion, noise

and safety concerns.

6 The Equality Impact of the Development

Current residents of Edenfield will be subjected to major change and life will not be the same
following the proposed development of the village.

The development of the H66 site must not be done to the detriment and discrimination of
existing residents. The provisions of The Equality Act 2010 must be observed to ensure that
discrimination is eliminated.

Lesly Spurrell
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Dear Sirs,
| would like to raise my objection to the Masterplan for Edenfield.

The current infrastructure we have absolutely would not support any further traffic running through
Market Street not only that we already have issues with parking to the point where one neighbour
frequently gets into screaming matches with people if they park outside his outside. | can only see
parking and traffic becoming absolute horrific unless other plans are put in place to divert traffic of
off Market Street.

Laura Brooks

Sent from my iPhone
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Please accept this email as my letter of objection against the Edenfield Masterplan V4 and ensure
that it is registered.

The Occupant of

Friday, 07 June 2024
Rossendale Borough Council

forwardplanning@rossendalebc.gov.uk

Edenfield Masterplan/Design Code V4

Dear Sirs,

As we write yet another letter to you to object to the proposals laid out in the
Edenfield Masterplan we find ourselves exasperated that yet again the
proposals still don’'t meet the requirements of the Local Plan.

We can only conclude that Rossendale Borough Council by keep consulting
on the plan for site H66 are willing to ignore the content and
recommendations of the Local Plan and hope that the residents of Edenfield
will become tired of making the same objections. We will not.

So yet again, we raise our objections as follows:

The parking proposals that have been submitted to support this version of
the plan do not consider the existing Edenfield residents nor does it take into
account the already serious traffic and parking problems that exist in our
village. Introducing parking restrictions on Market Street, Exchange Street
or Highfield Road will have a serious impact on those residents and those of
the surrounding areas, like ourselves. Not all houses have the luxury of a
drive to park their vehicles, this then forces them to park on the
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road. This already makes it difficult to navigate the footpaths as the cars are
always parked across them. When | attempt to walk up to the children’s play
area with my family members and dogs we are forced onto the main road as
we cannot walk on the footpaths. With the current flow of traffic on these
roads, this is not a significant problem. Add another 300 houses and an
equal number of cars, all of which you are going to force down these roads
to gain access to their houses would have a seriously detrimental impact on
the safety of the existing residents of this community.

Two members of our family have already had road traffic accidents at the
junction of Eden Avenue, attempting to turn right onto Bolton Road
North. These plans will make all the surrounding areas busier, and it is more
likely that accidents numbers will increase. Recent road works on the A56
demonstrate the effect of a high number of vehicles attempting to travel
through the village on its only road. Gridlock.

Any plans to make Exchange Street a one-
way system is ludicrous. Travelling down Exchange Street leads to the
children’s playground, the recreation ground, and the new pump
track. The number of children on bicycles in this area has increased 10-
fold. To force traffic onto Highfield Road and Eden Avenue to navigate
around a one-way Exchange Street will lead to a fatality. Exacerbate this
with double yellow lines on Market Street and Exchange Street with restricted
parking again will force additional vehicles onto Highfield Road and Eden
Avenue. If this goes ahead will you then put double yellow lines on Highfield
Road and Eden Avenue to facilitate the new houses? Is there any thought or
consideration in this plan for the people who already live in Edenfield and on
these roads where you plan to ban parking ? We are struggling to
understand how anyone can think these are satisfactory solutions to provide
access to a new housing development. It has no regard whatsoever for
the safety of the residents of Edenfield Village, our children or our
community.

That is without even considering the impact on the village itself. Of the few
shops that remain, these plans are likely to force their closure as customers
will not easily have access to them during their opening hours. In addition to
this we note there are still no plans regarding the infrastructure of the
village — there are still no plans for schools or healthcare provisions.

We are yet to see the traffic assessment for the whole site — again as noted
in the Local Plan. Why has this not been carried out?
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We repeat our earlier comments, we believe that this is a seriously ill-
thought-out Masterplan, still lacking in any detail. This is not a Masterplan for
existing Edenfield residents this is a plan with the only benefit we can see
is to boost council tax income which no doubt will be spent in other areas of
Rossendale. Edenfield is too close to the boundary for Greater Manchester
for any funds or services to head in our direction. You only have to ring 999
for police or ambulance services to experience that or wait for it to snow and
see how long it takes for the roads to be gritted or even just take a walk
around the village and look at the state of the roads and footpaths. Our public
transport services are almost non-existent — Edenfield is the forgotten
village. Until of course you want to buy a house here — inflated prices
because of its idyllic location and picturesque scenery. That is until you
allow over 450 new houses to be built, declassification of greenbelt land to
accommodate it and potentially 7 years of ongoing construction. This alone
would shut our village down and devalue our properties.

This is not a Masterplan for the residents of Edenfield, this is more likely to
be a funeral plan. Either for the death of our village community or one of our
children.

Yours faithfully,

Deborah Kenyon

Sent from my iPhone
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To whom it may concern

We object to this latest version of this planning application.

There are still no acceptable solutions to the increase in traffic that this small (at the moment) village
will have to endure.

The safety of all residents will be at risk.

No acceptable parking provisions have been made for all those residents of Market Street - who
have always parked outside their properties - what about the disabled and frail who live there?
There seems to be a very small number of spaces provided in the plan - no where near enough for
these residents and certainly not adjacent to their homes.

Given we are all being ‘encouraged’ to have electric vehicles - where are these people supposed to
charge them?

The increased traffic will be a danger to pedestrians - especially those children walking to Edenfield
primary school.

There are two ‘pinch points’ - one at each end of the village which at busy times are already difficult
to negotiate - this will be nigh on impossible.

Turning right out of Gincroft Lane into Market street is already a risky manoeuvre due to the volume
of traffic - again this will be nigh on impossible.

Who is going to implement the parking restrictions because no one does now.

People park on the double yellow lines and in the zigzags at the zebra crossing now and no one (LCC
or the police) do anything about it so how is it going to be different once we have all this extra
traffic?

This application is badly thought out and too big for our village.

We object in the strongest terms

Carolyne and Paul Williams
|

Sent from my iPad
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I wholly endorse and support each and every objection set out by the Edenfield Community
Neighbourhood Forum (ECNF).

It beggars belief that the Rossendale council would sanction such a massive development,
completely inappropriate to the available amenities within Edenfield now or within the
future. A development which the village community will be unable to cope with without a
serious diminution to their way of life and the introduction of a major danger to the
environment and indeed the life’s of all residents.

The developers fourth attempt to appease the council is driven by the quest for profit, without
attending to the needs and protection of the community, now or in the future.

As fairy new arrivals to Edenfield, we as a family experienced great difficulty accessing local
services including primary school places, GP and dental registration. The proposed expansion
of the village will only make these issues worse, as there are no plans for expansion of the
necessary infrastructure. Our personal worry is that our children may end up at different
schools in the wider area, rather than the local village school, leading to a disconnection to
the community.

Road safely is also of major concern to our family which includes young children and elderly
infirm. The through traffic already present in Market Street is at such a level that it poses a
danger to all local road users and pedestrians, increasing it is unthinkable. There has been no
proposal to address this issue, for example direct access to the M66.

The flood risk and land stability issues, which have been left unresolved are quite alarming.
We all know we are facing a climate crisis with more wet and extreme weather and the
possibility that we are degrading our defences is a terrifying thought.

Regards,
Geraldine Sweet
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| wholly endorse and support each and every objection set out by the Edenfield Community
Neighbourhood Forum (ECNF).

It beggars belief that the Rossendale council would sanction such a massive development,
completely inappropriate to the available amenities within Edenfield now or within the future. A
development which the village community will be unable to cope with without a serious diminution
to their way of life and the introduction of a major danger to the environment and indeed the life’s
of all residents.

The developers fourth attempt to appease the council is driven by the quest for profit, without
attending to the needs and protection of the community, now or in the future.

As fairy new arrivals to Edenfield, we as a family experienced great difficulty accessing local services
including primary school places, GP and dental registration. The proposed expansion of the village
will only make these issues worse, as there are no plans for expansion of the necessary
infrastructure. Our personal worry is that our children may end up at different schools in the wider
area, rather than the local village school, leading to a disconnection to the community.

Road safely is also of major concern to our family which includes young children and elderly infirm.
The through traffic already present in Market Street is at such a level that it poses a danger to all
local road users and pedestrians, increasing it is unthinkable. There has been no proposal to address
this issue, for example direct access to the M66.

The flood risk and land stability issues, which have been left unresolved are quite alarming. We all
know we are facing a climate crisis with more wet and extreme weather and the possibility that we
are degrading our defences is a terrifying thought.

Regards,
J B Gray

Sent from my iPhone
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Please see my Objections to revised Edenfield Masterplan/Design code (ref version 4 or V4) for site
H66

| wholly endorse and support each and every objection set out by the Edenfield Community
Neighbourhood Forum (ECNF).

It beggars belief that the Rossendale council would sanction such a massive development,
completely inappropriate to the available amenities within Edenfield now or within the future. A
development which the village community will be unable to cope with without a serious diminution
to their way of life and the introduction of a major danger to the environment and indeed the life’s
of all residents.

The developers fourth attempt to appease the council is driven by the quest for profit, without
attending to the needs and protection of the community, now or in the future.

As fairy new arrivals to Edenfield, we as a family experienced great difficulty accessing local services
including primary school places, GP and dental registration. The proposed expansion of the village
will only make these issues worse, as there are no plans for expansion of the necessary
infrastructure. Our personal worry is that our children may end up at different schools in the wider
area, rather than the local village school, leading to a disconnection to the community.

Road safely is also of major concern to our family which includes young children and elderly infirm.
The through traffic already present in Market Street is at such a level that it poses a danger to all
local road users and pedestrians, increasing it is unthinkable. There has been no proposal to address
this issue, for example direct access to the M66.

The flood risk and land stability issues, which have been left unresolved are quite alarming. We all
know we are facing a climate crisis with more wet and extreme weather and the possibility that we
are degrading our defences is a terrifying thought.

Regards,

Alastair sweet
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| wholly endorse and support each and every objection set out by the Edenfield Community
Neighbourhood Forum (ECNF).

It beggars belief that the Rossendale council would sanction such a massive development,
completely inappropriate to the available amenities within Edenfield now or within the future. A
development which the village community will be unable to cope with without a serious diminution
to their way of life and the introduction of a major danger to the environment and indeed the life’s
of all residents.

The developers fourth attempt to appease the council is driven by the quest for profit, without
attending to the needs and protection of the community, now or in the future.

As fairy new arrivals to Edenfield, we as a family experienced great difficulty accessing local services
including primary school places, GP and dental registration. The proposed expansion of the village
will only make these issues worse, as there are no plans for expansion of the necessary
infrastructure. Our personal worry is that our children may end up at different schools in the wider
area, rather than the local village school, leading to a disconnection to the community.

Road safely is also of major concern to our family which includes young children and elderly infirm.
The through traffic already present in Market Street is at such a level that it poses a danger to all
local road users and pedestrians, increasing it is unthinkable. There has been no proposal to address
this issue, for example direct access to the M66.

The flood risk and land stability issues, which have been left unresolved are quite alarming. We all
know we are facing a climate crisis with more wet and extreme weather and the possibility that we
are degrading our defences is a terrifying thought.

Regards,
Mary Gray

Sent from my iPhone
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Dear Sir/Madam

| am writing to object to the above updated Taylor Wimpey (TW) planning application for the
following reasons, my previous objections still standing:

The UK is one of the nature depleted countries in the world
(https://naturalengland.blog.gov.uk/2023/09/29/state-of-nature/). Rossendale council need to
support biodiversity and finally take a stance by not granting this planning application on these
green sites and ensure that best use is made of identified brownfield sites.

The plan still does not include input from all developers so cannot be considered a ‘masterplan’. It is
evident that the developers are blatantly ignoring this prerequisite and are demonstrating that they
are clearly unable to work together in partnership. | simply cannot comprehend why these individual
planning applications, causing residents stress to continually have to use their valuable time
addressing them, are allowed to continue? What was the point of having this pre-requisite??

There is still no traffic assessment for the whole site. | do not believe that the council or developers
fully appreciate the impact and chaos that building works will have on the village. | have to drive
frequently through the village daily and chaos always ensues at the bottle neck points at either end
of the village; on Exchange Street; and the roads around the mini roundabout on Market Street. The
recent development on Rochdale road and the roadwork on Gincroft Lane is evidence of the
absolute havoc that residents will have to endure from the heavy machinery and lorries that will be
required for this development, plus the increased traffic through the village from the additional
homes. There is a strong potential for safety issues for non road users of the highway not to mention
damage to parked cars (of which | have had personal experience). | envisage the centre of Edenfield
coming to a standstill with patience wearing thin and tempers rising. It is obvious that developers do
not care but is this really what the council wants for its residents?

Sickeningly, there continues to be direct and indirect discrimination towards current residents
because of parking restrictions on Market Street where residents, many of whom are frail and
disabled, will be prevented from parking outside their homes. There has been no equality impact
assessment to eliminate this discrimination or consideration to protected characteristics under the
Equality Act 2010. The unfairness of expecting those affected to have to walk from designated
alternative parking on site to their homes possibly with children and shopping in tow is clear to
anyone with any intelligence or common sense. That is assuming that there will even be the space
for them there! Unless it is monitored it is likely that residents of the proposed site and visitors to
the village will take advantage of the parking. Will the proposed alternative parking take into
consideration parking for visitors to the affected residents? Most people like to be able to park close
to or near to their homes as | am sure you would agree. Parking restrictions may also have a negative
effect on local businesses leading to their potential closure and consequently affecting the local
economy.

Development remains cramped with limited green and landscaped spaces withing the site and so
continues to ignore recommendations inf the Places Matter Design Review report.

Flood risk and land stability issues have not been resolved with the SUDS drainage pond close to the
A56 continue to pose serious road safety concerns highlighted by National Highways.

Proposed further release of greenbelt for the school, play area and car park north of the village is

not aligned to the local plan and will have further adverse effect on ecosystems, biodiversity, water
drainage and safety issues.
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This masterplan and design code is not in keeping with the National Planning Policy Framework
outlined in the Design Code document and it is both sad and very disappointing that TW have paid
little consideration the Design Code put forward by ECNF and ultimately the community voice.

Rossendale Council, please do not allow the concreting over of any more beautiful green sites across
the borough be your legacy.

Janet Smith
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As a resident of Edenfield living on Market Street for the last 30 years | am writing to
express my objections to the proposed development to the site west of Market Street
designated H66 under the planning application referenced above.

Firstly | want to comment on my absolute objection to the whole concept this proposed
development in the Edenfield area.

The sheer scale of this proposal development is unbelievable. As everyone involved knows
there are just under 1000 residences in the village at the moment. The intention is to build a
further 450 houses in total on what is or was GREEN BELT LAND. Who are the elected official
who voted this scheme through the Council meetings. None of Council member who actual
lives in the village of Edenfield will have voted for this development that’s for sure. The
implementation of this development proposal will ruin the lives of all the people who
currently live in this village for ever more. Councillors are elected to safeguard the quality of
life of the people who live in the Borough of Rossendale. The current elected Councillors
have voted to blight the lives of all the residents of Edenfield. This is unacceptable.

My objections to the proposed development are as follows.

o Serious safety concerns one way system Exchange Street — won’t resolve safety
concerns; left hand turn from Market Street to Exchange Street is a blind left turn
which is a major safety concern for traffic, pedestrians and cyclists.

o Serious safety concerns junction Highfield Road/Exchange Street — particularly
child, pedestrian and cycle safety as directly opposite new Cycle Pump Track
which is not detailed in either masterplan or planning application.

o Serious safety concerns re the proposed access to the site via The Drive,
Highfield Road, Eden Avenue — visibility is severely affected by double parking
and children play on these streets, hence particular concern for pedestrian and
cycle safety; pavements and roads are not wide enough for the amount of traffic
they will serve.

e There has been NO TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT FOR THE WHOLE SITE.

o Double yellow lines proposed on Market Street and Exchange Street and
restricted parking from 8am until 6pm — likely to result in reduced footfall to local
business butchers, bakers, pharmacy etc. which are essential services and
important for the local economy — businesses are like to close if insufficient
footfall resulting in a negative effect on the local economy — opposite of what was
proposed in local plan

o Gateway proposed- location seems dangerous, misrepresents the start/exit of
the village, is unlikely to have an effect on road/pedestrian safety due to size of
development/increase in traffic, A56 being closed recently has highlighted this,
and traffic diverted ignoring traffic calming measures and they have not been
enforced

o Double yellow lines in front of houses — how will current residents access

properties with shopping, babies and children etc.

Proposed further release of greenbelt

Proposed new junctions unsafe and not fit for purpose

Serious traffic, cycle and pedestrian safety concerns could result in fatality

Double yellow lines and restrictions on parking will have a negative effect on local

business’s, resulting in a negative effect on the economy — the opposite of what

was promised in local plan

e No phasing proposal — concerns over road and pedestrian safety if phasing is
ignored and building undertaken simultaneously

o Discrimination against existing residents to accommodate needs of residents in
the new houses
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o Flood risk overall but particularly on the A56 leading to serious traffic and public
safety concerns — still awaiting national highways feedback.

o Serious safety concerns re new junction entrance /exit to Taylor Wimpey (TW)
proposed 238 houses — site access proposed on Market street which is highly
trafficked, heavily parked.

o Diversion route if the A56/M66 shuts. A key route for agricultural and large quarry
vehicles in the area and for cyclists and commuters (Bury, Rawtenstall & further
afield). A recreational route for some of the best mountain biking in the North
West.

o Compensatory car park is not large enough and not fit for purpose — recent audit
identified between 35 and 40 cars parked every night; the car park appears to be
open to new and existing residents therefore can’t be compensatory; no spaces
for potential trades/service personnel; no future proofing e.g. electric charging
points; no disabled provision

e No phasing proposal for TW site — therefore could be one big building site for
next 10 years leading to traffic and pedestrian safety concerns

o Flood safety risk— SUDS too close to A56 where there is already a known failure
of infrastructure/embankment, could reduce stability further on the A56 and put
road users safety at risk.

o Pavements not wide enough — to ensure safety of pedestrians should be 2m wide

Peter Haworth

Sent from Mail for Windows
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As a resident of Edenfield living on Market Street for the last 30 years | am writing to
express my objections to the proposed development to the site west of Market Street
designated H66 under the planning application referenced above.

Firstly | want to comment on my absolute objection to the whole concept this proposed
development in the Edenfield area.

The sheer scale of this proposal development is unbelievable. As everyone involved knows
there are just under 1000 residences in the village at the moment. The intention is to build a
further 450 houses in total on what is or was GREEN BELT LAND. Who are the elected official
who voted this scheme through the Council meetings. None of Council member who actual
lives in the village of Edenfield will have voted for this development that’s for sure. The
implementation of this development proposal will ruin the lives of all the people who
currently live in this village for ever more. Councillors are elected to safeguard the quality of
life of the people who live in the Borough of Rossendale. The current elected Councillors
have voted to blight the lives of all the residents of Edenfield. This is unacceptable.

My objections to the proposed development are as follows.

o Serious safety concerns one way system Exchange Street — won’t resolve safety
concerns; left hand turn from Market Street to Exchange Street is a blind left turn
which is a major safety concern for traffic, pedestrians and cyclists.

o Serious safety concerns junction Highfield Road/Exchange Street — particularly
child, pedestrian and cycle safety as directly opposite new Cycle Pump Track
which is not detailed in either masterplan or planning application.

o Serious safety concerns re the proposed access to the site via The Drive,
Highfield Road, Eden Avenue — visibility is severely affected by double parking
and children play on these streets, hence particular concern for pedestrian and
cycle safety; pavements and roads are not wide enough for the amount of traffic
they will serve.

e There has been NO TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT FOR THE WHOLE SITE.

o Double yellow lines proposed on Market Street and Exchange Street and
restricted parking from 8am until 6pm — likely to result in reduced footfall to local
business butchers, bakers, pharmacy etc. which are essential services and
important for the local economy — businesses are like to close if insufficient
footfall resulting in a negative effect on the local economy — opposite of what was
proposed in local plan

o Gateway proposed- location seems dangerous, misrepresents the start/exit of
the village, is unlikely to have an effect on road/pedestrian safety due to size of
development/increase in traffic, A56 being closed recently has highlighted this,
and traffic diverted ignoring traffic calming measures and they have not been
enforced

o Double yellow lines in front of houses — how will current residents access

properties with shopping, babies and children etc.

Proposed further release of greenbelt

Proposed new junctions unsafe and not fit for purpose

Serious traffic, cycle and pedestrian safety concerns could result in fatality

Double yellow lines and restrictions on parking will have a negative effect on local

business’s, resulting in a negative effect on the economy — the opposite of what

was promised in local plan

e No phasing proposal — concerns over road and pedestrian safety if phasing is
ignored and building undertaken simultaneously

o Discrimination against existing residents to accommodate needs of residents in
the new houses
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o Flood risk overall but particularly on the A56 leading to serious traffic and public
safety concerns — still awaiting national highways feedback.

o Serious safety concerns re new junction entrance /exit to Taylor Wimpey (TW)
proposed 238 houses — site access proposed on Market street which is highly
trafficked, heavily parked.

o Diversion route if the A56/M66 shuts. A key route for agricultural and large quarry
vehicles in the area and for cyclists and commuters (Bury, Rawtenstall & further
afield). A recreational route for some of the best mountain biking in the North
West.

o Compensatory car park is not large enough and not fit for purpose — recent audit
identified between 35 and 40 cars parked every night; the car park appears to be
open to new and existing residents therefore can’t be compensatory; no spaces
for potential trades/service personnel; no future proofing e.g. electric charging
points; no disabled provision

e No phasing proposal for TW site — therefore could be one big building site for
next 10 years leading to traffic and pedestrian safety concerns

o Flood safety risk— SUDS too close to A56 where there is already a known failure
of infrastructure/embankment, could reduce stability further on the A56 and put
road users safety at risk.

o Pavements not wide enough — to ensure safety of pedestrians should be 2m wide

Valerie Haworth

Sent from Mail for Windows
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Good Afternoon,

| would like to submit objections relating to v4 of the Edenfield Masterplan (H66 Masterplan &
Design Code) on behalf of myself and Nadia Krasij (cc’d in this email). | noticed the objections we
sent in November were not included in the published responses document later the same month,
nor that we have received recently either an email or letter to our address ||| GGG
Il te!ling us about the publication of the latest masterplan, so would be grateful if you would
confirm both receipt of this email and its objections, and also that they will be published and taken
into account. To aid this | have tried to include the most pertinent objections in the body of this
email.

This is Still Not a Masterplan

We note again that the masterplan is largely a Taylor Wimpey-based proposal. It makes assumptions
on behalf of the other developers, and so we assume they have not been consulted nor agree to be
represented by this document. For example the proposed design constraints in the 'area types'
specification appendix for Peel / Northstone in 'Edenfield North' may not reflect Peel / Northstone’s
current thinking based on their standalone planning application for the area and the resulting
feedback, and on the phasing of building works. There is barely mention of Richard Nuttal’s
intentions. The Masterplan has also not taken into account any responses from the independent
application made by Peel / Northstone in 2023 which could have informed the new version.

The Masterplan also assumes the council would approve the release of further greenbelt land for a
car park to be built by Peel / Northstone, but then assumes the car park is available for the
community generally whereas Peel / Northstone’s application assumed primary use of this car park
for school-related traffic at school drop-off and collection times. These assumptions are conflicting; it
may well be the case that the car park is consistently full of displaced cars belonging to residents of
Market Street whose on-street parking provision has been removed as part of the traffic proposals,
and so the car park might not be available to parents and teachers anyway. And, rather surprisingly,
it appears the Masterplan also considers the proposed car park to be a 'local area for play' (in a
diagram in the latter part of the plan document). | don’t believe we would like for car parks to be
considered as playgrounds as a general rule.

Considerable loss of Green Belt land; change to Government policy

We would like to highlight again the change in Government policy regarding mandatory building
targets, acknowledging the upcoming general election and resulting Government may again review
policy. The Local Plan notes, and Councillors have been at pains to point out, Government-
determined mandatory targets when attempting to justify the re-designation of Green Belt land
(which should only be done under 'very special circumstances') in Edenfield. Now mandatory targets
have been withdrawn, the opportunity should be taken to review the Local Plan to distribute
housebuilding sites in a more sympathetic manner with less Green Belt land impacted, and giving
due consideration to the equivalent land area in Brownfield sites available throughout Rossendale to
support the number of dwellings proposed. This becomes even more pertinent when further green
belt land is proposed to be reallocated, against current council approval, to support a car park and
possible school extension. H66 should be withdrawn in its entirety for the council to reconsider its
appropriateness as a whole because the proposed greenbelt land designation differs from that
originally approved.
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Community / Car Park (“Edenfield North”)

There is no justification for removing land from the greenbelt to provide a car park in support of this
application. We strongly disagree this meets the requirements set out by Planning to support further
loss of green belt. It is not for Taylor Wimpey to incorporate this