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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This representation produced by Kirkwells Ltd on behalf of Mr and Mrs G 
Dickinson to the Submission Burnley Local Plan. 

1.2 The comments are made in relation to the following: 

• Policy SP4: Development Strategy 

• Development Boundaries section (paragraphs 4.4.11 to 4.4.14) 

• Policies Map East 

2.0 Soundness and Legal Compliance 

2.1 The plan is considered to be legally compliant, however, we are of the opinion 
and provide evidence to demonstrate that in relation to the above sections, 
and in relation to the land owned by our clients, the plan fails the following 
tests of soundness: 

 

• Positively prepared 

• Justified 

• Consistent with national policy 

3.0 Representation 

3.1 Section 4.4 of the Submission Burnley Local Plan relates to the development 
strategy for the Borough, key to that is the identification of a settlement 
hierarchy. 
 

3.2 This representation concerns the rural settlement of Mereclough, and of 
particular relevance is the Council’s evidence base contained in the Rural 
Masterplanning Study1. This was undertaken in 2011 to inform sustainability 
and housing growth in rural settlements. 

 
3.3 The proposed settlement hierarchy reflects the current adopted Local Plan. 
 
3.4 Paras 4.4.11 to 4.4.14 of the Submission Local Plan propose development 

boundaries for the smaller villages identified as Tier 4 settlements. 
 
3.5 This representation relates to the development boundary defined in the 

Submission Local Plan for the village of Mereclough. 
 
 
 
 Policy SP4 
 

                                            
1 http://www.burnley.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policies/burnleys-emerging-local-

plan/evidence-base/rural-masterplanning 

http://www.burnley.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policies/burnleys-emerging-local-plan/evidence-base/rural-masterplanning
http://www.burnley.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policies/burnleys-emerging-local-plan/evidence-base/rural-masterplanning


3.6 Policy SP4 in the Submission Local Plan states that “development will be 
focussed on Burnley and Padiham with development of an appropriate scale 
also supported in the following main and small villages:” 

 
3.7 Mereclough is identified within SP4 1.4 as a small village where the following 

development scale is proposed: 
 

 “Housing: Small scale schemes to deliver quality and choice and 
modern adaptable stock for existing and new residents and 
support and enhance existing service provision. 

 
Employment: Limited small scale schemes to provide opportunities for 
new and existing rural businesses or rural diversification and 
employment opportunities for new and existing residents. 

Retail: No defined centre – local shops or facilities selling basic 
convenience 

goods to serve local community.” 
 

3.8 The Rural Masterplanning Study states in section 2.2, sub section Physical 
Analysis – potential benefits of development as follows: 

 
 “An increase in population, of a broader spread of ages, could bring 

important sustainability benefits, especially in terms of the ongoing 
viability of school provision and the possible viability of a modest 
quantum of retail in Holme Chapel. It will be important to mix house 
types and tenures, to ensure that families with young children, for 
example, are able to live in the area and use the school.  The village 
has strong and distinctive character at its southern end but the more 
fragmented townscape at the northern end loses this distinction: more 
infilling with high quality townscape could, if skilfully designed, bolster 
the overall character and sense of place enjoyed by Holme Chapel and 
accentuate the contrast with open countryside that separates it from 
settlements to the north and south. Infill at the northern end could help 
to integrate Southward Bottom, which currently lacks any prospect of 
its own identity.” 

 
And in relation to Mereclough goes on to state: 

 
“It is difficult to identify significant benefits in terms of place that would 
attach to development of Walk Mill and Over Town. Mereclough could 
enjoy some benefit from gradual and restrained infill, mainly by 
giving the ribbon development extra depth, but the quantum is 
unlikely to support the pubs which are more dependent on trade 
from further afield.” 

 
3.9 One aim of national planning policy contained in the National Planning Policy 

Framework is to boost significantly [my emphasis] the supply of housing 
(Para. 47). 

 
 Development Boundary 



 
3.10 In the light of the Council’s own evidence base, that “Mereclough could enjoy 

some benefit from gradual and restrained infill”, and the aim of national 
planning policy to boost significantly the supply of housing the development 
boundary for Mereclough is drawn much too tightly around the existing built 
form of the village to allow for any, let alone restrained or limited growth. 
Whilst the intention of the Submission Local Plan is supported it is not 
deliverable. This is contrary to the tests of soundness. By failing to allow for 
any deliverable growth the development boundary is: 

 

• Not positively prepared it constrains growth to the existing built form of 
the settlement – it allows for little or no growth; 

• It is not justified based on the Council’s own evidence; and 

• It does not meet the aim of national planning policy of boosting 
significantly housing supply. 

 
However, this can be rectified. There is an area in the centre of the village, 
which has always formed part of the village, and which would benefit from 
being included within the development boundary. This area if included would 
make the Submission Local Plan sound and could help the Council achieve 
the aims of the Local Plan within the plan period.  The site in question and the 
suggested revised settlement boundary is shown on the Map in Appendix 1. 

 
3.11 The suggested amended development boundary has clearly defined 

boundaries and a strong physical and functional relationship to the rest of the 
village of Mereclough. The southern boundary of the area adjoins a vehicle 
access to 310 Red Lees Road. The northern side of the site is adjacent to the 
residential curtilage of 11 Mereclough. The western boundary of the site is 
adjacent to the curtilage of the Fighting Cocks Inn. The eastern boundary is 
defined by the carriageway of The Long Causeway. 

 
3.12 The land that is suggested is included within the development boundary 

comprises of a detached garage with vehicular access from The Long 
Causeway. To the rear of the garage is a storage shed and close to the 
boundary with the Fighting Cocks Inn is a polytunnel. A water course runs 
through the centre of the site and is partly open and partly culverted.  The 
land has been in use as a private garden since 1996.  All services (gas water 
and electricity are connected to the site. 

 
3.13 Mereclough is characterised by its irregular built form. Unlike the nearby Red 

Lees Road area, the houses In Mereclough do not all run parallel to the road 
frontages and there are larger spaces between small groups of buildings 
positioned in a less uniform and more irregular way. In amongst the village’s 
buildings, the site put forward for inclusion within the development boundary is 
surrounded by existing residential curtilages and the curtilage to the Fighting 
Cocks Inn.  

 
3.14 The Council are seeking to support infill in villages such as Mereclough, the 

Council’s proposed development boundary excludes my client’ site that is 
clearly part of the existing village and that could help meet the Council’s aim 



of infill in rural villages. As can be seen in Appendix 1, the site can be 
considered “infill”, it is located between a number of existing dwellings.   The 
gap between the garage and 18 Mereclough, School Lane is about 39m, and 
the gap between 11 Mereclough and the outbuildings to 310 Red Lees Road 
is about 43m, and would be a logical extension to the development boundary 
to promote restrained growth in a named rural settlement. 

 

4.0 Conclusion 

4.1 I conclude that the Submission Local Plan fails the tests of soundness. There 
is no justification for the Council’s proposed tight development boundary in 
Mereclough, which restricts any growth – the development boundary is not 
justified.  The background documents (Rural Masterplanning Study 2011) 
and the background paragraphs 4.4.11 to 4.4.14, promote limited growth in 
the Tier 4 villages, including Mereclough.  However, the policy and specifically 
the proposals map limit growth by defining a very tight development boundary 
around Mereclough. In doing this the Council’s Submission Local Plan fails 
the two other tests of soundness in that it is not positively prepared and it is 
not consistent with national planning policy. 

 
 
 
 

 



Appendix 1 – Existing and Proposed development boundary for Mereclough 



 




