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Representations to Burnley Local Plan: 

Local Plan – May 2017 

On behalf of James Pollard & Sons [Worsthorne] Ltd 

 

We write on behalf of our client James Pollard & Sons [Worsthorne] Ltd in response to the 

Proposed Submission Local Plan (Regulation 19) consultation of the Burnley Local Plan.  We 

have previously made submission to the Local Plan, with specific regard to land at Red Lees 

Road, Burnley.  The comments below follow on and respond directly to the latest documents, 

the form the draft Plan. 

 

Our principle objections refer to policies related to housing and we consider that the Plan has 

several unanswered questions in relation to the proposed distribution of housing across the 

Borough, with policies not being consistent with national planning guidance and at risk of 

failing to deliver a sufficient level of housing to meet the objectively assessed need and boost 

significantly the supply of housing. 

 

Policy SP2 states that provision will be made to deliver around (our emphasis) 4,180 net 

additional dwellings, equating to an indicative average of 209 dwellings per annum, which will 

be provided for in line with the overall Development Strategy in Policy SP4.  The policy then 

details a snapshot of completions and commitments at March 2016. 
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We consider the policy to be unsound as it is not consistent with national policy, in that it does 

not provide sufficient commitment to boost significantly the supply of housing or meet the 

objectively assessed need.  The policy should clearly set out that the provision, being 

objectively assessed need, should be the minimum number of new homes to be delivered 

during the Plan Period. 

 

Policy SP4 sets out the Development Strategy for the Borough, detailing a Role & Function 

and Development Scale for the towns and villages in a development strategy.  It also defines 

settlement boundaries for these settlements, with land beyond these boundaries defined as 

Open Countryside and where development will be strictly controlled.  In relation to 

considerations for new housing developments, the Development Scale for each settlement is 

defined as either: large, major, medium and smaller.  The Development Strategy does not 

however consider how the housing requirement may be distributed across the Borough and 

in this regard the policy is unsound. 

 

We consider the policy to be unsound as it provides no clear distinction between the 

Development Strategy settlements and how they will treat housing proposals, nor any clear 

indication of the amount of new homes to be delivered to each settlement to demonstrate 

how the number of new homes can be met. 

 

Policy HS1 sets out specific housing allocations to meet the requirement of Policy SP2, listing 

38 sites to accommodate 2,483 new dwellings on 88.63 hectares of land on a mixture of 

brownfield and greenfield sites.  Each site is then given a detailed list of site specific policy 

requirements and design principles. 

 

We consider the policy and approach to allocation of sites to be significantly lacking in a 

defined strategy.  It would appear that at no point in the Plan does it define the distribution 

of the objectively assessed need for housing across the Borough, in terms of existing 

commitments or allocations, and does not therefore provide any justification for a strategy or 

for why the sites have been chosen for allocation. 
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Policy HS2 seeks to define an approach to affordable housing provision.  However, the 

approach does not set a specific level for the amount of affordable housing that will be sought 

for a development, simply requiring all sites of 10 dwellings or more to provide an amount of 

affordable housing or contribution based on an assessment of economic viability. 

 

We object to this policy as it provides no certainty for developers seeking development, and 

is inconsistent with national guidance.  The NPPG sets out that in all cases an LPA must ensure 

that planning obligations meet the relevant tests: being necessary to make the development 

acceptable in planning terms; directly related to the development; and fairly and reasonably 

related in scale and kind.  It is unclear how the LPA seeks to justify this policy in these terms 

and to what extent the policy would impact on the successful deliverability of new housing. 

 

Policy H3 states that as a minimum, developments should achieve 25 dwellings per hectare 

gross.  It further states that higher densities of at least 40 dwellings per hectare gross will be 

expected within or close to the Town and District Centres, or where urban design and 

townscape considerations are considered to require a higher density approach.  Policy H3 also 

sets out a precise mix of dwelling sizes, giving proportions for new development schemes. 

 

This very strict approach to gross development densities set out in the Plan, combined with 

precise size requirements for new sites and defined levels of open space and separation 

distances in other polices of the Plan, are likely to have a significant impact on the level of 

new housing development coming forward during the Plan Period, such that we consider it to 

be unsound. 

 

The minimum gross density of 25 dwellings per hectare, and 40 in other areas, provides very 

limited scope for variations in approach to urban design, and is more likely to result in high 

density developments of terraced housing, contrary to the approach set out in the Plan.  To 

what extent has the Local Planning Authority considered the cumulative impact of prescriptive 

policies on devising a development scheme on an allocated scheme? 
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A key issue and challenge identified in the plan is improving housing choice, especially 

providing detached and semi-detached and larger terraced housing.  The fact that over 50% 

of the Borough’s housing stock is terraced housing needs to be rebalanced, which the Plan 

can achieve through providing sites in good market location and allowing flexibility to 

developers to meet this need.  A strict minimum density and proposals to increase density on 

largely brownfield sites, some of which that form allocations, will create more terraced houses, 

which will not address this important issue. 

 

We question whether the approach set out in the policies, when applied to the site allocations 

in the Plan, would actually bring forward sufficient housing schemes to meet the objectively 

assessed needs and meet the challenges identified in the Plan. 

 

We consider that the Plan does not provide a sufficient amount of land in the right places to 

boost significantly the supply of housing and its prescriptive policy approach is likely to detract 

developers from the Borough, especially when neighbouring Boroughs and other housing 

markets may be more attractive in terms of the sites available and the level of certainty other 

Plans provide that schemes can be delivered. 

 

The Plan proposes, in the Housing Trajectory and paragraph 4.2.24, that the Liverpool 

approach to addressing under-delivery of housing should be applied.  It has become largely 

established through case law that this approach does not adequately address the challenge 

of boosting significantly the supply of housing.  Given the Borough’s consistent under-delivery, 

the Sedgefield method should be applied instead, with consideration also given to allowing 

more sites to be allocated in the Plan than simply sufficient to meet ‘around’ the number set 

out in Policy SP2.  Providing additional sites/land in good locations would also allow more 

flexibility to be applied to densities. 

 

The Local Planning Authority should be looking to proactively support new development to 

bring forward new sites as soon as possible, with early release on larger greenfield sites also 
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helping to redress the balance of terrace houses through provision of larger detached and 

semi-detached properties. 

 

My client’s site lies adjacent to the existing settlement boundary via a direct access from Red 

Lees Road.  The site is shown below, taken from the 2017 SHLAA map, with part of the site 

considered in the SHLAA as site HEL/093.  This site, and the additional land to the west, 

adjoins site HEL/091 that has been allocated within the Local Plan. 

 

The proposed site allocation HEL/091 would extend the settlement of Burnley beyond the 

existing boundary along Red Lees Road.  The position of the allocated site lies higher in the 

landscape than the existing houses located off Red Lees Road.  Whilst we do not object to the 

allocation of this site per se, my client objects to the lack of evidence and justification for why 

this site has been chosen over other sites also considered in the SHLAA as ‘Deliverable Housing 

Sites’. 

 

The principle question that is not answered in the Local Plan is why are some Deliverable 

Housing Sites allocated and others not, and how and why have the allocated sites been 

distributed across the Borough.  There does not seem to be a clear strategy provided in the 

Local Plan. 

 

We consider that our client’s site detailed below provides a good location for high quality 

housing development that would be attractive to developers and could address the unbalanced 

housing market by providing larger detached and semi-detached houses at the higher end of 

the market. 

 

The site we consider suitable for development is shown in Figure 2 below, and represents the 

site previously submitted to the Local Planning Authority.  The boundary of site HEL/093, 

which takes in part of the site, is not a boundary that we have presented so are unsure why 

this was considered in the SHLAA rather than the site presented previously. 
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Figure 1 – Extract from 2017 SHLAA 

 

Figure 2 – Proposed Site Provided by Landowner 
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Consideration of the details of the proposed allocation at HEL/091, shown in Figure 3, also 

demonstrate the likely difficulties for delivery that the policies of the Local Plan may cause.  

The site is proposed for around 125 dwellings, which represents 25 dwellings per hectare 

(gross) on the site, a minimum of policy.  The details of the allocation requires that 70% of 

the dwellings should be detached or semi-detached dwellings and that areas of landscape 

boundary screening, open space and key gateway features should be included.  Given the 

limits placed on this development site, as an example of a single site of the 38 allocated, 

would appear to place considerable uncertainty on whether the proposed amount of housing 

on the allocation sites can be delivered in compliance with the prescriptive policies.  To address 

this, we propose that additional allocations of land will be needed to allow the objectively 

assessed need to be delivered during the plan period, as a minimum. 

 

The proposed plan is not sufficiently justified by these policies and risk delivery of new housing 

sites, with no mitigation provided in the plan should a single one of these sites not be delivered 

during the Plan Period.  As the Plan already has provision for windfall development within the 

housing calculations, and defines tight settlement boundaries, the Plan provides no flexibility 

to ensure the objectively assessed housing need is delivered. 

 

Our proposals set out above, including allocating land proposed in Figure 2, will be needed to 

ensure the delivery of new housing required in the Plan Period.  We also consider that 

restrictive policies need careful reconsideration, both individually and cumulatively in terms of 

the likely impact on deliverability of new housing sites. 
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Figure 3 – Allocated Site and Site Specific Proposals 


