
BURNLEY LOCAL PLAN – Comparison of Preferred Options and Submission Documents 
Policy / Paragraph / Site LWT Preferred Option Comment Proposed Submission Document Comment 

 
 

1 
 

5.5.12 for Item 1  
 
 
 
The Trust notes that there have been several 
changes made to the Local Plan from the Issues 
and Options documentation in 2009 and the 
current Preferred Options consultation, and has 
concerns about the following items in particular: 
1. Local Nature Reserve Options has been 

removed from the Preferred Options Map in 
the absence of targets being set for working 
towards the government’s target of 1 hectare 
per 1,000 population, and 

2. The Development Boundary has been changed 
to include, by default, the site allocations. The 
Trust has objected to a planning application for 
the Former William Blythe Site at Hapton and 
has concerns over the sites at Shuttleworth 
Mead South, the Former Ridgeway High School 
and Higher Saxifield 

1. The wording of paragraph 5.5.12 in the 
Proposed Submission Document reads as 
follows: 
“The GI strategy  identified  a  number  of  
‘areas  of  search’   for  additional  LNRs  
and  the Council’s  Green  Spaces  Strategy  
2015  recommended  that  these  be  
progressed  towards  LNR designation    in    
partnership    with    Burnley Wildlife Forum 
and    Lancashire Wildlife Trust 
(recommendation NSN2).  These areas of 
search were included Issues and Options 
Local Plan. Whilst the precise boundaries of 
these potential new LNRs have not been  
drawn up or declarations pursued they are 
likely to be within the areas identified as 
Protected Open Space under Policy NE2 
and/or sites identifies as BHSs or outwith 

 the Development Boundaries.” 

Not sure whether this 
is the comparable 
paragraph but presume 
it is? 
Is the wording 
unchanged? 

Former William Blythe 
Site, Shuttleworth Mead 
South, the Former 
Ridgeway High School 
and Higher Saxifield for 
Item 2 

 I don’t know whether 
the development 
boundaries have been 
changed. 

2.7 Natural Environment The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of, section 2.7 on the Natural 
Environment, in particular the section on 
Biodiversity on page 24 and the references to the 
site of International significance, County Biological 
and Geodiversity Sites, Ecological Networks, and 
Local Nature Reserves. 
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3.1 A Vision for Burnley Whilst there are Objectives for The Natural 
Environment in section 3.2, the Vision for Burnley 
in section 3.1, does not make reference to, or have 
a vision for, The Natural Environment. Objectives 
are required to deliver a vision, hence the vision 
should include the elements that the objectives are 
delivering. 

The objectives include the following 
paragraph: 
“The borough’s rich industrial heritage and 
attractive countryside and recreational offer 
have helped it become firmly established as a 
prime residential location. The Leeds & 
Liverpool Canal is now flanked, in the 
regenerated Weavers’ Triangle, by 
contemporary homes and bars. Fine historic 
parks form part of a well-connected network 
of greenspaces, including the Brun Valley 
Forest Park, linked to the wider countryside 
and the South Pennine uplands. This network 
has  
significantly improved the health of residents 
and the quality of the  
natural and built environment, extended the 
range of visitor opportunities and helped 
Burnley adapt to climate change.  The  
borough’s heritage is a source of pride that 
runs alongside the celebration of the 
multicultural and diverse nature of its 
communities that play such an important part 
in  
invigorating its economic, cultural and social 
life.” 

I presume the 
highlighted section is a 
response to the Trust’s 
concern? 
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The Green Belt 4.7.11 
Former Ridgewood 
School at Stoneyholme 
(Parcel 30) 

The Trust objects to the removal of the Former 
Ridgewood School at Stoneyholme (Parcel 30, as 
delineated on the Preferred Options Map) from 
the Green Belt. The Trust may be prepared to 
withdraw its objection if the boundary change was 
revised. 

Paragraph 4.7.11 reads as follows: 
“An alteration is proposed to be made to its 
boundary to exclude and area of land which it 
is considered no longer fulfils green belt 
purposes. The site of the former Ridgewood 
School on March Street in Stoneyholme  
already has outline planning permission for 
residential development on the footprint of 
the former school and its particular 
circumstances in relation to other 
developments along Oswald Street over time  
have significantly altered its role in green belt 
terms.  It is, therefore, proposed that  
this site be removed from the Green Belt. 
•  To remove - Former Ridgewood School, 

March Street, Stoneyholme (Parcel 30)” 

I assume there has 
been no change? 

The Green Belt 4.7.14 
Shuttleworth Mead 
South (part of Parcel 3a) 
 

The Trust objects to the removal of Shuttleworth 
Mead South (part of Parcel 3a, as delineated on 
the Preferred Options Map) from the Green Belt 
and its allocation as Site EMP1/13. The Trust may 
be prepared to withdraw its objection if the 
boundary change was revised to retain the 
floodplain of the River Calder within the Green 
Belt. 

Paragraph 4.7.14 reads as follows: 
“It is therefore proposed that these two 
areas of land be allocated under Policy EMP1 
for high quality employment development 
and, therefore, removed from the Green Belt,  
together with any land within the relevant 
parcel which as a result of the allocation 
would no longer full its green belt purpose:  
•  To remove - Site EMP1/12: Burnley Bridge 

Extension (Parcel 24) 
•  To remove - Site EMP1/13: Shuttleworth 

Mead South (part of Parcel 3a)” 

I assume there has 
been no change? 

5.5 Natural Environment The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of, section 5.5 Natural Environment, in 
particular reference to Sites of International and 
National Importance, Regional and Local Sites , 
Local Nature Reserves, Protected Species, Priority 
Habitats and Species, and Ecological Networks. 
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Policy CC3: Wind Energy 
Development 

The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of item d), i.e. that “Measures are taken 
to avoid and where appropriate mitigate any 
negative effect of the development in terms of 
ecology, geology or hydrology, including; impacts 
of the development on deep peat areas, nature 
conservation features, biodiversity and 
geodiversity including habitats and species”, in 
Policy CC3: Wind Energy Development. 

  

Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/1 – Rossendale 
Road (North) 
 

The Trust notes the presence of neutral grassland 
on the site and an ecological survey should be 
required to accompany any planning application 
which identifies and addresses this issue in 
accordance with Policy NE1. 

  

Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/2 – Burnley Bridge 
 

The Trust notes the presence of neutral grassland 
and trees/shrubs on the site. The Trust is pleased 
to see, and supports, the principle that an 
ecological survey should be submitted to 
accompany any planning application which details 
how any impacts on Protected Species or other 
Lancashire Biodiversity Action Plan species would 
be managed. However, the ecological survey needs 
to identify and address the issues in accordance 
with Policy NE1, as is required in the Policy 
Requirement and Design Principles for Housing 
Allocations (Policy HS1). 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles: 
4. A new or updated ecological survey should 
accompany any planning application which 
addresses any impacts on Protected Species 
or other Lancashire Biodiversity Action Plan  
species and the Lancashire Ecological 
Networks for Woodland and Grassland in 
accordance with Policy NE1. 
 Supporting Information: 
6. The northern and eastern boundary of site 
B and the southern and eastern boundary of 
site A are identified as a stepping stone for 
grassland and woodland in the Lancashire 
Ecological Network.  The Pollard Moor 
Biological Heritage Site (BHS) is also to the 
west of Business Park.  Lancashire Biodiversity 
Action Plan species are known to be present 
on the site. Development will need to address 
the potential ecological impacts in 
accordance with Policy NE1.  

I assume this has 
addressed the Trust’s 
concern? 
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Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/3 – Vision Park 
 

The Trust notes the presence of broadleaved 
woodland and trees/shrubs on the site. The Trust is 
pleased to see that potential ecological impacts 
will need to be considered as the site is known to 
house protected species. The Trust is pleased to 
see, and supports, the principle that an ecological 
survey will be submitted as part of any planning 
application which identifies how any development 
would manage the protected species. However, 
the ecological survey needs to identify and address 
the issues in accordance with Policy NE1, as is 
required in the Policy Requirement and Design 
Principles for Housing Allocations (Policy HS1). The 
issues at Vision Park include the broadleaved 
woodland and trees/shrubs on the site. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles: 
6. The established trees and shrubs, in 
particular those adjacent to the River Calder 
and along the site boundaries should be 
retained as part of a wider landscaping 
scheme to reduce the impact of development 
on nearby residential properties, the bowling 
club and the wider landscape and to support 
wildlife. Potential ecological impacts will need 
to be considered as the site is known to 
house Protected Species and a pond (Priority 
Habitat) An ecological survey will be required 
to accompany any planning application which 
addresses Protected Species and  
Priority Habitats in accordance with Policy 
NE1. 
Supporting Information: 
5. The site is known to house Protected 
Species and other Lancashire Biodiversity 
Action Plan  

I assume this has 
addressed the Trust’s 
concern? 

Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/4 – Widow Hill 
Road 
 

The Trust objects to the allocation of this site for 
development. The site is known to house 
Protected Species and other Lancashire BAP 
Species. The Trust cannot see how mitigation 
measures can be delivered on site and additional 
off-site compensation would be required. 
However, the development of other plots of land 
on the larger Heasandford Industrial Estate have 
failed consistently to deliver compensation for net 
losses in biodiversity in terms of the area of semi-
natural habitat and species composition. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
2. Potential ecological impacts should be 
considered as the site is known to house 
Protected Species. An ecological survey will 
be required to accompany any planning 
application which identifies and addresses  
Protected Species in accordance with Policy 
NE1. 
Supporting information: 
2. Appropriate landscaping and an ecology 
survey will be required. The site is known to 
house Protected Species and other Lancashire 
BAP Species and the development scheme 
should include mitigation measures in  

Objection not taken on 
board.  I assume that 
this is very similar 
wording to the 
previous version? 
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accordance with Policy NE1. 

Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/5 – Land South of 
Network 65 
 

The Trust notes the presence of Spa Wood/Hapton 
Clough, which supports semi-natural habitats 
(acidic grassland with flushes and broadleaved 
trees/shrubs) to the southeast of the development 
site boundary. The Trust is pleased to see, and 
supports the principle that an ecological survey will 
required to accompany any planning application 
which identifies and addresses this issue in 
accordance with Policy NE1. If/when the site is 
developed, a requirement to secure the positive 
management of Spa Wood/Hapton Clough should 
be investigated. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
7.  The site is known to house Protected 
Species, Priority Habitat and forms part 
of the Lancashire Ecological Network for 
grassland. An ecological survey (to include a 
breeding bird survey) will required to 
accompany any planning application which 
identifies and addresses these issues in  
accordance with Policy NE1. 
 

I assume the wording is 
the same?  No mention 
of the need for positive 
management, though 
perhaps this wasn’t the 
intention of the Trust’s 
comment?. 

Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/6 – Balderstone 
Lane 
 

The Trust objects to the allocation of this site for 
development. The site may support Protected 
Species and is identified within the Lancashire 
Ecological Networks for woodland and grassland. 
The Trust cannot see how mitigation measures can 
be delivered on site and additional off-site 
compensation would be required. However, the 
development of other plots of land on the larger 
Heasandford Industrial Estate have failed 
consistently to deliver compensation for net losses 
in biodiversity in terms of the area of semi-natural 
habitat and species composition. 

 Same comment as 
EMP1/4 

Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/9 – Innovation 
Drive 
 

The red line boundary around the area on the right 
hand side of the site extends into the Biological 
Heritage Site (BHS) known as Michelin Factory and 
Smallshaw Estate Grounds BHS (ref: 83SE02) is 
appears to be a ‘Concreted Area’. It appears that 
this concreted area has been constructed without 
planning consent hence it should be removed and 
the ground reinstated as semi-natural vegetation 
that is capable of supporting Great Crested Newts. 

Supporting information  
1. A Local Development Order (LDO) has been 
adopted for Innovation Drive; any 
developments, whether progressed under the 
terms of the LDO or through any a planning 
application will need to adhere to the 
requirements as set out in the LDO.  
2. A section of the eastern site is located 
within a Biological Heritage Site (BHS) and  
Protected Species are recorded on site, 
(including 4 amphibian species). The site is 

I assume note 2 is in 
recognition of the Trust 
comments regarding 
the BHS?  No reference 
to the concreted area. 
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adjacent to deciduous woodland (priority 
habitat). Condition 11 of the LDO states no 
development is permitted within the 
boundary of the Biological Heritage Site 
and condition 12 of the LDO states all  
proposals shall be in accordance with th 
e recommendations set out in the Ecology 
Study. 
3. The Lancashire Ecological Network 
identifies part of the eastern site as within a  
stepping stone habitat for woodland.  

Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/10 – Widow Hill 
Road South 
 

The Trust notes that the site is adjacent to the 
River Don-Brun Valley Biological Heritage Site and 
that the site itself is identified as a stepping stone 
habitat for grassland and woodland in the 
Lancashire Ecological Network. The Trust is pleased 
to see, and supports the requirement, that an 
ecology survey should accompany any planning 
application which should indicate how the 
development will maintain habitat connectivity. 
However, the ecological survey needs to identify 
and address the issues in accordance with Policy 
NE1, as is required in the Policy Requirement and 
Design Principles for Housing Allocations (Policy 
HS1). Furthermore, if/when the site is developed, a 
requirement to secure the positive management of 
the BHS should be investigated in order to 
contribute to the indicators for NE1 Biodiversity 
and Ecological Networks in Table 10 on page 207. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
3. The existing established vegetative  
screening to the south and east of the site 
should be incorporated into a new 
landscaping scheme, reducing the impact of 
any development on the adjacent River Don 
-Brun Valley Biological Heritage Site and 
residential properties.  
4. Potential ecological impacts should be 
considered on the site as it is adjacent to the 
River Don-Brun Valley Biological Heritage Site 
(green area on site plan above). Protected 
species including Great Crested Newt are 
recorded on site. The site itself is identified as 
a stepping stone habitat for grassland and 
woodland in the Lancashire Ecological 
Network and an ecology survey should  
be submitted to accompany any planning 
application which should indicate how  
the development will address impacts on 
protected species and priority habitats and 
maintain habitat connectivity in accordance 
with Policy NE1. 
 

I’m not sure whether 
the wording reflect the 
Trust’s concern about 
the needs of the 
ecological survey.  
There is no reference 
to positive anagement, 
although this may be 
something that would 
be picked up on later? 
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Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/12 – Burnley 
Bridge Extension 
 

The Trust notes that Shaw Brook flows through the 
site and that it is adjacent to Pollard/Stone Moor 
Biological Heritage Site, which is also identifies as a 
core area for grassland in the Lancashire Ecological 
Network. The Trust is pleased to see, and supports 
the requirement, that an ecology survey will be 
necessary which should show how any 
development will maintain and enhance habitat 
connectivity. However, the ecological survey needs 
to identify and address the issues in accordance 
with Policy NE1, as is required in the Policy 
Requirement and Design Principles for Housing 
Allocations (Policy HS1). Furthermore, if/when the 
site is developed, a requirement to secure the 
positive management of the BHS should be 
investigated in order to contribute to the 
indicators for NE1 Biodiversity and Ecological 
Networks in Table 10 on page 207. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
9. An ecology survey should also be 
submitted which addresses the potential 
impact of development on the adjacent 
Pollard Moor Biological Heritage Site to the 
south of the site boundary in accordance with 
Policy NE1.  
Supporting information:  
1. The site is adjacent to the Pollard Moor 
Biological Heritage Site which is also 
identified as a core area for grassland in the 
Lancashire Ecological Network. The site may 
include Priority Habitat (deciduous woodland 
and neutral grassland). An ecology survey will 
be necessary which should show how any 
development will maintain and enhance 
habitat connectivity.  

No change?  No 
mention of positive 
management again. 

Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/13 – Shuttleworth 
Mead South 
 

The Trust objects to the allocation of this site for 
development. The site supports Protected Species 
and other Lancashire BAP Species, is identified as 
part of the Lancashire Ecological Networks for 
woodland and grassland, and the majority of the 
site lies within Flood Zone 2. The Trust objects to 
the removal of Shuttleworth Mead South (part of 
Parcel 3a, as delineated on the Preferred Options 
Map) from the Green Belt and its allocation as Site 
EMP1/13. The Trust may be prepared to withdraw 
its objection if the boundary change was revised to 
retain the floodplain of the River Calder within the 
Green Belt. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
9. Potential ecological impacts will need to 
be considered as the site is known to house 
Protected Species. An ecological survey will 
be required to accompany any planning 
application identifying how Protected 
Species and Ecological Networks would be 
addressed in accordance with Policy NE1.  
Supporting information:  
1.The site is known to house Protected 
Species and other Lancashire Biodiversity 
Action Plan species and Invasive/Non 
-native species. The site includes priority 
habitat (deciduous woodland) and is 
identified as part of the Lancashire Ecological 
Networks for woodland (stepping stone 
habitat) and grassland.  

I assume that this 
doesn’t address the 
Trust’s objection? 
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Policy EMP1: 
Employment Allocations 
EMP1/14 – Stoneyholme 
Gas Works 
 

The Trust notes the proximity of the site to the 
Oswald Street Biological Heritage Site (BHS) and 
that it may support Protected Species and is 
identified within the Lancashire Ecological 
Networks for woodland and grassland. The Trust is 
pleased to see, and supports, the requirement that 
ecological survey will be required to accompany 
any planning application identifying how the 
development would manage any protected species 
present. However, the ecological survey needs to 
identify and address the issues in accordance with 
Policy NE1, as is required in the Policy Requirement 
and Design Principles for Housing Allocations 
(Policy HS1). Furthermore, if/when the site was 
developed, a requirement to secure the positive 
management of the BHS should be investigated in 
order to contribute to the indicators for NE1 
Biodiversity and Ecological Networks in Table 10 on 
page 207. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
1. Potential ecological impacts will need to 
be considered as the site may house 
Protected Species. An ecological survey will 
be required to accompany any planning 
application identifying and addressing any  
Protected Species present in accordance with 
Policy NE1. 
Supporting information:  
1. The site is within 50m of a Biological 
Heritage Site (BHS) and adjacent to the 
Lancashire Ecological Network for grassland 
and woodland. Development will need to  
address any impacts on the BHS and  
ensure links are maintained as part of any 
development. This could be incorporated into 
the landscaping of the site.  
 

It doesn’t look as if the 
Trust’s comments have 
been taken on board? 

Policy EMP5: Rural 
Business & 
Diversification 

Policy EMP5: Rural Business & Diversification does 
not mention the need to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity, and to ensure that there are net gains 
in nature, as required by the NPPF. 

 Still not mentioned. 

Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/1 – Former 
Hameldon Schools Site 
 

The Trust notes the presence of trees on the site 
and that it is located adjacent to Sweet Clough. The 
Trust is pleased to see, and supports the principle 
that an ecological survey will required to 
accompany any planning application which 
identifies and addresses this issue in accordance 
with Policy NE1 and retain a substantial area of 
multi-functional green infrastructure through the 
central area of the southern half of the site. 
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Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/3 – Former William 
Blythe Site 

The Trust has objected in the recent past to details 
of a planning application for this site.  
 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
5) The site forms part of the Lancashire 
Ecological Networks for Woodland and 
Grassland. An ecological survey will be 
required to accompany any planning 
application which identifies and addresses 
this issue in accordance with Policy NE1 
Supporting Information:  
1) Planning permission for residential 
development on a larger site for 202 
dwellings has been approved 
(APP/2016/0021). 2)  Part of the site is 
identified within the Lancashire Ecological 
Network for Grassland as a stepping stone 
habitat. 

This now seems to be 
water under the 
bridge. 

Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/5 – Former Baxi Site 
 

The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
principle that an ecological survey will required to 
accompany any planning application which 
identifies and addresses this issue in accordance 
with Policy NE1, and that the southern part of the 
site adjoining the River Calder should be 
retained/developed as multi-functional green 
infrastructure to part of the Ecological Network 
with public access retained. 

  

Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/7 – Ridge Wood 
 

The Trust objects to the allocation of the woodland 
element of the site for housing. However, if the 
site was to be retained, it supports the principle 
that an ecological survey will required to 
accompany any planning application which 
identifies and addresses this issue in accordance 
with Policy NE1. Whilst the principle that 
contributions will be sought to provide 
compensatory enhanced publically accessible open 
space on the land to the northeast of the site, this 
must not be on land that is already subject to 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
4) A majority of the trees on and adjoining 
the site should be retained in accordance 
with Policy NE4. Supplementary planting will 
be expected, including between this site and 
the adjacent site on HS1/26 – Land adjacent 2 
Queen’s Park Road;  
5) The site forms part of the Lancashire 
Ecological Networks for Woodland and 
Grassland.  An ecological survey will be 

I don’t know how much 
the wording has 
changed but, if it has, 
you may feel it does 
not go far enough? 
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planning conditions, e.g. Rowley landfill site, or 
management arrangements through the Forest of 
Burnley Millennium Project. 

required to accompany any planning 
application which addresses this issue in 
accordance with Policy NE1 
Supporting Information:  
2) The site forms part of the Lancashire 
Ecological Network for Woodland and 
Grassland and is identified as a stepping stone 
habitat and is currently accessible as open 
space forming part of a network in this area 
with a Biological Heritage Site to the north. 

Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/10 – Higher 
Saxifield 
 

The Trust objects to the allocation of this site for 
housing, its removal from the Green Belt and 
inclusion within the Development Boundary. The 
Trust notes the presence of neutral grassland and 
trees/shrubs on the site. However, if the site was 
to be retained, an ecological survey should be 
required to accompany any planning application 
which identifies and addresses this issue in 
accordance with Policy NE1. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
5) Protected Species have been recorded on 
the site which also includes Priority Habitat 
(neutral grassland). An ecological survey will 
be required to accompany any planning 
application which identifies and addresses 
these issues in accordance with Policy NE1 
Supporting Information:  
2) There is a Tree Preservation Order in force 
adjacent the southern boundary of the site. 
These trees must be protected during the 
development’s construction. 

At least they have 
picked up the proviso 
about an ecological 
survey.  Does the TPO 
help? 

Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/18 – Former 
Ridgewood High School 
 

The Trust objects to the allocation of this site for 
housing, its removal from the Green Belt and 
inclusion within the Development Boundary. The 
Trust notes the presence of neutral grassland on 
the site. However, if the site was to be retained, an 
ecological survey should be required to accompany 
any planning application which identifies and 
addresses this issue in accordance with Policy NE1. 
The Trust may be prepared to withdraw its 
objection if the boundary change was revised. 

 No reference to wildlife 
/ ecological survey. 
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Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/25 – Ridge Avenue 
 

The Trust objects to the allocation of this site for 
housing. The Trust notes the presence of trees on 
the site and that it is part of the ‘Forest of Burnley’. 
However, if the site was to be retained, it supports 
the principle that an ecological survey will required 
to accompany any planning application which 
identifies and addresses this issue in accordance 
with Policy NE1. Whilst the principle that 
contributions will be sought to provide 
compensatory enhanced publically accessible open 
space on the land to the northeast of the site, this 
must not be on land that is already subject to 
planning conditions, e.g. Rowley landfill site, or 
management arrangements through the Forest of 
Burnley Millennium Project. 

Additional and Site Specific Policy 
Requirements and Design Principles:  
4) The site forms part of the Lancashire 
Ecological Network for Woodland and forms 
part of a stepping stone habitat within the 
Woodland Network. It is also adjacent to a 
Stepping Stone habitat within the Grassland 
Network An ecological survey will required to 
accompany any planning application which 
addresses this issue in accordance with Policy 
NE1;  
5) Off-site replacement tree planting together 
with compensatory open space improvement 
will be required for which contributions may 
be sought under Policy IC4 and 5;  
6) An area of the existing tree planting on the 
northwest edge of the site should be retained 
as a buffer possibly within the gardens of the 
new dwellings; and a larger area at the south 
eastern edge of around 50 metres should be 
retained as woodland with public access to 
allow a future link to Brun Valley Park; and  
7)  The trees along Ridge Avenue should be 
retained and protected during the 
development’s construction. 
Supporting Information:  
4) The site lies close to Brun Valley Forest 
Park.  
5) The site was planted with trees as part of a 
Forest of Burnley project for the millennium 
and is an accessible woodland and the loss of 
the greater part of this community facility 
should be compensated for by improved 
access to nature elsewhere in the locality. 

The site remains part of 
the plan and there is no 
mention of the need to 
avoid compensatory 
provision on land 
already subject to 
planning conditions. 
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Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/29 – Land at Oswald 
Street 
 

The Trust notes the proximity of the site to the 
Oswald Street Biological Heritage Site (BHS) and is 
pleased to see, and supports, the principle that an 
ecological survey will required to accompany any 
planning application which identifies and 
addresses this issue in accordance with Policy NE1. 
However, if/when the site was developed, a 
requirement to secure the positive management of 
the BHS should be investigated in order to 
contribute to the indicators for NE1 Biodiversity 
and Ecological Networks in Table 10 on page 207. 

 No mention of positive 
management 

Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
HS1/32 – Clevelands 
Road (South) 
 

The Trust notes the presence of trees on the site. 
The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
principle that an arboricultural survey will required 
and a detailed landscaping scheme prepared 
showing a majority of the trees on and adjoining 
the site including to the road frontage retained and 
protected during the site’s construction and any 
trees accepted to be lost will need to be 
compensated for by new planting within or 
adjoining the site. 

  

Policy HS7: Gypsy and 
Traveller Site Allocations 
Site at Oswald Street 
 

The Trust notes that the site forms part of the 
Lancashire Ecological Network for Woodland and 
Grassland and lies to the west of a Biological 
Heritage Site. The Trust is pleased to see, and 
supports, the principle that an ecological survey 
will required to accompany any planning 
application which identifies and addresses these 
issues in accordance with Policy NE1.  

  

Policy HS8: Gypsy and 
Traveller Site Criteria: 

The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of the following criteria in Policy HS8: 
1.h.  The proposal does not have an adverse 

impact on a locally important nature 
conservation site in accordance with Policy 
NE1. 

2.c.  The development of new Gypsy or Traveller 
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sites will not be permitted “Within or 
adversely affecting an SSSI/SAC/SPA). 

Policy SP6: Green 
Infrastructure 

The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of, Policy SP6: Green Infrastructure in 
section 4 Strategic Policies, in particular that the 
Council will, in partnership with other agencies and 
stakeholders, seek to protect, enhance and extend 
the borough’s multifunctional green infrastructure 
network in order to maintain and develop the 
wider public health, ecological and economic 
benefits it provides and to ensure that there is an 
overall net gain. 

  

Policy HS1: Housing 
Allocations 
Land at Lowerhouse 
Lane, off Rossendale 
Road & North of Bronte 
Avenue 

Alternative Options Considered. The Trust 
welcomes the removal of the following sites from 
the Preferred Options Policies and Map: 

 Land at Lowerhouse Lane (0.47ha),  

 Land off Rossendale Road (41.27ha), and 

 North of Bronte Avenue (1.45ha). 

  

1.4 Local Plan Context Reference is made on page 5 of the Preferred 
Options Document (July 2016) to the Local 
Enterprise Partnership (LEP) for Lancashire, but 
there is no references to the Local Nature 
Partnerships (LNPs) that cover Burnley, i.e. the 
Lancashire LNP and the South Pennines LNP. Whilst 
the Lancashire LNP is not active at the moment, 
the South Pennines LNP is. Both LEPs and LNPs are 
statutory consultees, and both should be 
referenced in the Burnley Local Plan.  

 No reference to LNPs 
section 1.4.  I also 
couldn’t see any 
reference in the 
Natural Environment 
Section (5.5).   
It does seem to be 
quite an omission and I 
can’t see why they 
wouldn’t have included 
it after reading the 
Trust’s comment! 

6. Monitoring The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of, indicators for NE1 Biodiversity and 
Ecological Networks in Table 10 (page 207). 
However, the Trust would also like to see 
indicators and targets for the designation of Local 
Nature Reserves, especially in light of Local Nature 

Under Natural Environment NE1 the following 
indicators are included: 

 Quality of SSSIs & Condition of SSSI units   

 Area of SSSIs in adverse condition as a 
result of development   

 Number of planning approvals with 

No mention of 
indicators or targets for 
the designation of 
Local Nature Reserves. 
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Reserve Options has been removed from the 
Preferred Options Map. 

conditions to ensure works to 
manage/enhance the condition of 
SSSI/SAC/SPA/Ramsar features of interest   

• Number of Biological Heritage Sites  
• Number of Biological Heritage Sites in 

Positive Management  
• BAP habitat - created/ managed via 

planning obligations 

Policy NE1: Biodiversity 
and Ecological Networks 

The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of, Policy NE1: Biodiversity and Ecological 
Networks, and supporting text. 

  

Policy NE2: Protected 
Open Space 

The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of, Policy NE2: Protected Open Space, in 
particular that development will not be permitted 
within the Protected Open Spaces, and that 
Protected Open Spaces should be enhanced for the 
benefits they provide, which includes biodiversity. 

  

Policy NE4: Trees, 
Hedgerows and 
Woodland 

The Trust is pleased to see, and supports the 
inclusion of Policy NE4: Trees, Hedgerows and 
Woodland and supporting text. 

  

 


