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Thursday 25th May 2017 
 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
STATEMENT BY PADIHAM COMMUNITY ACTION (PCA) IN RESPONSE TO 
The Proposed Submission Local Plan For Burnley. 

 
 
 

Introduction. 
We write in response to the consultation on the Proposed Submission Local Plan For Burnley and in 
particular to the proposal to take land out of the Green Belt and develop it as employment sites.  
 

Padiham Community Action is a non political community action group with over 500 adult members 
drawn from Padiham and adjoining areas. This statement should be read together with our 
response to the previous consultations in 2014 and 2016 and statements made at various meetings 
with the planning team and councillors during the last three years.  
 

This submission by Padiham Community Action is in addition to any submission by individual 
members and reflects the views of Padiham Community Actions wider membership. 

Our statement is addressed to the Planning Inspector/s appointed to examine the Local Plan. Please 
ensure that the statement is passed, in its entirety, to the Inspector/s. We would welcome the 
opportunity to submit more detailed representations as, may be required by the Planning 
Inspector. 

 
What Are PCA's Objectives In Submitting This Statement. 
Our objectives are simple and are completely consistent with the Submission Plan's Vision 
Statement and Objectives. They are: 
 

1. PCA supports the Plans Vision and Objectives.  
However, we are of the opinion that the Plans policies and proposals do not contain the 
mechanisms to deliver the Vision and/or key objectives, and certainly not within the lifetime 
of this Plan.  
The Plan is not sound and fails the first test (see Para 1.3.1 of the Plan). The Plan does not 
provide, 'the proposals to plan and manage change and development in order to deal with 
the issues that the borough faces and achieve the vision for Burnley.' 
This is particularly the case with regard to employment land , and natural environment and 
conservation issues.  
 

2. PCA supports the Plans central aim; to reverse the long standing population decline of the 
borough. 
The Plan states that this will be achieved by reducing out migration, especially of young 
economically active residents, and by attracting other people to relocate to the borough. It 
is argued that people will make Burnley their 'place of choice'. They will do this because of 
the offer of 'a diverse range of high quality employment opportunities', access to 'attractive 
countryside' and the 'choice of high quality, affordable and inspirational homes'. 
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This assertion is a golden thread that runs through the whole Plan from population 
projections, to development land allocations, and proposals to build on the Green Belt. 
There is no credible evidence that this can be achieved within the lifetime of the Plan and 
some proposals, e.g. building on the Green Belt are in direct conflict with the assertion that 
people will choose to stay/locate in large part due to the quality and access to the 
countryside. 

 
  
The Plans Baseline Population Projections. 
We challenge the population projections that inform the amount of land required for new 
employment sites and housing. We contend that they are not sound or achievable and are contrary 
to long standing trends of population decline.  
 
According to the Plan this trend will be reversed by stemming outward migration of young people 
and increasing inward migration. It is said that Burnley will become their "place of choice" .  
We challenge the Plans ability to deliver this by the year 2032. There is nothing in the Plans 
employment land allocations to bring about this step change, and yet these large employment sites 
continue to destroy the open countryside that is supposed to be a key factor in attracting people to 
choose to live in Burnley.                                                                                                                                       
                                              
 
 
Padiham Community Actions  Response To Strategic Policy 3: Employment Land 
We challenge the selection of 90 hectares as the amount of land to be allocated for new 
employment sites between 2012 & 2032 and recommend that a gross figure of not more 
than 80 hectares is more appropriate, sound and achievable. 
 
Even this is very aspirational and allows for a level of growth that might not be achievable in, for 
example, a post Brexit economy. 
 
The Plans employment land requirement of 90 ha is based, in part, on population projections that 
cannot be justified. More realistic projections will result in a lower land requirement that can be 
achieved without the need to take land out of the Green Belt at Shuttleworth Mead South.  
 
As previously stated, the Plan does not contain any appropriate mechanisms that will help achieve 
the step change to a higher value, higher wage economy. It is our contention that the Plans 
approach to meeting the employment land requirement, by selecting large greenfield sites as 
'industrial estates' or 'business parks', will perpetuate a low value economy that offers little to 
encourage young people to stay or others to relocate to Burnley. Large employment sites are 
particularly attractive to large space users and are often dominated by warehousing, distribution 
and storage facilities. The end result of allocating large sites is to attract uses that generate a very 
low rate of jobs per floor space completed. 
 
We contend that a distribution of smaller sites is more likely to deliver the Plans objectives and 
aspirations. They are more likely to attract higher value users and create significantly more jobs per 
floor space. This approach will require less land to be allocated thus removing the need for Green 
Belt land at Shuttleworth Mead South. 
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( 80 hectares is based on selecting Scenario 3 and Experian Baseline Scenario from the seven 
scenarios used in the Employment Land Demand Study [ELDS] ). 
 
We accept, as fact, the figure of 16.63 hectares for completions etc between 2012 & 2015. 
Using our figure of 80 hectares as the total land requirement we recommend that Policy SP3, on 
page 46, should be amended. SP3 (1.a) should now read 80 Ha, and at (1.d) the residual amount to 
be met between 2016 & 2032 will now be, in the order of, 60 Ha.  
 
If required we can explain and justify the amendments. The variables and judgments made in 
projecting demand are very wide and allow for considerable interpretation. The conversion from 
'net' to 'gross' land requirement is based on subjective judgments that skew the land required by up 
to 17 times the original net figure. In addition the Councils projected demand does not take into 
account the surplus of industrial land in adjoining boroughs or the pull of regional sites such as the 
BAE Samlesbury Enterprise Zone and to a lesser extent Whitebirk. 
 
 
Padiham Community Actions  Response To The Proposal To Remove Site EMP1/13  ( Shuttleworth 
Mead South) From The Green Belt. 

 
As stated above we are of the opinion that the land is not needed for employment but the Green 
Belt Review makes it clear that it is needed to fulfil the function and aims of the Green Belt. 
 
 
Padiham Community Actions  Response To The Proposal To Allocate Site EMP1/13 Shuttleworth 
Mead South For industrial And Warehouse/Distribution Use. 
We have already shown that this land is needed as Green Belt and is not needed for development. 

We object to land being removed from the Green Belt. The Plan accepts that the Green Belt still 
performs its original purpose in preventing urban coalescence and we have already noted that 
access to open countryside is an important factor in reversing population decline.  
 
The councils Green Belt Review concluded that this part of the Green Belt still performs it's original 
purpose of stopping the urban coalescence of Padiham, Altham and Simonstone. A review of the 
Green Belt at Shuttleworth Mead South concluded that, 'it fulfilled its Green Belt purposes and 
justified its inclusion within it. [Green Belt]'    
 
Incredibly, the Plan states that this site, 'could be released without undermining the overall 
integrity of the Green Belt.'  Development of Shuttleworth Mead South, together with the required 
substantial highway improvements, will join Shuttleworth Mead with Simonstone Business Park and 
Altham. Urban coalescence will be achieved by default. We do not accept that the remaining Green 
Belt in this area will not be compromised as claimed. 
 
The NPPF states that, 'Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances.' We do not accept that the need for employment land constitutes the 
exceptional circumstances required to justify the removal of this land from the Green Belt. We have 
also shown that the overall requirement for employment land is too high and could be achieved by 
looking at smaller sites. The site performs an important role as Green Belt.   
The need for Green Belt land has not been sufficiently proven and the 'exceptional circumstances' 
argument is not justified.  
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We have demonstrated that there is significant variation, and therefore flexibility, in the 
employment projections to justify removing EMP1/13 from the Plan. 
We have demonstrated that 'exceptional circumstances' cannot be justified as a reason to 
circumvent the rules preventing development of the Green Belt. 
 
There is no need for EMP1/13 and Shuttleworth Mead South does not pass the test of being, 
'available, accessible and developable' . In particular the works required to access and leave 
Shuttleworth Mead South are substantial, expensive and require major improvements to the 
surrounding road network. In particular the off-site works, which we understand involve 
construction of a large roundabout will involve land purchase that may not be achievable within the 
time frame of the Plan. 
 
The developer will be required to provide financial contributions to the cost of the highway 
improvements and as stated at page 121 to the costs of 'a flood alleviation scheme in Padiham' , 
off-site cycling route, etc. There is too much uncertainty about the viability of and timescale of the 
development for this site to be included in the Plan. 
 
A full traffic impact study should have been undertaken. Without this people are being asked to 
comment on a proposal without  knowing the full impact of the development. In addition a Flood 
Risk Assessment is required as is a full Ecology Study. Because of the complexity of issues these 
should be undertaken prior to allocating the site in the Plan. 
 
We are particularly concerned regarding the potential flooding of the site.  
We have already shown that this land is needed as Green Belt and is not needed for development. 
We have demonstrated that there is significant variation, and therefore flexibility, in the 
employment projections to justify removing EMP1/13 from the Plan. 
We have demonstrated that 'exceptional circumstances' cannot be justified as a reason to 
circumvent the rules preventing development of the Green Belt. 
 
The costs of working  round the constraints on site including the electricity power lines, floodplain, 
and ground conditions, together with contributions to external works combine to seriously question 
the financial viability of the site. Without substantial grants and/or public loans the development is 
not fundable. This would not be good use of public funds. 
 
 

Padiham Community Action Supports:  
SP4-5 ' Development proposals should not lead to the coalescence of settlements.' 
SP5-3a Key Gateways. 
SP6-2b Requires an audit of the Green Infrastructure functions in and adjoining the site. 
 
 
We trust that our position is clear and that you have found this statement helpful. We look forward 
to your response in due course. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
For and on behalf of Padiham Community Action. 
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John Tilley 
Padiham Community Action Steering Group Member. 


