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Date: 24th May 2017 
Our Ref. Frank Towers Reps 

16.5.17 
 

Dear Sir 

Consultation on Proposed Submission Version of Draft Burnley Local Plan – Representations by Frank Towers – Land off 
Moseley Road, Burnley Wood, Burnley, Lancashire 
 
We write in connection with The Proposed Submission Version of the Draft Burnley Local Plan (“draft plan”), 
specifically to make representations on the draft plan on behalf of Frank Towers.  He is an interested party being the 
owner of land off Moseley Road, Burnley Wood, Burnley.  The location and extent of this land is identified on Plan 1 
included later in our letter. 
 
The representations concern a number of policies and related proposals of the draft plan and include a request that 
part of the Representor’s land be included in the draft plan as an allocation for residential development.  This is by 
reference to its location, size, current policy profile, availability, general suitability for this form of development, 
especially when compared to many other proposed residential allocations.  As such we are of the view it should have 
been included in the draft plan as an allocation for residential development. 
 
Representations to this effect follow later.  
 
Publicity associated with this consultation event confirms that representations of this nature can be lodged up to 
Friday 26th May 2017.   
 
I would be grateful if you would confirm that this letter of representations was received by the Council before the 
deadline. 
 
Land Controlled By Frank Towers 
 
The land controlled by the Representor and which is the subject of its request that part of it be allocated for residential 
development is located roughly north west of Moseley Road, Burnley Wood, Burnley and is as shown on Plan 1 below: 
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Plan 1 – Land Controlled by Frank Towers and Land to be allocated 
 
Key 

  Boundaries of land ownership 

 Boundary of area to be allocated for development 

 
Representations on General Policies and Proposals of the Draft Plan  
 
Before setting out site specific representations, including the case in support of the Representor’s request that the land 
bound by the green boundary identified on Plan 1 above is allocated for residential development, we set out 
representations on a number of general policies etc. of the draft plan. 
 
Housing Types (page 13, para 2.3.1+) 
 
The draft plan notes that Burnley has a much higher proportion of terraced housing than England or the North West 
Region as a whole, and according to the 2011 Census 50.1% of Burnley’s housing stock consisted of terraced houses 
compared to the regional average of 30% and England average of 24.5%.  Furthermore, much of the terraced housing 
stock comprises pre-1919 two bedroomed terraced houses.  Considered together these factors have the effect of 
constraining choice in the housing market. 
 
The previous Pathfinder Housing Market Renewal (HMR) scheme recognised that poor condition, high vacancy rates 
and a lack of quality and choice of housing, in particular an oversupply of small two bedroomed Victorian terraced 
housing without gardens, were key drivers of housing market failure.  This also has a negative effect when investors are 
considering the potential of the Borough.  
 
Consideration of the draft plan confirms that, while it contains policies designed to deliver new, modern housing across 
the Borough, albeit in line with the housing requirement which the draft plan introduces, there are no policies which 
specifically seek to support house types that would assist in countering the effects of high numbers and concentrations 
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of poor quality terraced housing.  Surely the aspiration of the draft plan should be to increase the amount and 
availability of aspirational homes?  This needs to be made clear in the draft plan. 
 
Affordability (page 14, para 2.3.10+) 
 
This point is also reflected when points relating to affordability are considered.  The now revoked DCLG Practice 
Guidance for Strategic Housing Market Assessments stated that a household could be considered able to afford to buy 
a home if it costs 3.5 times the gross household income for a single earner household or 2.9 times the gross household 
income for dual-income households, and that where possible an allowance should be made for access to capital that 
could be used towards the cost of home ownership, e.g., a deposit. 
 
Using a median measure, Burnley has the third lowest ratio in England and for the lower quartile measure, it has the 
lowest. (The lower the ratio, the more affordable).  These compare to the adjoining district of Ribble Valley with ratios 
of 1:7.76 and 1: 7.15 - the highest in Lancashire. 
 
While it is clearly advantageous that the Borough contains a considerable supply of what can be termed affordable 
dwellings, the high proportion of smaller and therefore affordable units, is in fact an issue for the Borough, as any local 
housing market can only be regarded as diverse and successful if it offers a balanced supply of all house sizes, types 
and range of prices. 
 
Again, this plays into the need for the draft plan to properly deal with this issue, which in our view would be by 
encouraging development of the types of dwellings that are in short supply. 
 
Spatial Vision and Objectives (page 33, para 3.1+) 
 
As is now traditional in development plans and encouraged by NPPF, the draft plan seeks to establish a clear idea about 
the place that Burnley should be at the end of the Plan period, 2032.  
 
While visions of this nature are inevitably aspirational in context, we are concerned that the vision for the Borough 
established through the draft plan is overly ambitious and will be difficult to deliver, certainly in full, within the plan 
period.  For example, given the already acknowledged issues with the local housing supply, can Burnley become a 
prime residential location and a desirable place to live offering a choice of high quality, affordable and aspirational 
homes in twenty years? 
 
If this is a true vision, then the plan needs to clearly identify how specific issues will be addressed and link them to 
policies and proposals that are designed to be deliver the required solutions and/or end results.  As it stands the 
Representor is not convinced this is the case. 
 
Objectives (page 33, para 3.2) 
 
With regard to Objective 2, which deals with Population and Housing, this confirms that a key objective is to revitalise 
the housing market by encouraging a well-integrated mix of high quality, aspirational and affordable homes of different 
types and tenures to meet the needs of a wide range of households and support economic growth.  This objective is 
supported by the Representor but it is suggested that it would benefit from further clarity to confirm that the emphasis 
is on aspirational homes given the paucity of supply of this type of unit.  
 
Policy SP1: Achieving Sustainable Development (page 38)  
 
The Representor supports this policy in the sense it considers it helpful to reiterate this important strand of national 
planning policy guidance as set out in NPPF. 
 
Policy SP2: Housing Requirement 2012-2032 (page 42)  
 
The policy confirms that over the plan period (2012 to 2032) provision will be made to deliver around 
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4,180 net additional dwellings, equating to an indicative average of 209 dwellings per annum.  Although the 
Representor makes no points regarding whether the calculations which deliver the total requirement are correct, it is 
of the view that the requirement, given the draft plan’s overall vision and key, related objectives, is a cautious one.  
Would it not be better to increase the calculated OAN by a nominal 10-20% to ensure that there is better prospect the 
overall plan strategy will be delivered, least in so far as new housing is concerned.  All it would take is for some key sites 
not to be progressed or for their delivery to be delayed or be much slower than currently envisaged for the strategy to 
falter. 
 
A point of concern relating to the overall requirement as set out under the policy relates to windfall provision.  Of the 
total requirement, the policy confirms that the allowance for brownfield windfalls (on sites under 0.4 ha - 1 April 2018 
to 31 March 2032) is 364. 
 
It is the Representor’s view that, while it is correct that the overall requirement takes into account the potential for 
brownfield sites currently not allocated for residential to come forward for this use, given there are potentially other 
policy and land use issues to overcome with many sites this nature, which creates uncertainty, the target allocation is 
perhaps too great. 
 
Furthermore, there is the potential for other areas of land, which under the plan are undesignated but not allocated 
for development but which are within the development boundary of the urban area, to be successfully promoted for 
residential.  However, no allowance is made for sites of this nature, which could potentially contribute successfully to 
supply. 
 
As such the Representor is of the view that the brownfield allowance should be downgraded and a new allowance 
included for sites as described above. 
 
The alternative would be to create greater certainty and allocate more sites like the Representor’s site for residential 
development.   
 
Policy SP4: Development Strategy (page 50) 
 
This policy confirms that new development in the Borough will be focused on Burnley and Padiham with development 
of an appropriate scale also supported in a number of villages: 
 
This is an approach that is supported by the Representor and reflects that Burnley is the Borough’s largest and most 
sustainable settlement and the one that offers best potential for sustainable growth. 
 
Linked to this, the Representor also supports the development boundary for the town as defined in the draft plan. 
 
Policy SP5: Development Quality and Sustainability (page 55) 
 
This policy seeks to ensure that new development proposals are of a high standard of design, construction and 
sustainability. 
 
The Representor generally supports this policy but would ask the Council to consider including, either in the policy 
itself or perhaps justifying paragraphs, reference to the effects of such aspirations on development viability. 
 
Many development aspirations and related strategies set out in development plans are not achieved or delivered as a 
consequence of high costs associated with securing sites, progressing developments through planning stages, including 
costs of s106 agreements/CILs, and high construction costs.  As such it makes sense to include in the policy or its 
justification some form of recognition that the high standards of development generally sought through this policy can 
be tempered, least on a case by case basis, where the high cost of delivering what the policy aims to secure would be 
such it would stop the development going ahead. 
 
Policy HS1: Housing Allocations (page 68) 
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In order to meet the requirement of Policy SP2 a number of sites are allocated for housing development; one site, Site 
HS1/34, for mixed use. 
 
Clearly, this policy, given its intentions and related proposals, is necessary if Policy SP2 is to be delivered, and within the 
plan period.  However, the Representor is concerned that some of the proposed allocations might not be the best sites 
available for residential development or that the scale of some is unjustified when compared to other possible 
sites/allocations that have not been included. 
 
For example, HS1/2 Hollins Cross Farm and HS1/4 Land at Rossendale Road have the effect of substantially pushing the 
development boundary outwards (generally southwards).  While this in itself is not a major issue, and the Representor 
is not opposed to greenfield allocations, in fact the opposite is the case, there are areas of the Borough which lie within 
the development boundary which have potential but have been ignored as possible allocations for development for 
residential.  These should have been considered first if the draft plan strategy and approach to allocating sites is taken 
at its word. 
 
Indeed, the land controlled by the Representor, which lies roughly north of Moseley Road, is a candidate site.  Its full 
potential is set out later, but an obvious point to make is that the two allocations referred to above could be adjusted 
downwards in terms of the numbers of units they are expected to supply, which would still keep them viable, and in 
terms of the amount of land required to deliver them, which would reduce the incursion into currently greenfield land 
lying beyond the present development boundary.  Units to be removed could be reallocated to a site like the 
Representor’s which lies within the current development boundary. 
 
A further related point relates to sites considered through the exercise pursued by the Council which resulted in a call 
for further sites, an exercise that is also being consulted on.  This is the Alternative Housing and Employment Sites 
Consultation.  In February 2014, the Council published the Burnley Local Plan: Issues and Options Document which 
identified potential sites for future housing and employment development to meet the Borough's long term needs.  In 
response, a number of landowners, developers and members of the community put forward alternative sites for 
development. These are new sites that were not previously been considered by the Council, hence them being made 
available for comment. 
 
Our consideration of these sites confirm that all of the housing sites, i.e., Sites A-K, apart from Site C, appear to be 
outside the defined development boundary, some by some margin (Sites H, K E, G, A, I and J).  Indeed, Site B is roughly 
south east of part of the Representors site.  However, it is on the wrong side of Moseley Road and therefore also the 
development boundary. 
 
None of these sites can be considered suitable contenders for a wide range of planning policy, land use, infrastructure 
and other reasons, and none offer the same degree of potential as does the Representor’s land, least that part fronting 
Moseley Road.  We cover this is greater detail later. 
 
Policy HS2: Affordable Housing Provision (page 95) 
 
While the need for the private sector to deliver affordable homes through new developments is an established 
principle and one the Representor generally supports, is does question whether the Council is pitching this correctly in 
the context of Burnley Borough.  Earlier sections of the draft plan confirm that Burnley has some of the highest 
concentrations of affordable dwellings in the North West and a lack of what the draft plan terms aspirational dwellings. 
 
As such, while it is reasonable to include a policy on affordable housing in the draft plan, indeed NPPF requires it, the 
Representor suggests that the policy should be more specific about what is needed and where.   
 
What is helpful in the policy, and is an approach that the Representor supports, is that while the policy requires the 
provision of affordable housing through all housing developments of over 10 units, this is subject to the proviso unless 
the applicant can demonstrate that a site, which would otherwise be supported by the policies in the Plan and meets 
the requirements of Policies SP4 and SP5, would be unviable.  
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In this scenario, the exact amount of financial contribution/number and tenure of affordable units will be determined 
by economic viability having regard to individual site and market conditions, an approach the Representor supports.  
This is a sensible approach and one that will assist in making many residential schemes viable.  
 
Policy HS3: Housing Density and Mix (page 97) 
 
This deals with housing density.  The Representor is concerned that this policy is too detailed and prescriptive in terms 
of the level of detail provided. 
 
While it is clear that all new housing should make efficient use of land and be built at a density appropriate to 
location and setting, and that low densities won’t suit many urban environments and similarly high densities village 
environments, the Representor is not convinced that it helpful for specific densities to be referred to as targets in the 
way the policy introduces this. 
 
This also applies to mix of house types and as the policy confirms the precise mix should be informed by following site 
specific considerations and the need to increase the quality and choice across the Borough.  Detailed guidance on this, 
as is the case now, would be counter-productive and cannot be justified.  Indeed, the detail provided makes the policy 
inflexible and a potential barrier to delivery. 
 
Policy HS4: Housing Developments (page 97) 
 
For the same reasons as given above, the Representor questions whether this level of detail is required?  If it is 
considered appropriate it is our view that it would be more appropriate for this policy to be general in terms of 
wording and broad aspiration and to link to an SPD, to be drafted in future, setting out relevant detailed guidance. 
 
The Representor’s Site – Potential for Inclusion as an Allocation for Residential 
 
For reasons given earlier in connection with a number of housing policies of the draft plan, The Representor asks for 
consideration to be for that part of his land identified on Plan 1 included earlier in our letter of representations to be 
allocated for housing. 
 
The proposed allocation is located within the existing development boundary and is accessible off Moseley Road.   
 
While the topography of the wider site makes it unsuitable for development across all parts of it, the strip fronting 
Moseley Road is suitable and could make a valuable contribution to housing supply in the Borough.   
 
Plan 2, below, shows what this allocation would look like in policies plan form, and allows comparison with Sites HS1/2 
and HS1/4, already referred to.  They could be reduced in scale given their effect of pushing the development 
boundary outwards more than the Representor feels can be justified or need be the case. 
 
Plan 2 – That Part of Representor’s land for which it seeks an allocation for residential and showing location and extent of Sites HS1/2 and HS1/4 
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As requested earlier, in the first instance, I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of this letter and the 
representations it sets out on behalf of the Representor. 
 
We also ask that they be considered further as part of future stages of the development plan process as it progresses 
towards adoption. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
John Francis  
Director 
DPP 

 
 
Cc Frank Towers 

Ryan Grant – DPP 
 




