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COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN (REGULATION 18) CONSULTATION

‘ ID H FirstnameH Surname ‘Organisation"Other Reference{Statement‘

24 JULY 2017 - 9 OCTOBER 2017

Comment EMP2.02

Further comment

redshaw

Reference EMP2.02

1386 paul Nolan nolan
Number of comments EMP2.02
Reference EMP2.07

1537 John McGuinness -
Number of comments EMP2.07
Reference EMP2.12

14 August 2018

DRAFT LOCAL PLAN ALLOCATION SITES

Employment Site Allocations
Henrietta Street

EMP61 Object THE PREMISES HAVE BEEN MARKETED FOR OVER 4 YEARS. FORREST MILL IS
PARTLY DEMOLISHED ,WITH THE REMAING SECTION COMPRISING OF A
SINGLE STOREY WEAVING SHED WHICH IS ONLY USED AS A LOCK UP STORE

.THE SITE THEREFORE DOES NOT PROVIDE ANY EMPLOYMENT EXCEPT ON A

CASUAL BASIS . IT HAS BEEN PRONE TO FLOODING AND IS NO LONGER VIABLE

AS AN EMPLOYMENT SITE. IT IS ALSO TO THE REAR OF THE RELATIVELY NEW
MORRISONS FOODSTORE AND IS ATTRACTING SOME INTEREST FROM RETAIL
OPERATORS WHICH IS WHAT BACUP NEEDS . THE EMPLOYMENT ALLOCATION
WILL DELAY THE SITE BEING REDEVELOPED . IT IS AN OPPORTUNITY SITE AND
SHOULD BE ALLOCATED AS SUCH.

Kings Cloughfold

Object Does this plan aim to build on the remaining grass area down to Victoria
Way. - Basically its about filling the valley with concrete and obliterating any
green areas within the urban boundary.

1

Extension to Mayfield Chicks

You seem to be trying to implement a
plan where nearly all patches of
green within the urban boundary are
built on. The hillsides may be green
(for now) but all small breathing
spaces seem to be a target for
building on. Sustainable; how can
building more houses on any green
area be sustainable? Once land is lost
to development, it's lost forever.
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‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.12

Further comment

1807 Bob Killelea Object

EMP2.12 1
EMP2.14 Large Site at Hud Hey

Number of comments
Reference

14 August 2018

Representation regarding the emerging local plan

Land at the former Mayfield chics site, Ewood Bridge

Application is made for the inclusion of the above site within the emerging
plan for housing.

Most of the site was formerly occupied by Mayfield chics though the building
burnt down in 2001. However, following the fire planning permission was
granted for its rebuilding under no 2002/0420 and a legal start was made.
Evidence of the start in the form of a partial structure is evident on the site.
Thus, while the site is in Green Belt there is an extant approval for its
commercial development. Since then the site has been advertised for sale for
commercial purposes but apart form its occasional use for storage purposes
no development has been forthcoming. That is not entirely unsurprising. A
study by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners in 2009 concluded that the site had
limitations for commercial use

In such circumstances, therefore, application is made for it to be allocated for
housing purposes — in the knowledge that the current applicant and owner is
willing to bring it forward for such a use immediately.

The site is approximately 9.5acres (3.9ha) and thus might accommodate some
130 dwellings. While peripheral areas abutting the river are within the flood
zone the majority of the site is not.

Its allocation and then use for housing will help to meet the identified housing
need within the Borough

Please see appendix.

Page 2 of 2063



‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement Comment EMP2.14 Further comment

1478 N/A N/A Winfields Object The site at Hud Hey already incorporates non-employment uses such as a -
Holdings Ltd lawful retail use of the Britannia Mill and adjoining land (as confirmed by
and 2008/753), with residential development intruding into its northern boundary
Winfield's (as well as extending along its eastern boundary). Concerns have also been
Ltd raised about access onto the surrounding road network, with no new access

being allowed onto the A56. This restricts the nature of uses that may be
achieved, particularly given the residential layout which adjoins much of the
site and from which access is obtained to the north and east. - - The Council
is aware of Winfield’s intention of transferring its office and warehousing
activities to its other local site, a short distance to the north in Acre, which
would leave this site vacant (much of which has already been cleared). The
recent Grade Il listed status conferred upon Britannia Mill also means that
uses which preserve this asset and protect its setting need to be allowed by
policy, and whilst this could include employment it is more likely to comprise a
mix of uses including residential (please see the separate representations with
respect to Policy HS2). Any retail use would contribute to employment levels
within the borough, and the consolidation and expansion of different
functions a short distance to the north at the second Winfield site would
retain employment within the local area. - - The existing mixed use of the site
should be recognised and promoted by policy in order to ensure that it makes
a meaningful contribution to the different aspirations of the emerging Local
Plan. The long term allocation for employment purposes has not, however,
seen the site come forward for such purposes even following its preparation in
order to make it more attractive to the market. In accordance with the
Government guidance, Paragraph 22 of the NPPF, the long term protection of
sites such as this should be avoided if there is no reasonable prospect of them
being used for that purpose. - - The aforementioned factors have not been
recognised by the Employment Land Review undertaken earlier this year and
which informed the proposed confirmation of the historic allocation. In the
light of this, and the meaningful contribution that the site could make to other
policy aspirations of equal or potentially greater importance (such as housing),
the range of uses deemed appropriate should be expanded to specifically
allow mixed-use and/or residential development, or the site potentially
accorded no classification (allowing alternative uses to be considered on their
own merits).

Number of comments EMP2.14 1
Reference EMP2.15 Land north of Hud Hey
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‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.15 Further comment

59 James

71 Kathleen

14 August 2018

Collier

Heathcote

employment
land review
appendicies 1-
4, add3, add6,
emp 13

Object

Object

strong objection to redesignation of green belt and open countryside as please dont rape our green spaces
employment land or for any other type of development. - 1. the evidence base
for requirement employment land is weak: - - e.g what is the current rate of
unoccupied or under utilised employment land in the borough, why are there
unoccupied sites, and what options have been considered to maximise their
use? - no evidence all other options have been fully considered before
developing on green belt or open countryside. i.e all brownfield sites should
be exhausted before considering unwarranted development on our
countryside. how many existing undeveloped brownfield sites are there? -
what is the genuine level of interest in new business space. i.e exactly how
many businesses have indicated they are willing to invest/ pay for new
business space (built on greenbelt) at current market rates ( as opposed to
incentivised rates ) and why are they not able to use existing/ unoccupied
employment space - - 2. green belt purpose is to prevent urban sprawl, there
seems to be little reference to extending and moving the well defined existing
urban boundaries in terms of protecting our countryside or the interests of
people who live in the countryside. i.e. many people will have bought
properties specifically because they are in close proximity to green belt or
open countryside, - 3. what consideration is being given to rural residents,
many of whom may be elderly and not have seen the poorly promoted
consultation documentation online. what efforts have been made to consult
with hard to reach groups? - - 4. no consideration appears to have been given
to the appearance of Rossendale as people travel along the A56 through he
borough, by re-developing every piece of green land within close proximity to
the A56, there's a real risk Rossendale will no longer be perceived as a rural/
green valley, and this could impact the boroughs desirability as a place to live
and work. our green spaces and valleys are one of the boroughs unique selling
points - -

It was with horror | discovered the new local plan for Haslingden. The Hud -
Hey, Rising Bridge and Martin Croft Region is to become a large industrial
estate- the northern extension of Carrs Industrial Estate. - The area earmarked
consists of pristine hay meadows, fields, and a quiet residential area, with a
small but ‘good’ thriving primary school; which will become engulfed by this
development. Why would you plan for an industrial area to surround a
primary school?? - There are many areas of brownfield sites which would be
prime sites for development in the Haslingden area instead: dilapidated mills
and former industrial sites, run down and often an eyesore, which would
benefit from development. - Also, on already developed sites such as Carrs
and the Rising Bridge Office development, a large number of units have been
empty for years. If these are surplus to requirements why are we building
more? - Why does this rural and residential area need to be destroyed by this
sort of development? -
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Comment EMP2.15 Further comment

498 John
519 Kath
520 Brian

14 August 2018

Barnes

Lees

Flockton

Not
Applicable
EMP2.15%, Object
EMP2.23%,
EMP2.38*
employment
allocation refs
EMP2.15%, Object
EMP2.23%,
EMP2.38*

employment
allocation refs

Re the plans for the future development for Rossendale Borough Council. |
enclose "2" two plans of land that has been requested by three developers for
future development.

1. Land at Rising Bridge road, suggested for 24/26 no old peoples, one
bedroom bungalows?

2. Land for housing/industrial development. Please look to the inclusion of
these land for the future development.

Thanking you.

Please see appendix for attachments

| am seriously objecting to these plans, even though | don't fully understand | also have safety issues with regards
the printouts, there is no need for more industrial units within this area. Carrs to vehicles adding to the load that is
Industrial Estate is not fully occupied and neither are other industrial units already accessing via Hud Hey Road.
locally fully occupied. In fact Rossendale is overrun with these units and most The roads in Haslingden cannot cope
of them are empty. - - | personally moved into Rossendale because of the with more traffic.

green hills, why on earth are you trying to blight the natural beauty? - -

Regarding the duty of providing new housing as a council, | would suggest that

we update the beautiful buildings that are sitting empty and being left to

ruin. | would be very interested in how you can justify building more.

I have lived here for 50 years and the land behind our property is farmland -
and greenbelt as far as | am aware and | do not wish for industrial units to be
put on there. - - The beauty of Rossendale is being ruined. | feel as though
Rawtenstall is being protected to the detriment of the outlying districts. This

is very concerning. - - | am also concerned about the access to and from the
A56, how are the local people going to be affected? Is this going to cause
more accidents? - - | also am concerned about chemicals being accepted in

these units, how can we feel confident that they won't be.
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‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement Comment EMP2.15 Further comment

669 Joan Priestley - Object | fail to understand the logic in planning to extend an industrial area that is
typically under-filled with vacant units, in an area with other developments
that are also under-filled, such as the office development in Rising Bridge. The
area marked contains hay meadows, fields and a quiet residential area. This
will have a substantial effect on the quality of life of the residents of this area,
there is already more than enough industrial allocation in this area without
adding to the environmental load with more industry. There are many other
more suitable sites for this development, there are run down mills, former
industrial sites and other brownfield sites that should be used before running
riot over green land. There are already enough issues with traffic on Hud Hey
Road in particular large vehicles using it when they should not be in order to
bypass the motorway. Parking is a severe problem, especially if the residential
parking at the end of my row of houses is made into an access road for the
industrial estate extension as | have heard there are plans to do. There are
flooding issues in the area which need to be considered as well. This area
should be protected as Greenbelt land and not developed, as is the land
closely surrounding it to the north.
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‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.15

Further comment

1146 Ralph Woodcock - EMP2.15%, Object
EMP2.23%,
EMP2.38*
employment
allocation refs

14 August 2018

Following the public consultation at Haslingden library, which | felt had
amazing attendance due to the lack of information about the consultation. In
fact the ONLY reason we were there was due to a neighbour informing us of
the proposed plans, which claimed to offer public consultation (regulation 18);
of which | have printed the full wording, but there is not enough space to type
it. - We found the library open but no signage as to where this meeting was
being held, and had to look round ourselves. Therefore first and foremost
how on earth can you call this a public a participation and engagement
consultation. - Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension - Why does Carrs have
to be extended, there are loads of empty units as it is more than the expected
5%. |intend providing photographs to prove the vacancies we have in the
area. There is also plenty of empty unused existing buildings that could be
revitalized and in keeping with the period of the area. - Access to this area
would also be a problem; we noted that the A56 already has access to Carrs
Industrial Estate. To even consider Martin Croft Road, which is almost single
tract seems absolutely ridiculous, dangerous and impossible to get two way
traffic. It was also suggested that the carpark at the end of our row of houses
could be converted, this | would object to passionately, as this was given by
the council at least 15 years ago, and has been maintained by the lower end
residents ever since, therefore we consider this our adopted land. Hud Hey
Road cannot take any more traffic, this is a country road coming over the
moors as Haslingden Road, into Roundhill Road and changing to 30mph Hud
Hey Road, which | would like to say not a lot of drivers adhere to, unless it is
the standstill traffic that we have to suffer. We have also had the issue of
foreign lorries using this road as a fast track and parking up on the bridge with
two wheels and the body of the lorry on the pavement leaving the remained
two wheels up against the kerb, leaving no payment work walkers, never mind
prams. The noise and the fumes from extra traffic would really affect the air
quality in Haslingden Too. The traditional roads across the town could not
take extra traffic. The field that is being considered for the extension has been
used for animal grazing as long as | have lived here and we experience
flooding and standing water to the bottom of the field with heavy rain. |
believe there is a culvert under some properties along with the drains across
the field under the right of way. It is very sad that brown field sites cannot be
cleaned up and used before green field sites are considered. This should be a
statutory order for development. The proposed field also has a large area of
untreated Japanese Knot Weed. - Land adj Hollin Gate Farm - Has anybody
been out to actually look at this land? It is surrounding a thriving local
primary school. There is already an industrial estate on one side, which had
been empty for months and now the council has taken over some of the units,
do we really need to put these childr5en through the risk of more dangers -
noise, air pollution, security and road safety? Would it not be more sensible

Rossendale is a beautiful area and we
should be proud of what we have,
not let it go to ruin and put up
modern units that are not required.
There is enough empty workplaces
and homes that could fulfil the needs.
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‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.15

Further comment

14 August 2018

to put housing on it if houses area needed? Roundhill Lane is also used by
traffic avoiding the A56 traffic, via Rising Bridge Road or Hud Hey Road. -
Please, please, please could the local authority plan take over and refurbish
empty, boarded up properties that would keep the period and make solid
homes for the requirements.
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‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment Further comment

EMP2.15

Heathcote

1212 Michael Object

14 August 2018

1 —Regulation 18 — Public Consultation - The ‘public’ generally had no
knowledge of the existence of the plan until informed by a private citizen who
found out by accident when looking for something else on line. With his
neighbours and at their expense, information and maps were circulated to
their neighbours, and the governors of the local school affected by the plan.
All people contacted had no previous knowledge of the existence of a
Rossendale Development Plan. There has been NO advertising, information,
leaflets, posters in the town or local papers, and even on the evening when
the consultation maps were on view in the Library there were no posters
indicating that they were in the Library, which room, etc. It has been so
poorly publicised and so little information available that | question its legality
as a ‘public consultation’ - 2 - Northern Extension of Carr's Industrial Estate.
EMP 2.23 - e@n environmental survey is required before decisions are made
as this is an increasingly rare hay meadow with valuable meadow species such
as Yellow Rattle, and is equally bio — diverse as the adjoining land which is
protected.See initial comments from Lancashire Wildlife Trust below :-Semi
improved grassland. Moderately herb rich, especially in contrast to the
intensive agriculture and horse grazing that surrounds it. A stepping stone
habitat in the South Pennines Grassland network. - Crested dogstail - Ribwort
plantain - Sweet vernal grass - Rough meadowgrass - Meadow buttercup - Red
clover - Yellow rattle - Meadow vetchling - White clover - Common ragwort -
Cocks foot - Common bistort - 3 Biological Heritage Site qualifying species. -
Thanks X - South Pennines Grasslands Project Officer - The Wildlife Trust for
Lancashire, Manchester and North Merseyside X - Bess environmentally
acceptable, but significant to development potential, there is a large patch of
Japanese Knot Weed. - ¢ Braffic on the A56 and Hud Hey Road in particular is
already a concern , especially at rush hour times when Hud Hey Road has
become a preferred alternative to Grane Road for many drivers, including
large trucks, and development to this site would exacerbate the situation to a
dangerous degree. Access to this site is problematic whether direct from the
A56, via Hud Hey Road, or from the existing Carr’s estate. - « Noise levels
would affect residents in Hud Hey Road and Martin Croft Road, whose
gardens adjoin the designated area. - ¢ The A56 has a drainage/standing
water problem and water draining from hard surfaces in the area due to
development would exacerbate this problem and create a dangerous surface
in wet weather. - ¢ & culvert/stream flows under the cellar of some houses

on Martin Croft Road, which would adjoin the designated area. This currently
drains into the field and has not caused any problems for the residents.
However development could cause serious flooding problems in these
properties. - e @Mhere are nearby brown field sites which need ‘cleaning up’
and would be much more suitable as industrial development sites. Could it be
made statutory that development is phased so that ALL brown field sites have
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‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.15

Further comment

14 August 2018

to be developed before green field, environmentally sensitive sites are
released for development. - e Existing developments along the A56 corridor
have a lot of empty units — that have remained empty for a number of years (
in some cases 7 years or more ). This constitutes much more than 5% of the
existing units. There does not appear to be a need or demand for more
development in the foreseeable future. - ® Blans show development of
employment/industrial land for the Haslingden area far outweighs that for
other areas of Rossendale. E.g. Rawtenstall —approx. 5 hectares, Haslingden —
approx. 14 hectares. Balance is needed!! - 3 - Land adjoining Hollin Gate
Farm. EMP 2.38 - e [This land surrounds on 3 sides a small, but thriving local
primary school. A primary school surrounded by an industrial estate raises so
many health and safety issues, they are too numerous to list in this document
but would include noise, air pollution, security, road safety. -  This could

lead to the closure of a good, thriving and much needed primary school at a
time when more school places are needed, not fewer. - e[This is currently
Green Belt land which should be protected from development for future
generations. - e Mraffic is already a safety issue on the road outside the

school because of existing developments in the area end a ‘rat run” which cuts
out the busy A56 roundabout, and allows access to the M65 as an alternative
to the Grane Road. Further development would make this a major problem. -
o i there has to be development at this site surely with the school, post
office/corner shop and bus stop with direct bus links to Accrington, Blackburn,
Rossendale, and Manchester, housing would be a much more sensible option.
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‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.15

Further comment

1223 Alwyn Davies - Object

14 August 2018

"Objection to the development of Land on Area: EMP 2.15 (Land North of Hud No
Hey) - - Within the local plan the council has proposed an expansion of Hud
Hey Industrial Estate utilising existing Green Belt Land. If this is approved
employment land consisting of general, industrial, storage and distribution
buildings will encapsulate my home (39 Hud Hey Road). - - | would like to
outline a case for why the Land on Area EMP 2.15 should be removed from
the Local Plan developed in July 2017 and will provide the rationale using
evidence from the councils own Local Plan and independent
evaluations/reviews. - - Firstly the local land owner of EMP 2.15 has not been
contacted or consulted with regarding the sale of their land, should the land
owner not be in agreement to the sale of his and hers land then this should
lead to automatic removal from the local plan. | would like to request that the
council keeps me the homeowner of 39 Hud Hey Road appraised of any
development in relation to the land EMP 2.15 as it occurs and in advance of
the next stage of the consultation process to relieve any unnecessary anxiety
to us as home owners. - - The Local Plan suggests (Page 52) that proposals
will be expected to take into account of the character and appearance of the
local area including but not exhaustively: -e Being sympathetic to
surrounding land uses and occupiers and avoiding demonstrable harm to the
amenities of the local area. - eBnsuing that the amenities of the occupiers of
the new development will not be adversely effected by neighbouring uses and
vice versa. -¢ Mhere is no adverse impact to the natural environment,
biodiversity and green infrastructure unless suitable mitigation measures are
proposed. - - As the land is Green Belt land which was not identified for
release in the Councils Green Belt Review 2016 which was undertaken
independently by LUC and the land is currently being used for grazing of
Horses as part of a Riding School | would request that the council remove Land
EMP 2.15 for the use of Employment Land from their draft Local Plan. The
Green Belt Review 2016 states: “The relatively poor performance of the land
against the Green Belt purposes is not, of itself, an exceptional circumstance
that would justify release of the land from the Green Belt, we recommend
that outline policy guidance or masterplans are prepared as part of the local
business process. These would indicate development areas and new
defensible Green Belt boundaries (existing or new features). Such approach
together with specific policies for the development of the land, would help to
engender public confidence and support, as well as mitigate the harm to the
remaining Green Belt land.” The local plan fails to address this requirement
and justify why EMP 2.15 has been included in the local plan, this is in
contradiction to the advice and guidance outlined in the Green Belt review
2016. Further to this the recent elimination of an Oak Tree (which further
protected the Green Belt status of this land) that died has prompted local
speculation of foul play and therefore | would request that the council

Page 11 of 2063



‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.15

Further comment

14 August 2018

investigate this as a matter of urgency. - - In 2010 the Report to Rossendale
Council on the former Draft Local Plan the Planning Inspectorate disagreed
with the councils plans to remove land from the Green Belt. The inspector
stated: “ The detailed boundaries of the Green Belt in the area were
established in 1982 and, except for minor changes made in 1995, have
remained fixed since that time. | have seen no evidence to persuade me that a
substantial change to Green Belt boundaries would be necessary to meet the
development objectives of the CS. ... | do not consider that the council’s
approach to identifying locations for development by weighting its choices to
avoid substantial incursions into the Green belt could be argued to be
inherently flawed.” - - The Habitats Regulation Assessment of the Rossendale
Local Plan states that: “If no suitable alternative exist, plan makers must
demonstrate under the conditions of Regulations 103 of the Habitats
Regulations, that there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest
(IROPI) to continue with the proposal. As the council has failed to
demonstrate a viable case for change of why employment land is required
within Rossendale or a case for why development of employment land of EMP
2.15is in the public interest then | would ask the council to and without delay
remove the land from inclusion from the Local Plan 2017. - - The Authority
Monitoring Report (AMR) produced by the Forward Planning team in June
2017 states in relation to AVP6 Haslingden and Rising Bridge that New
Housing and employment development will be encouraged within the urban
boundary and should be primarily on previously developed land. This is in
complete contradiction to the identification to Land EMP2.15 in the draft local
plan produced only a month later. The Hud Hey industrial estate current has
several vacant units, therefore it would suggest that demand in this area is not
favourable to businesses. It is my view that the council should remove land
EMP 2.15 and instead develop a proposal to increase utilisation of already
developed space. - - The Sustainability Proposal of the Rossendale Local Plan
produced by Lepus in May 2017 confirms that the land north of Hud Hey is
located within the Green Belt and that none of these sites were highlighted
for release in the Green Belt Review 2016. - - It states that development in the
Hud Hey area has the potential to reduce population of European Protected
Species associated with woodland such as bats. It states that where habitat
corridors exist including Hud Hey that development would reduce these
corridors, restricting movement of wildlife in these habitats. - - The report
highlights that development on land in Hud Hey will impact on woodland and
that loss of this woodland and the Green Belt may have a negative impact on
biodiversity in this area. The Land EMP 2.15 is also located within the
Rossendale Safeguarding Mineral Area. Development of sites which include Gl
such as woodland, grassland and allotments would result of loss of and
damage to these features. Developments that fragment existing ecological
networks performs negatively against Climate Change Adaption (SA objective
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Comment EMP2.15

Further comment

14 August 2018

7). - - The report also outlines the increased flood risk and increase of waste
production will impact negatively within the area. - - The Sustainability
appraisal does not support the use of land EMP 2.15 in Hud Hey therefore it
would suggest that it will be more difficult for the council to justify how using
this land should be overridden in the interest of the public. Itis not
documented within the local plan why the council has chosen to ignore the
independent reports both in relation to the local plan and the green belt
review. | would hope that the council remove EMP 2.15 from the draft local
plan without delay. - - Finally would also like to comment on the timescales
of the development of the draft local plan. - -Bepus Sustainability report
produced in May 2017 - -Ruthority monitoring report produced in June

2017 - -Praft Local Plan produced in July 2017 - -Bonsultation into draft

local plan commenced in July 2017. - - It would suggest that a large scale
strategic plan has been produced in days and it could be argued that this plan
has been rushed and not properly thought out; it is my view that the people
of Rossendale deserve more than the local planning team have been able to
provide and | hope that it is addressed as part of this consultation proess. As a
home owner and council tax payer for 35 years | am disappointed by
Rossendale Councils approach to the development of the local plan and the
apparent disregard for the residents of Rossendale as whilst | have focused on
the land EMP 2.15 it is apparent that this has been systemic across this
process as a whole. -"
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Further comment

1629 S| Land North of  Object
Hud Hey

Bradley

14 August 2018

| wish to object to the proposed local plan for the above areas for the
following reasons-

1 Parking and Traffic - parking in this area is already a nightmare. Traffic and
wagons on Hud Hey Road, which incidentally is also coping with the displaced
traffic from Grane Road due to weight restrictions, are a constant misery for
all the local residents, our properties are shaken constantly, the noise is never
ending, and we cannot cope with any more traffic

- Thisis a 'B' Road after all.

| am disabled and have been waiting 3 months for a disabled parking bay as |
am never able to park near my home.

There is a proposal to access the Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension via
land adjacent to 116 Hud Hey Road, where there is currently a small car park
where up to 50% of the residents have parked for nearly 30 years, they had
this land surfaced with tarmac and continue to attend it, surely they must
have a claim to using this car park after all this time?

Should it be lost there will be nowhere for them to park at all, further
exacerbating the already congested parking north of the motorway bridge on
Hud Hey Road.

The problem is the same on Rising Bridge Road, traffic is so busy with the
school and the offices at the far end of Rising Bridge road, we are in constant
misery with traffic and parking

2 The fields identified within EMP2.23 belonging to the Barnes family have
been traditionally farmed for over 60 Years. No pesticides, No chemicals or
heavy machinery, in fact the fields have been left this year and not cut for
Hay - there must therefore be a fair degree of wildlife and also the natural
habitat for wildlife to flourish which we must conserve for the future

3 Flooding - There is a culvert running under the houses on Hud Hey Road,
when there is major rainfall water running down the road from all the farms
on Haslingden Old Road causes this culvert to overflow and flood many cellars
on the road, if we had more major concreting of greenfield areas would this
issue become far worse?

4 Is there really a need for more new warehousing within the areas identified?
We need a feasibility study in order to identify within the borough as to what
is actually currently available and not being used and which would benefit
from being reconfigured to a more appropriate use

In conclusion surely there must be other brownfield and existing sites within
the Haslingden area that would be more suitable to this type of development.
Please look again for more sustainable sites and leave what little greenfield we
have well alone.

Haslingden is blighted by fast food take a ways, bins and warehousing and
now the potential decimation of the countryside, this must not be allowed to
happen

Page 14 of 2063



‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.15
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1630 M.A. Turner Land North of  Object

Hud Hey

14 August 2018

| wish to object to the proposed local plan for the above areas for the
following reasons-

1 Parking and Traffic - parking in this area is already a nightmare. Traffic and
wagons on Hud Hey Road, which incidentally is also coping with the displaced
traffic from Grane Road due to weight restrictions, are a constant misery for
all the local residents, our properties are shaken constantly, the noise is never
ending, and we cannot cope with any more traffic

- Thisis a 'B' Road after all

There is a proposal to access the Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension via
land adjacent to 116 Hud Hey Road, where there is currently a small car park
where up to 50% of the residents have parked for nearly 30 years, they had
this land surfaced with tarmac and continue to attend it, surely they must
have a claim to using this car park after all this time?

Should it be lost there will be nowhere for them to park at all, further
exacerbating the already congested parking north of the motorway bridge on
Hud Hey Road

2 The fields identified within EMP2.23 belonging to the Barnes family have
been traditionally farmed for over 60 Years. No pesticides, No chemicals or
heavy machinery, in fact the fields have been left this year and not cut for
Hay - there must therefore be a fair degree of wildlife and also the natural
habitat for wildlife to flourish which we must conserve for the future

3 Flooding - There is a culvert running under the houses on Hud Hey Road,
when there is major rainfall water running down the road from all the farms
on Haslingden Old Road causes this culvert to overflow and flood many cellars
on the road, if we had more major concreting of greenfield areas would this
issue become far worse?

4 |s there really a need for more new warehousing within the areas identified?
We need a feasibility study in order to identify within the borough as to what
is actually currently available and not being used and which would benefit
from being reconfigured to a more appropriate use

In conclusion surely there must be other brownfield and existing sites within
the Haslingden area that would be more suitable to this type of development.
Please look again for more sustainable sites and leave what little greenfield we
have well alone.

Haslingden is blighted by fast food take a ways, bins and warehousing and
now the potential decimation of the countryside, this must not be allowed to
happen
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Further comment

1631 L.C. Turner Land North of  Object
Hud Hey

1819 Sylvia Wrigley Support

14 August 2018

| wish to object to the proposed local plan for the above areas for the
following reasons-

1 Parking and Traffic - parking in this area is already a nightmare. Traffic and
wagons on Hud Hey Road, which incidentally is also coping with the displaced
traffic from Grane Road due to weight restrictions, are a constant misery for
all the local residents, our properties are shaken constantly, the noise is never
ending, and we cannot cope with any more traffic

- Thisis a 'B' Road after all

There is a proposal to access the Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension via
land adjacent to 116 Hud Hey Road, where there is currently a small car park
where up to 50% of the residents have parked for nearly 30 years, they had
this land surfaced with tarmac and continue to attend it, surely they must
have a claim to using this car park after all this time?

Should it be lost there will be nowhere for them to park at all, further
exacerbating the already congested parking north of the motorway bridge on
Hud Hey Road

2 The fields identified within EMP2.23 belonging to the Barnes family have
been traditionally farmed for over 60 Years. No pesticides, No chemicals or
heavy machinery, in fact the fields have been left this year and not cut for
Hay - there must therefore be a fair degree of wildlife and also the natural
habitat for wildlife to flourish which we must conserve for the future

3 Flooding - There is a culvert running under the houses on Hud Hey Road,
when there is major rainfall water running down the road from all the farms
on Haslingden Old Road causes this culvert to overflow and flood many cellars
on the road, if we had more major concreting of greenfield areas would this
issue become far worse?

4 |s there really a need for more new warehousing within the areas identified?
We need a feasibility study in order to identify within the borough as to what
is actually

currently available and not being used and which would benefit from being
reconfigured to a more appropriate use

In conclusion surely there must be other brownfield and existing sites within
the Haslingden area that would be more suitable to this type of development.
Please look again for more sustainable sites and leave what little greenfield we
have well alone.

Haslingden is blighted by fast food take a ways, bins and warehousing and
now the potential decimation of the countryside, this must not be allowed to
happen

Following receipt of your letter dated 22nd September 2017, re above land, |
confirm the following ownership details.
(...)

There is no objection to this land to be taken as a possible employment site.
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Further comment

1820 Kelly Holt Lancashire Not
County Applicable
Council

Number of comments EMP2.15 14

Reference EMP2.19 Carrs Industrial Estate

14 August 2018

EMP 2.15 — A new vehicular access onto Blackburn Road would require a
major earth moving exercise and the removal of mature trees within the site.
An LCC retaining wall bounds Blackburn Road and the required visibility splays
would be a concern. Access via the existing Industrial Estate appears
unachievable without the removal of an existing industrial building.
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1416 lan EMP37 (South  Object
of EMP2.19)

Blackmores
D Ltd

Shorrock

14 August 2018

Provided in email to Local Plan team

REPRESENTATIONS TO LOCAL PLAN

GRANE ROAD MILL - LAND SOUTH OF GRANE ROAD,

OCTOBER 2017

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Eden Planning is submitting representations on behalf of Blackmores D
Ltd.

1.2. The site the representations relate to is referred to as Grane Road Mill.
The property lies to the south of Grane Road and is separated from the larger
employment area of Carrs Industrial Estate (EMP 37 within the Rossendale
Employment Land Review — 2017).

1.3. The site measures approximately 3.3 Ha and lies adjacent to residential
properties fronting Jubilee Road and Grane Road.

2. CONTEXT

2.1. Grane Road Mill lies to the south of Grane Road, physically and
operationally separate from the adjacent Carrs Industrial Estate. The site is
typical of an old industrial site, which has evolved over time in an ad hoc way.
2.2. The site comprises a range of small spaces. Most of the buildings have low
ceilings and poor/limited vehicular (access and no vehicular access between
buildings. The buildings cannot easily be subdivided into smaller lets and due
to the physical conditions.

2.3. A further constraint is proximity to residential properties, as occupiers are
concerned about restrictions to operations.

2.4. In short, the site is not suited to modern industrial occupier requirements
and demand for employment use is poor.

2.5. Industrial agents (LM6) have provided initial advice, and confirmed that
demand for the mill for continued industrial use is likely to be low, with
occupiers preferring more modern industrial units well connected to the
motorway network.

2.6. Looking forward, the buildings need major maintenance and upgrades,
with a number of abnormal costs, including asbestos roofs and at this stage
the needed work are not viable. Redevelopment for employment use is
further restricted by the cost associated with accommodating the stream that
runs beneath the site.

3. PROPOSED ALLOCATION AND ASSOCIATED POLICIES EMP2 AND EMP3

3.1. Within the emerging Local Plan the site forms part of allocation EMP 2.19
and is proposed to be retained as an Employment Site with Policy EMP2
applying.

3.2. The background document informing this allocation, the Employment
Land Review 2017, considers the site as part of the wider Carrs Industrial
Estate (EMP38). We disagree with the assessment and believe, due to the
physical separation that Grane Road Mill should be assessed as a separate

Emailed Direct to Local Plan team
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Further comment

14 August 2018

allocation.

3.3. We have provided a revised assessment below which we consider more
accurately reflects the subject site.

Road Access *EMP38: Vgood *Grane Road Mill: Good

Local Accessibility *EMP38: Vgood *Grane Road Mill: VGood

Proximity to Urban Areas/services *EMP38: Vgood *Grane Road Mill: VGood
Compatibility to adjoining uses *EMP38: Average *Grane Road Mill: VPoor
Development and Env Constraints *EMP38: Good *Grane Road Mill: VPoor
Market attractiveness *EMP38: Good *Grane Road Mill: VPoor

Overall Rating *EMP38: Good *Grane Road Mill: Poor

3.4. Furthermore, the Page 31 of the emerging Local Plan notes that much of
the employment committed supply is of poor quality and unable to meet the
needs of modern businesses, nor located where market demand is greatest.
Hence there is a qualitative as well as a quantitative need to identify new land
for employment.

3.5. This reinforces our own assessment, that whilst there is a lot of
buildings/sites in employment use, these rarely meet modern occupier
requirements, and land should be allocated in alternative locations to meet
the needs and support the economic growth of the Borough. The focus should
be shifted to allocate larger Green Field sites for employment uses, allowing
existing employing sites, that are constrained to come forward for alternative
uses.

3.6. Furthermore, the need for employment land must be balanced against
the demand for land for housing. It is noted that within the emerging Local
Plan, reference is made (page 12) to the need to release land from the Green
Belt to meet housing needs. It is therefore essential, to make best use of
brownfield land opportunities.

3.7. In this regard, EMP 3 is too restrictive, and could result in the delay of
bringing sites that are suitable for housing or alternative needs. This does not
accord with the objectives of the NPPF which states clearly that planning
should not be a barrier to economic growth or meeting housing needs. It
could also be interpreted in a number of ways, ie many of the criteria are
subjective. Whilst greater clarity will come forward in the SPD we raise
concerns that the policy as drafted is overly restrictive and does not support
the overall objective of supporting economic growth and meeting housing
needs.

4. ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO — ASSOCIATED POLICY HS1 AND HS2

4.1. Should an alternative approach be taken towards the allocation of more
suitable land for employment, it is likely that a larger proportion of the
existing sites in employment use, that are no longer suitable for this use, could
come forward for housing.

4.2. This would enable to Council to seek a higher target than 20% of new
housing to be provided on Previously Developed Sites, and we suggest that
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Further comment

Number of comments EMP2.19 1

Reference EMP2.23

14 August 2018

Policy HS1 should be amended accordingly.

4.3. We note that the target is for a minimum of 4,000 dwellings over the plan
period and that the SHLAA only identified land for c 3,600.

4.4. We are specifically asking that the Grane Road Mill be added as a housing
allocation. As acknowledged in the assessment provide in Section 3 above
(and the ELR), the site is very accessible. The site is surrounded by existing
residential properties and is close/adjacent to proposed location HS2.78 —
Land off Holcombe Road. The principle of housing in this location is already
considered acceptable.

4.5. Measuring 3.3 ha, using the Councils calculation of 30 dph, the site has
potential to provide around 100 dwellings.

4.6. Furthermore, the redevelopment of the site for housing, removes an
existing land use conflict and could deliver many amenity and environmental
benefits, opening up the culverted river, of a prominent site.

5. SUMMARY

5.1. In summary, we are requesting:

= Allocation EMP 2.19 be revised to remove the Grane Road Mill

= Grane Road Mill should be reallocated as a housing site under Policy HS2.

= Policy HS2 should be amended to seek a higher proportion of housing to be
provided on Previously Development Sites.

= Policy HS3 should be revisited, as in its current form it does not provide
clarity or certainty for land owners or developers, and could result in planning
being a barrier to economic growth and delivery of housing.

5.2. These representations have been prepared in haste to meet the deadline.
The developer is committed to bring the site forward for redevelopment and
can provide additional information to support the submission including details
of ownership and control, indicative layout plans and technical reports.
Please see appendix for attachments

Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension
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59 James

71 Kathleen

14 August 2018

Collier

Heathcote

employment
land review
appendicies 1-
4, add3, add6,
emp 13

Object

Object

strong objection to redesignation of green belt and open countryside as please dont rape our green spaces
employment land or for any other type of development. - 1. the evidence base
for requirement employment land is weak: - - e.g what is the current rate of
unoccupied or under utilised employment land in the borough, why are there
unoccupied sites, and what options have been considered to maximise their
use? - no evidence all other options have been fully considered before
developing on green belt or open countryside. i.e all brownfield sites should
be exhausted before considering unwarranted development on our
countryside. how many existing undeveloped brownfield sites are there? -
what is the genuine level of interest in new business space. i.e exactly how
many businesses have indicated they are willing to invest/ pay for new
business space (built on greenbelt) at current market rates ( as opposed to
incentivised rates ) and why are they not able to use existing/ unoccupied
employment space - - 2. green belt purpose is to prevent urban sprawl, there
seems to be little reference to extending and moving the well defined existing
urban boundaries in terms of protecting our countryside or the interests of
people who live in the countryside. i.e. many people will have bought
properties specifically because they are in close proximity to green belt or
open countryside, - 3. what consideration is being given to rural residents,
many of whom may be elderly and not have seen the poorly promoted
consultation documentation online. what efforts have been made to consult
with hard to reach groups? - - 4. no consideration appears to have been given
to the appearance of Rossendale as people travel along the A56 through he
borough, by re-developing every piece of green land within close proximity to
the A56, there's a real risk Rossendale will no longer be perceived as a rural/
green valley, and this could impact the boroughs desirability as a place to live
and work. our green spaces and valleys are one of the boroughs unique selling
points - -

It was with horror | discovered the new local plan for Haslingden. The Hud -
Hey, Rising Bridge and Martin Croft Region is to become a large industrial
estate- the northern extension of Carrs Industrial Estate. - The area earmarked
consists of pristine hay meadows, fields, and a quiet residential area, with a
small but ‘good’ thriving primary school; which will become engulfed by this
development. Why would you plan for an industrial area to surround a
primary school?? - There are many areas of brownfield sites which would be
prime sites for development in the Haslingden area instead: dilapidated mills
and former industrial sites, run down and often an eyesore, which would
benefit from development. - Also, on already developed sites such as Carrs
and the Rising Bridge Office development, a large number of units have been
empty for years. If these are surplus to requirements why are we building
more? - Why does this rural and residential area need to be destroyed by this
sort of development? -
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519 Kath Lees - Object
520 Brian Flockton - EMP2.15%, Object
EMP2.23%,
EMP2.38*

employment
allocation refs

669 Joan Priestley - Object

14 August 2018

I am seriously objecting to these plans, even though | don't fully understand | also have safety issues with regards
the printouts, there is no need for more industrial units within this area. Carrs to vehicles adding to the load that is
Industrial Estate is not fully occupied and neither are other industrial units already accessing via Hud Hey Road.
locally fully occupied. In fact Rossendale is overrun with these units and most The roads in Haslingden cannot cope
of them are empty. - - | personally moved into Rossendale because of the with more traffic.

green hills, why on earth are you trying to blight the natural beauty? - -
Regarding the duty of providing new housing as a council, | would suggest that
we update the beautiful buildings that are sitting empty and being left to

ruin. | would be very interested in how you can justify building more.

I have lived here for 50 years and the land behind our property is farmland -
and greenbelt as far as | am aware and | do not wish for industrial units to be

put on there. - - The beauty of Rossendale is being ruined. | feel as though
Rawtenstall is being protected to the detriment of the outlying districts. This

is very concerning. - -1 am also concerned about the access to and from the
A56, how are the local people going to be affected? Is this going to cause
more accidents? - - | also am concerned about chemicals being accepted in

these units, how can we feel confident that they won't be.

| fail to understand the logic in planning to extend an industrial area that is -
typically under-filled with vacant units, in an area with other developments
that are also under-filled, such as the office development in Rising Bridge. The
area marked contains hay meadows, fields and a quiet residential area. This
will have a substantial effect on the quality of life of the residents of this area,
there is already more than enough industrial allocation in this area without
adding to the environmental load with more industry. There are many other
more suitable sites for this development, there are run down mills, former
industrial sites and other brownfield sites that should be used before running
riot over green land. There are already enough issues with traffic on Hud Hey
Road in particular large vehicles using it when they should not be in order to
bypass the motorway. Parking is a severe problem, especially if the residential
parking at the end of my row of houses is made into an access road for the
industrial estate extension as | have heard there are plans to do. There are
flooding issues in the area which need to be considered as well. This area
should be protected as Greenbelt land and not developed, as is the land
closely surrounding it to the north.
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684 Corinne Collier - emp2.23 and Object - adequate demand for ADDITIONAL employment land has not been clearly It would be interesting to understand
emp 2.38 evidenced within the local plan. the Plan must surely first seek to evidence if any developers or speculative land

current and predicted demand outstrips current supply , including holding companies have been
development of land already allocated for development before consideration involved in discussion ( Emails,
is given to development on green belt and open countryside - there are meetings or otherwise) with RBC
currently 2 very large units on Carrs industrial estate which are vacant and prior to the formal consultation
have been vacant for several years. - this shows a clear lack of demand for commencing? - the main people that
very large units, furthermore there are smaller units on Carr road currently stand to benefit from developing on
advertised to let and an abundance of small units at rising bridge owned by green belt and open countryside are
LCC which they have struggled to let or sell over the past 3 years. - in developers and land owners, there is

additional to the above existing unoccupied units, there are already sizeable  a real risk that the general public are
plots allocated for employment land on the opposite side of the A56 from Carr likely to be left looking at a

road which surely must be developed( and fully utilised/occupied ) before any Rossendale which is significantly less
decisions are made to build on green belt and open countryside. - If RBC are green, and full of unoccupied
absolutely intent on developing on increasing employment opportunities, business space and "To Let" signs as
then as an absolute minimum the plans must be phased to ensure that the drive along the A56

existing unoccupied employment land is put to good use and occupied before

developing on undeveloped sites that are already allocated for development,

and then only when there is sufficient evidence to support further demand,

should consideration be given to developing on green belt or open

countryside. As this is not yet evidenced, it would be reasonable to suggest

that there is also a second phase of decision making involving local

communities and councillors once there is sufficient evidence that demand

outstrips supply even after existing employment land is fully utilised and

existing undeveloped sites are developed and fully occupied. -
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738 Christine Holden ADD6 Object

14 August 2018

Objections against the proposal to build on green field land EMP 2.23 Land
Study Ref ADD6 Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension

eBhcrease in noise levels. We are already subject to excessive noise pollution
due to the A56 bypass and the volume of HGVs and other vehicles, which use
our road (B6236) as a short cut to and from Blackburn and the M65 at Guide.
Excessive noise levels for our home have been acknowledged by Highways
England. It is therefore unacceptable to introduce additional noise from
industrial units (machinery, night shift workers, increased traffic etc) to the
area adjacent to our home. This would disturb our sleep and reduce the
quality of life for all residents in the area.

eBisruption to sleep. We have lived in our house for over 32 years but in the
last 5 years we have been forced to move to the much smaller, rear bedroom
of our house due to increased traffic noise over this period. It is unacceptable
to be faced with the possibility of additional noise and further disruption to
sleep, if the farm land at the rear of our home is developed for industrial use.
*Air pollution. We are concerned about air pollution from industrialisation of
this area as we are situated above the proposed site and downwind from it. As
the wind blows up the valley from the south fumes and toxic smells will be
blown directly towards our home.

eBhcrease in traffic. The B6236 is already very busy at peak times and parking
is difficult for residents in the evenings and at weekends. The proposed
development of this site and surrounding sites will only make this worse and
lead to further disruption and increased potential for accidents.

eBhcrease in litter. There is already a problem in the Hud Hey area from
litter/fly tipping of predominately fast food wrapping cans and bottles. Much
of this is thrown from cars and originates from the nearby McDonalds outlet.
If this site is developed for industrial use this problem will only intensify.
efnpact on wildlife. We have deer, a heron and many other wild birds and
animals that are regularly seen on this land.

eBnpact on the environment and reduction in quality of life. Unlike some of
the other proposed sites in Rossendale/Haslingden this site has always been
farmland. It is green field land and has not previously been an industrial site.
There will be an overall reduction in the quality of life in this area if this open
green space is built on. Fresh air is widely acknowledged as being beneficial to
general health, wellbeing and life expectancy.

ePotential for anti-social behaviour. The access to the road network and the
seclusion of industrial units will potentially attract anti-social behaviour to this
residential area.

eBack of demand. There are currently a number of vacant units in this area.
Therefore there is no logic to the plan to expand the industrialisation of the
area.

Objections against the proposal to use the existing car park (LAN4065)
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adjacent to our homes (next to 116 Hud Hey Road), as access to the potential
industrial site EMP 2.23 Land Study Ref ADD6 Carrs Industrial Estate North
Extension

We have lived here for over 32 years and have parked on the land adjacent to
116 Hud Hey Road for the whole of that period, without challenge. We and a
number of other neighbours campaigned for several years to secure funding
to tarmac the land and fence the area. This work was completed 20 years ago
and the land became ours, on the understanding that we would maintain it.
This we have done, including the voluntary development of a planted area for
the benefit of our neighbours and to discourage anti-social behaviour. As we
have maintained and parked on this land in excess of 12 years we are able to
claim adverse possession of the land.

eParking is at a premium in this area and to lose this car park, which can hold
8 to 9 cars, would impact adversely on all residents of our area, including
those who currently park on Rising Bridge Road.

*®n the assumption that most of the traffic would originate from the A56,
vehicles would only be able to reach an access point on Hud Hey Road by
travelling along unsuitable routes such as the B6236, or along Rising Bridge
Road to join the B6236. None of these routes are suitable as they pass
through residential areas, with narrow streets and tight bends, i.e. Brook St
and Worsley St.

o[fhis plan could also lead to further heavy traffic on the B6236 with HGVs

etc ignoring the main trunk road to short cut from Blackburn and the M65.
This road is already unsuitable for heavy vehicles and increased parking on the
road due to the loss of the current car park would only make this worse.
efhere is an ever increasing problem with huge freight vehicles taking an
unsuitable route along our road B6236 and then undertaking extremely
dangerous and illegal manoeuvres when the driver realises their mistake. We
witness HGVs reversing fully on the pavement over the A56 bypass bridge,
reversing from the Rising Bridge Road junction on a blind bend into a main
road. There are increasing instances of HGVs and huge freight transporters
parking fully on our pavements, (photographic evidence can be provided), and
even in the last few weeks, parking up for the night fully on the pavement.
This has led to numerous phone calls to the transport managers of these
businesses and it is totally unacceptable to consider allowing such vehicles
access to the proposed industrial development site via our car park and in
such close proximity to our homes.
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1146 Ralph Woodcock - EMP2.15%, Object
EMP2.23%,
EMP2.38*
employment
allocation refs

14 August 2018

Following the public consultation at Haslingden library, which | felt had
amazing attendance due to the lack of information about the consultation. In
fact the ONLY reason we were there was due to a neighbour informing us of
the proposed plans, which claimed to offer public consultation (regulation 18);
of which | have printed the full wording, but there is not enough space to type
it. - We found the library open but no signage as to where this meeting was
being held, and had to look round ourselves. Therefore first and foremost
how on earth can you call this a public a participation and engagement
consultation. - Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension - Why does Carrs have
to be extended, there are loads of empty units as it is more than the expected
5%. |intend providing photographs to prove the vacancies we have in the
area. There is also plenty of empty unused existing buildings that could be
revitalized and in keeping with the period of the area. - Access to this area
would also be a problem; we noted that the A56 already has access to Carrs
Industrial Estate. To even consider Martin Croft Road, which is almost single
tract seems absolutely ridiculous, dangerous and impossible to get two way
traffic. It was also suggested that the carpark at the end of our row of houses
could be converted, this | would object to passionately, as this was given by
the council at least 15 years ago, and has been maintained by the lower end
residents ever since, therefore we consider this our adopted land. Hud Hey
Road cannot take any more traffic, this is a country road coming over the
moors as Haslingden Road, into Roundhill Road and changing to 30mph Hud
Hey Road, which | would like to say not a lot of drivers adhere to, unless it is
the standstill traffic that we have to suffer. We have also had the issue of
foreign lorries using this road as a fast track and parking up on the bridge with
two wheels and the body of the lorry on the pavement leaving the remained
two wheels up against the kerb, leaving no payment work walkers, never mind
prams. The noise and the fumes from extra traffic would really affect the air
quality in Haslingden Too. The traditional roads across the town could not
take extra traffic. The field that is being considered for the extension has been
used for animal grazing as long as | have lived here and we experience
flooding and standing water to the bottom of the field with heavy rain. |
believe there is a culvert under some properties along with the drains across
the field under the right of way. It is very sad that brown field sites cannot be
cleaned up and used before green field sites are considered. This should be a
statutory order for development. The proposed field also has a large area of
untreated Japanese Knot Weed. - Land adj Hollin Gate Farm - Has anybody
been out to actually look at this land? It is surrounding a thriving local
primary school. There is already an industrial estate on one side, which had
been empty for months and now the council has taken over some of the units,
do we really need to put these childr5en through the risk of more dangers -
noise, air pollution, security and road safety? Would it not be more sensible

Rossendale is a beautiful area and we
should be proud of what we have,
not let it go to ruin and put up
modern units that are not required.
There is enough empty workplaces
and homes that could fulfil the needs.
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to put housing on it if houses area needed? Roundhill Lane is also used by
traffic avoiding the A56 traffic, via Rising Bridge Road or Hud Hey Road. -
Please, please, please could the local authority plan take over and refurbish
empty, boarded up properties that would keep the period and make solid
homes for the requirements.
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Heathcote

1212 Michael Object

14 August 2018

1 —Regulation 18 — Public Consultation - The ‘public’ generally had no
knowledge of the existence of the plan until informed by a private citizen who
found out by accident when looking for something else on line. With his
neighbours and at their expense, information and maps were circulated to
their neighbours, and the governors of the local school affected by the plan.
All people contacted had no previous knowledge of the existence of a
Rossendale Development Plan. There has been NO advertising, information,
leaflets, posters in the town or local papers, and even on the evening when
the consultation maps were on view in the Library there were no posters
indicating that they were in the Library, which room, etc. It has been so
poorly publicised and so little information available that | question its legality
as a ‘public consultation’ -2 - Northern Extension of Carr's Industrial Estate.
EMP 2.23 ¢ B&n environmental survey is required before decisions are made
as this is an increasingly rare hay meadow with valuable meadow species such
as Yellow Rattle, and is equally bio — diverse as the adjoining land which is
protected.See initial comments from Lancashire Wildlife Trust below :- Semi
improved grassland. Moderately herb rich, especially in contrast to the
intensive agriculture and horse grazing that surrounds it. A stepping stone
habitat in the South Pennines Grassland network. - Crested dogstail - Ribwort
plantain - Sweet vernal grass - Rough meadowgrass - Meadow buttercup - Red
clover - Yellow rattle - Meadow vetchling - White clover - Common ragwort -
Cocks foot - Common bistort - - 3 Biological Heritage Site qualifying species.
Thanks - X South Pennines Grasslands Project Officer - The Wildlife Trust for
Lancashire, Manchester and North Merseyside - X - Bess environmentally
acceptable, but significant to development potential, there is a large patch of
Japanese Knot Weed. e [raffic on the A56 and Hud Hey Road in particular is
already a concern , especially at rush hour times when Hud Hey Road has
become a preferred alternative to Grane Road for many drivers, including
large trucks, and development to this site would exacerbate the situation to a
dangerous degree. Access to this site is problematic whether direct from the
A56, via Hud Hey Road, or from the existing Carr’s estate. ¢ Moise levels
would affect residents in Hud Hey Road and Martin Croft Road, whose
gardens adjoin the designated ar - ¢ Bhe A56 has a drainage/standing water
problem and water draining from hard surfaces in the area due to
development would exacerbate this problem and create a dangerous surface
in wet weather. ¢ & culvert/stream flows under the cellar of some houses

on Martin Croft Road, which would adjoin the designated area. This currently
drains into the field and has not caused any problems for the residents.
However development could cause serious flooding problems in these
properties. - - e Mhere are nearby brown field sites which need ‘cleaning up’
and would be much more suitable as industrial development sites. Could it be
made statutory that development is phased so that ALL brown field sites have
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to be developed before green field, environmentally sensitive sites are
released for development. - e Existing developments along the A56 corridor
have a lot of empty units — that have remained empty for a number of years (
in some cases 7 years or more ). This constitutes much more than 5% of the
existing units. There does not appear to be a need or demand for more
development in the foreseeable future. - ¢ Blans show development of
employment/industrial land for the Haslingden area far outweighs that for
other areas of Rossendale. E.g. Rawtenstall —approx. 5 hectares, Haslingden —
approx. 14 hectares. Balance is needed!! - - - 3 - Land adjoining Hollin Gate
Farm. EMP 2.38 - ¢ This land surrounds on 3 sides a small, but thriving local
primary school. A primary school surrounded by an industrial estate raises so
many health and safety issues, they are too numerous to list in this document
but would include noise, air pollution, security, road safety. - ¢ @his could

lead to the closure of a good, thriving and much needed primary school at a
time when more school places are needed, not fewer. - e This is currently
Green Belt land which should be protected from development for future
generations. - e Mraffic is already a safety issue on the road outside the

school because of existing developments in the area end a ‘rat run” which cuts
out the busy A56 roundabout, and allows access to the M65 as an alternative
to the Grane Road. Further development would make this a major problem. -
e [ there has to be development at this site surely with the school, post
office/corner shop and bus stop with direct bus links to Accrington, Blackburn,
Rossendale, and Manchester, housing would be a much more sensible option.
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After the consultation session in Haslingden Public Library on Tuesday 19th
September | wish to submit the following comments to the above plan with
specific reference to the stated area.

1. 1 was only made aware of the 'consultation' through the efforts of a
concerned neighbour who took the trouble to inform those living in the area
affected by the plan.

They had only found out about it by accident whilst searching for something
else on line. | think there was poor publicity about the plan and subsequent
meetings. | take the Free Press each week and am a regular visitor to
Haslingden Library, both of which | would have expected to publicise
something so important in an obvious and clear way.

2. The proposed development would increase traffic to an already busy A56
which is often at a standstill at busy times of the day. Also Hud Hey Road is
increasingly being used as an alternative to the A56 and Grane Road especially
by large trucks and this would be exacerbated by any new development.

3. The noise levels of the increased traffic would further affect residents of
Hud Hey Road and Martin Croft as these properties back onto the designated
area.

4. There appear to be several brown field sites adjoining this area, some of
which are in need of attention. Why can't this issue be addressed rather than
taking away more countryside?

5. The existing Carrs site has units which are unoccupied indicating that maybe
new ones aren't needed. A nearby site on Rising Bridge Road illustrates this
point as well, many of the units were empty of a long time and some have
never been occupied.

6. The land is currently used as valuable farmland and | am informed that
there are environmental issues which need to be explored in relation to the
site concerning particular species of plants.

| am against this proposed development of the land around Hud Hey Road and
I hope the council will give due consideration to the points raised not only by
myself but also by the majority of residents in this affected area.
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Estate North

Extension
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| wish to object to the proposed local plan for the above areas for the
following reasons-

1 Parking and Traffic - parking in this area is already a nightmare. Traffic and
wagons on Hud Hey Road, which incidentally is also coping with the displaced
traffic from Grane Road due to weight restrictions, are a constant misery for
all the local residents, our properties are shaken constantly, the noise is never
ending, and we cannot cope with any more traffic

- Thisis a 'B' Road after all.

| am disabled and have been waiting 3 months for a disabled parking bay as |
am never able to park near my home.

There is a proposal to access the Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension via
land adjacent to 116 Hud Hey Road, where there is currently a small car park
where up to 50% of the residents have parked for nearly 30 years, they had
this land surfaced with tarmac and continue to attend it, surely they must
have a claim to using this car park after all this time?

Should it be lost there will be nowhere for them to park at all, further
exacerbating the already congested parking north of the motorway bridge on
Hud Hey Road.

The problem is the same on Rising Bridge Road, traffic is so busy with the
school and the offices at the far end of Rising Bridge road, we are in constant
misery with traffic and parking

2 The fields identified within EMP2.23 belonging to the Barnes family have
been traditionally farmed for over 60 Years. No pesticides, No chemicals or
heavy machinery, in fact the fields have been left this year and not cut for
Hay - there must therefore be a fair degree of wildlife and also the natural
habitat for wildlife to flourish which we must conserve for the future

3 Flooding - There is a culvert running under the houses on Hud Hey Road,
when there is major rainfall water running down the road from all the farms
on Haslingden Old Road causes this culvert to overflow and flood many cellars
on the road, if we had more major concreting of greenfield areas would this
issue become far worse?

4 Is there really a need for more new warehousing within the areas identified?
We need a feasibility study in order to identify within the borough as to what
is actually currently available and not being used and which would benefit
from being reconfigured to a more appropriate use

In conclusion surely there must be other brownfield and existing sites within
the Haslingden area that would be more suitable to this type of development.
Please look again for more sustainable sites and leave what little greenfield we
have well alone.

Haslingden is blighted by fast food take a ways, bins and warehousing and
now the potential decimation of the countryside, this must not be allowed to
happen
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| wish to object to the proposed local plan for the above areas for the
following reasons-

1 Parking and Traffic - parking in this area is already a nightmare. Traffic and
wagons on Hud Hey Road, which incidentally is also coping with the displaced
traffic from Grane Road due to weight restrictions, are a constant misery for
all the local residents, our properties are shaken constantly, the noise is never
ending, and we cannot cope with any more traffic

- Thisis a 'B' Road after all

There is a proposal to access the Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension via
land adjacent to 116 Hud Hey Road, where there is currently a small car park
where up to 50% of the residents have parked for nearly 30 years, they had
this land surfaced with tarmac and continue to attend it, surely they must
have a claim to using this car park after all this time?

Should it be lost there will be nowhere for them to park at all, further
exacerbating the already congested parking north of the motorway bridge on
Hud Hey Road

2 The fields identified within EMP2.23 belonging to the Barnes family have
been traditionally farmed for over 60 Years. No pesticides, No chemicals or
heavy machinery, in fact the fields have been left this year and not cut for
Hay - there must therefore be a fair degree of wildlife and also the natural
habitat for wildlife to flourish which we must conserve for the future

3 Flooding - There is a culvert running under the houses on Hud Hey Road,
when there is major rainfall water running down the road from all the farms
on Haslingden Old Road causes this culvert to overflow and flood many cellars
on the road, if we had more major concreting of greenfield areas would this
issue become far worse?

4 |s there really a need for more new warehousing within the areas identified?
We need a feasibility study in order to identify within the borough as to what
is actually currently available and not being used and which would benefit
from being reconfigured to a more appropriate use

In conclusion surely there must be other brownfield and existing sites within
the Haslingden area that would be more suitable to this type of development.
Please look again for more sustainable sites and leave what little greenfield we
have well alone.

Haslingden is blighted by fast food take a ways, bins and warehousing and
now the potential decimation of the countryside, this must not be allowed to
happen
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| wish to object to the proposed local plan for the above areas for the
following reasons-

1 Parking and Traffic - parking in this area is already a nightmare. Traffic and
wagons on Hud Hey Road, which incidentally is also coping with the displaced
traffic from Grane Road due to weight restrictions, are a constant misery for
all the local residents, our properties are shaken constantly, the noise is never
ending, and we cannot cope with any more traffic

- Thisis a 'B' Road after all

There is a proposal to access the Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension via
land adjacent to 116 Hud Hey Road, where there is currently a small car park
where up to 50% of the residents have parked for nearly 30 years, they had
this land surfaced with tarmac and continue to attend it, surely they must
have a claim to using this car park after all this time?

Should it be lost there will be nowhere for them to park at all, further
exacerbating the already congested parking north of the motorway bridge on
Hud Hey Road

2 The fields identified within EMP2.23 belonging to the Barnes family have
been traditionally farmed for over 60 Years. No pesticides, No chemicals or
heavy machinery, in fact the fields have been left this year and not cut for
Hay - there must therefore be a fair degree of wildlife and also the natural
habitat for wildlife to flourish which we must conserve for the future

3 Flooding - There is a culvert running under the houses on Hud Hey Road,
when there is major rainfall water running down the road from all the farms
on Haslingden Old Road causes this culvert to overflow and flood many cellars
on the road, if we had more major concreting of greenfield areas would this
issue become far worse?

4 |s there really a need for more new warehousing within the areas identified?
We need a feasibility study in order to identify within the borough as to what
is actually

currently available and not being used and which would benefit from being
reconfigured to a more appropriate use

In conclusion surely there must be other brownfield and existing sites within
the Haslingden area that would be more suitable to this type of development.
Please look again for more sustainable sites and leave what little greenfield we
have well alone.

Haslingden is blighted by fast food take a ways, bins and warehousing and
now the potential decimation of the countryside, this must not be allowed to
happen

EMP 2.23 — An access onto Commerce Street would require additional land.
The existing private access road which joins Commerce Street would require
widening. Access onto Hud Hey Road cannot not be achieved due to a
number of highway safety related matters.
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EMPO08, EMP11, EMP18 and EMP72 Extension of New Hall Hey to the west
(New and existing allocations)

United Utilities has various pieces of water and wastewater infrastructure
passing through this site including significant water infrastructure with
associated easements. All UU assets will need to be afforded due regard in the
masterplanning process and you should be aware that complications could
arise as the infrastructure passes straight through the site.

United Utilities would strongly advise any future developer(s) to contact us
prior to submission to explore options for addressing this as early as possible.
EMP 2.26 — There is no access to the highway network. Access through the

parcel EMP2.31 should be secured however the recently approved
employment site significant limits the opportunity for access.

Number of comments EMP2.23 14
Reference EMP2.26 Extension of New Hall Hey
1777 Adam Brennan United EMP11 Not
Utilities Applicable
1820 Kelly Holt Lancashire Not
County Applicable
Council
Number of comments EMP2.26 2

Reference EMP2.29 Land at Robert Street

14 August 2018
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1465 SEE AGENT SEE AGENT B AND E Not THE EMPLOYMENT ALLOCATION SHOULD BE BROADENED TO ALLOW FOR -
DETAILS DETAILS BOYS Applicable ROADSIDE RETAIL USES GIVEN THE SITE'S LOCATION. SEE SUBMITTED
LIMITED REPRESENTATION REPORT FOR FULL DETAILS.

Email received 11/10/2017:

1. INTRODUCTION 1.1 Rossendale Borough Council (RBC) is preparing a new
Local Plan which will guide the future planning and development of the area.
Following the adoption of the Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy in November
2011, RBC commenced work on its Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies. However, this document was halted in
favour of the preparation of a full new Local Plan which has now been issued
for consultation from Monday 24 July to Monday 9 October 2017. This edition
of the Local Plan comprises the Regulation 18 consultation document which
sets out the Council’s preferred approach to future housing, employment and
leisure uses over the Plan period. Once adopted the Local Plan will replace the
Core Strategy (2011).

1.2 Within the draft Local Plan, sites have been proposed for development (for
housing or employment use), for environmental protection and for recreation
uses, as identified on the Draft Policies Map. Changes are also proposed to the
existing Green Belt and the Urban Boundary. Also, four additional
Conservation Areas, along with an extension to an existing Conservation Area,
are being considered. 1.3 Documents included in the Draft Local Plan
Consultation are the Draft Local Plan (Written Statement), the accompanying
Policies Map (including the 6 area maps) and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
1.4 The evidence base which supports the Local Plan comprises the following
documents: e Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (2017).
e Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (2017).

e Employment Land Review (2017). e Green Belt Review (2016). ¢
Environmental Network Study (2017).  Gypsies and Travellers
Accommodation Assessment (2016). ¢ Town Centre, Retail, Leisure and
Tourism Study (2017). » Playing Pitch Strategy (2016) (previously published). o
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) (2016).

e Local Plan Viability Study 2015 and Updated Viability Study in relation to
Affordable Housing (2017).

e Landscape Study (2015) (previously published). ¢ Landscape capacity study
for wind energy developments in the South Pennines (2014) (previously
published).

e Heritage Impact Assessment of Housing Sites (2017). 1.5 In addition to the
above documents, the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal, although not strictly
evidence, has informed the development of the draft policies.

BACKGROUND

1.6 Hourigan Connolly is instructed to review and comment on the emerging
Local Plan in relation to land at Robert Street (Corn Exchange), Rawtenstall.
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The site has a proposed allocation for B1, B2 and B8 employment uses under
draft Policy Reference EMP2.29.

1.7 The Corn Exchange, otherwise known as the Kingfisher Business Centre,
lies within a short walking distance of Rawtenstall town centre with vehicular
access being taken directly from Burnley Road via a short road called Kenyon
Street. The site comprises a large five storey mill building and a collection of
smaller buildings with associated car parking spaces. The site is in existing use,
being occupied by a range of employment and other uses. Rawtenstall is one
of the largest of the small towns which characterise the Borough of
Rossendale.

SCOPE

1.8 In preparing these submissions we have reviewed the documents
mentioned above as well as other documents forming the evidence base that
underpins the emerging Local Plan.

1.9 This document follows earlier Representations and discussions made by
Mr Brian Boys as part of previous consultation stages in the Local Plan
process, albeit that parts of the Local Plan were subsequently halted in favour
of a complete new Local Plan.

OVERVIEW

1.10 The starting point for consideration of the emerging Local Plan document
is the well-established principle embodied in Paragraph 158 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (hereafter referred to as the Framework) that
Development Plans must be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant
evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and
prospects of the area.

2. LEGISLATIVE & POLICY CONTEXT

INTRODUCTION

2.1 In this Chapter we set out the relevant legislative and policy context before
going on to examine the Council’s Local Plan document.

LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT

2.2 Part 2 of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (As amended)
deals with Local Development.

2.3 The RBC Local Plan is being brought forward following changes to the
Development Plan making system in England which are set out in the Localism
Act 2011. Part 6 Sections 109 — 144 of the Localism Act deal with Planning.
2.4 Following revocation of the North West Regional Strategy (RS) in May
2013, Council’s such as RBC will set their own housing and employment
targets against objectively assessed needs.

2.5 The Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations (SI
No. 767) came into force on 6 April 2012 and guide the preparation of Local
Plans.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS

2.6 In his Written Statement of 23 March 2012 the then Minister for
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Decentralisation and Cities the Rt. Hon Greg Clark MP referred to a pressing
need to ensure that the planning system does everything it can to help
England secure a swift return to economic growth. He urged local planning
authorities to make every effort to identify and meet the housing, business
and other development needs of their areas.

2.7 The National Planning Policy Framework (hereafter referred to as the
Framework) (see below) was subsequently published on 27 March 2012 and
urges local planning authorities to boost significantly the supply of housing.
2.8 In his Written Statement of 6 September 2012 the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government the Rt. Hon Eric Pickles MP noted an
increase in house building starts between 2009 and 2011 but said that there
was far more to do to provide homes to meet Britain’s demographic needs
and to help generate local economic growth.

2.9 There can be no doubt that house building is a driver of the local economy
besides providing homes for local people.

FRAMEWORK REQUIREMENTS

2.10 Paragraphs 150 to 185 of the Framework deal with Plan-making.

2.11 The importance of the Local Plan is identified as the key to delivering
sustainable development and a cornerstone of the development management
process (Paragraph 150 refers).

2.12 The requirement for Local Plans to be prepared with the objective of
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development is embodied in
Paragraph 151 of the Framework and stems from the requirements set out
under Section 39(2) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Local
Plans must also be consistent with the principles and policies of the
Framework.

2.13 Paragraph 152 of the Framework requires local planning authorities to
seek opportunities to achieve and secure net gains for each of the three
dimensions of sustainable development. These three dimensions are defined
in Paragraph 7 of the framework as economic, social and environmental.
According to Paragraph 7 of the Framework these dimensions give rise to the
need for the planning system to perform a number of roles:

* “an economic role — contributing to building a strong, responsive and
competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is
available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and
innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements,
including the provision of infrastructure;

e a social role — supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by
providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and
future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with
accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its
health, social and cultural well-being; and

¢ an environmental role — contributing to protecting and enhancing our
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natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to
improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and
pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low
carbon economy”.

2.14 Paragraph 8 of the Framework states that the roles mentioned in
Paragraph 7 should not be undertaken in isolation, because they are mutually
dependant and should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the
planning system.

2.15 The importance of Local Plans taking into account local circumstances is
highlighted in Paragraph 10 of the Framework to ensure that they respond to
the different opportunities for achieving sustainable development.

2.16 Paragraph 152 of the Framework goes on to deal with adverse impacts
on any of the dimensions of sustainable development and sets out three tests:
e Firstly significant adverse impacts on any of the dimensions should be
avoided, and where possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate
such impacts should be pursued.

e Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, measures to mitigate the impact
should be considered.

e Where adequate mitigation measures are not possible, compensatory
measures may be appropriate.

2.17 Paragraph 154 of the Framework requires Local Plans to be aspirational
but realistic and address the spatial implications of economic, social and
environmental change.

2.18 The requirement for local planning authorities to set out strategic
priorities for their areas in their Local Plans is established in Paragraph 156 of
the Framework. Such policies are required to deliver:

e “the homes and jobs needed in the area;

e the provision of retail, leisure and other commercial development;

e the provision of infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste
management, water supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change
management, and the provision of minerals and energy (including heat);

e the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and
other local facilities; and

e climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation and enhancement
of the natural and historic environment, including landscape”.

2.19 The importance of using a robust and proportionate evidence base for
Plan making is dealt with in Paragraphs 158 to 177 of the Framework.
Paragraph 158 is of particular relevance to these submissions:

“Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on
adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and
environmental characteristics and prospects of the area. Local planning
authorities should ensure that their assessment of and strategies for housing,
employment and other uses are integrated, and that they take full account of
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relevant market and economic signals”.

2.20 A number of topics are discussed and for the purpose of this document
we will focus on housing (Paragraph 159), business (Paragraphs 160 — 161),
infrastructure (Paragraph 162) and environment (Paragraphs 165 — 168).
HOUSING

2.21 Paragraph 159 outlines the importance of preparing a Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) to assess full housing needs and a Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) to establish realistic
assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability
of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan period.

2.22 Of particular importance is the requirement for the SHMA to identify the
scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population is
likely to need over the Plan period which:

* “meets household and population projections, taking account of migration
and demographic change;

e addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and
the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to,
families with children, older people, people with disabilities, service families
and people wishing to build their own homes); and

e caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to
meet this demand”.

BUSINESS

2.23 Paragraph 160 of the Framework outlines the importance of local
planning authorities having a clear understanding (from a robust evidence
base) of business needs within the economic markets operating in and across
their area.

2.24 Paragraph 161 of the Framework establishes the importance of
understanding business needs (both quantitative and qualitative) and
ensuring that sufficient suitable land (both existing and future) is available to
meet needs.

INFRASTRUCTURE

2.25 An objective of government policy is the delivery of growth. Central to
this objective is ensuring that infrastructure has the capacity or can be
enhanced to deliver growth. A number of factors are outlined in Paragraph
162 of the Framework which need to be considered at a local level including
transport, water, foul drainage, energy, telecommunications, waste, health,
social care, education, flood risk and coastal change management.
ENVIRONMENT

2.26 Paragraphs 165 to 168 of the Framework deal with environmental
matters and set out the requirement that a sustainability appraisal which
meets the requirements of the European Directive on strategic environmental
assessment should be an integral part of the plan preparation process, and
should consider all the likely significant effects on the environment, economic
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and social factors.

SOUNDNESS

2.27 Paragraph 182 of the Framework deals with the examination of Local
Plans. The Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose
role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the
Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is
sound. Local planning authorities are required to submit Plans for examination
which they consider “sound” — namely that they are:

e “Positively prepared — the plan should be prepared based on a strategy
which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure
requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities
where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable
development;

e Justified — the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate
evidence;

o Effective — the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and

¢ Consistent with national policy — the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework”.
NATIONAL PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE — LAUNCHED 6 MARCH 2014

2.28 On 28 August 2013 the government launched its draft National Planning
Practice Guidance (NPPG). The draft NPPG was subject to consultation for 6
weeks and was launched on 6 March in its final form. The NPPG replaces some
230 planning guidance documents but will result in no amendments to the
Framework.

2.29 The Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment section of the
NPPG is worthy of specific mention in relation to this Report, in particular
paragraph 030 (reference ID: 3-030-20140306 confirms): “Housing
requirement figures in up-to-date adopted Local Plans should be used as the
starting point for calculating the five year supply. Considerable weight should
be given to the housing requirement figures in adopted Local Plans, which
have successfully passed through the examination process, unless significant
new evidence comes to light. It should be borne in mind that evidence which
dates back several years, such as that drawn from revoked regional strategies,
may not adequately reflect current needs.”

2.30 The NPPG deals with deliverable sites as follows at paragraph 031
(Reference ID 3-031-20140306): “WHAT CONSTITUTES A ‘DELIVERABLE SITE" IN
THE CONTEXT OF HOUSING POLICY? Deliverable sites for housing could
include those that are allocated for housing in the development plan and sites
with planning permission (outline or full that have not been implemented)
unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within
five years. However, planning permission or allocation in a development plan
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is not a prerequisite for a site being deliverable in terms of the five-year
supply. Local planning authorities will need to provide robust, up to date
evidence to support the deliverability of sites, ensuring that their judgments
on deliverability are clearly and transparently set out. If there are no
significant constraints (e.g. infrastructure) to overcome such as infrastructure
sites not allocated within a development plan or without planning permission
can be considered capable of being delivered within a five-year timeframe.
The size of sites will also be an important factor in identifying whether a
housing site is deliverable within the first 5 years. Plan makers will need to
consider the time it will take to commence development on site and build out
rates to ensure a robust five-year housing supply.”

2.31 In regards to how often a Local Plan should be reviewed, the NPPG states
at paragraph 008 of the section titled ‘Local Plans’ (Reference ID 12-008-
20140306) that: “HOW OFTEN SHOULD A LOCAL PLAN BE REVIEWED?

To be effective plans need to be kept up-to-date. Policies will age at different
rates depending on local circumstances, and the local planning authority
should review the relevance of the Local Plan at regular intervals to assess
whether some or all of it may need updating. Most Local Plans are likely to
require updating in whole or in part at least every five years. Reviews should
be proportionate to the issues in hand. Local Plans may be found sound
conditional upon a review in whole or in part within five years of the date of
adoption.”

GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION ON STANDARDISED METHODOLOGY FOR
HOUSING NEED (SEPTEMBER 2017)

2.32 On 14 September 2017 the Government announced a consultation on a
Standardised Methodology for Assessing Local Housing Need, the basis of
which was included in the White Paper (February 2017) and is aimed at
helping local authorities plan for the right homes in the right places.

2.33 As the consultation document sets out, the root cause of the
dysfunctional housing market in the UK is that for too long we have not built
enough homes. The Government is aiming to deliver 1.5 million new homes
between 2015-2022 and is attempting to create a system which is clear and
transparent for local authorities. The new methodology will apply to all future
plans, with the exception of those which have been submitted or will be
submitted before 31 March 2018.

2.34 The standard methodology is principally aimed at tackling problems of
affordability as the proposed formula simply uplifts the household projections
figure, based on market signals.

2.35 For Rossendale the proposed standard methodology has little impact on
the annual housing requirement (which, it is suggested should be 212 rather
than the current 265 dwellings per annum). However, it should be noted that
the proposed standard methodology is currently on consultation and may
therefore be subject to changes in due course. It is also worth noting the
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heavy speculation that the proposed methodology focuses on growth in the
south east to the detriment of other parts of the UK, in particular the north
west.

2.36 Crucially the link between housing growth and economic activity must be
recognised and therefore the current consultation is considered to be relevant
to this Representation in relation to land at Corn Exchange, Rawtenstall.

3. POLICY EMP2: EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATIONS

INTRODUCTION

3.1 Draft Policy EMP2: Employment Site Allocations identifies all sites within
the Borough which have been allocated for employment development. For
each site allocated, site area, available area for development and proposed
use class is set out.

3.2 Land at Robert Street is identified as Employment Allocation Ref. EMP2.29
as shown below. It is classed as an ‘existing employment’ site and is
considered suitable for B1, B2 and B8 uses.

Fig. 1 Extract from Site Allocations Table (Policy EMP2)

3.3 The proposed allocation is identified in purple in Figure 2.

3. POLICY EMP2: EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATIONS

INTRODUCTION

3.1 Draft Policy EMP2: Employment Site Allocations identifies all sites within
the Borough which have been allocated for employment development. For
each site allocated, site area, available area for development and proposed
use class is set out.

3.2 Land at Robert Street is identified as Employment Allocation Ref. EMP2.29
as shown below. It is classed as an ‘existing employment’ site and is
considered suitable for B1, B2 and B8 uses.

Fig. 1 Extract from Site Allocations Table (Policy EMP2)

3.3 The proposed allocation is identified in purple in Figure 2.

3.4 We support the aims of the Local Plan to identify key development sites
which are central to the delivery of the overall strategy for new and existing
employment assets and the Borough’s economy. Crucial to the economy is the
delivery of appropriate uses in the right locations.

3.5 The site fronts onto Burnley Road and is located within close walking
distance of Rawtenstall Town Centre. The site comprises the ‘Kingfisher
Business Park’ and is made up from a collection of multi-storey mill buildings
all of which are in good structural repair. Vehicular access is taken directly
from Burnley Road, via Kenyon Street, and there is ample off-street car
parking available.

3.6 The site is located just outside the Town Centre boundary, as shown on
the draft Proposals Map, with a small part of the eastern corner of the site
being located within the Rawtenstall Conservation Area. The existing five
storey mill building dominates the streetscape at this section of Burnley Road,
and the site could easily be described as a ‘gateway’ site to the northern part

Page 42 of 2063



‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.29

Further comment

14 August 2018

of Rawtenstall town centre. The site is in single ownership and this
Representation is submitted on behalf of the land owners.

3.7 The site is occupied by a number of businesses, covering a range of
employment-generating uses. In addition, the site has a planning history
which demonstrates that the Council has found alternative uses acceptable in
this location, with planning permission being granted in 2012 for part of the
site to change its use to Use Class D1 (non-residential institutions) to provide
teaching space and ancillary spaces.

3.8 Flexibility of acceptable Use Classes is necessary to enable the land owner
to continue to market the site to a wide range of potential employment-
generating occupants. In our opinion, the site is a key ‘gateway’ site in
Rawtenstall Town Centre and it is sensible to maximise the opportunities
available to ensure the site is not only occupied and making a contribution to
the local economy in the Borough but also able present a prosperous image of
the Town Centre when approaching from the north.

3.9 Flexibility in the uses would enable uses such Retail, Food & Drink,
Restaurant and Roadside business, thereby contributing to the economy, as
well as providing a service to those using the site primarily for employment
purposes. The site is located within close walking distance of Rawtenstall
Town Centre and whilst the site may not fall within the boundary as shown on
the draft Proposals Map, to all intents and purposes the site forms part of the
town centre environs. A flexible approach to the employment allocation of the
Corn Exchange would not harm the vitality and viability of the town centre,
but would complement it by extending the economic role that the town
centre has to play.

3.10 Allowing a more flexible approach to employment allocation EMP2.29
would be beneficial to the immediate local economy in Rawtenstall town, as
well as the Borough as a whole, by providing wider opportunities for full
occupancy rates which would in turn create an attractive impression of
Rawtenstall for those accessing the town from the North.

3.11 We appreciate that additional uses introduced in this location must be
complementary to the existing employment use and we consider that small
scale roadside retail use would be entirely appropriate in this regard.
PROPOSED MODIFICATION

3.12 The Council is respectfully requested to modify the current employment
allocation EMP2.29 to enable a wider mix of employment-generating uses
within the site boundaries. The Council is invited to include this modification
in the Local Plan document by the allocation of a new employment-led, mixed-
use allocation for the site under draft Policy EMP2.29. The Council is
proposing mixed-use allocations with similar profiles to the south of
Rawtenstall Town Centre, which include retail uses, and we consider it
appropriate to propose a similar allocation on this northern gateway site in
order to facilitate the viable regeneration of the site in part or whole. Indeed,
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Utilities

Reference
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Number of comments EMP2.31
Reference EMP2.32

1777 Adam Brennan United

Utilities

Number of comments EMP2.32
Reference EMP2.34

14 August 2018

New Hall Hey
EMPOS

Not
Applicable

New Hall Hey Road

EMP47

Not
Applicable

1

it could be argued that the subject site has better links to the town centre
than those mixed-use allocations to the south.

4. CONCLUSIONS

4.1 The starting point for consideration of the Council’s Draft Local Plan
document is the well- established principle embodied in Paragraph 158 of the
Framework that Development Plans must be based on adequate, up-to-date
and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental
characteristics and prospects of the area.

4.2 Whilst we support in principle the proposed employment allocation of the
subject site, the Council is invited to propose a new employment-led, mixed-
use allocation for the site under draft Policy EMP2.29 of the draft Local Plan.

Please see appendix

EMPO08, EMP11, EMP18 and EMP72 Extension of New Hall Hey to the west
(New and existing allocations)

United Utilities has various pieces of water and wastewater infrastructure
passing through this site including significant water infrastructure with
associated easements. All UU assets will need to be afforded due regard in the
masterplanning process and you should be aware that complications could
arise as the infrastructure passes straight through the site.

United Utilities would strongly advise any future developer(s) to contact us
prior to submission to explore options for addressing this as early as possible.

EMPO08, EMP11, EMP18 and EMP72 Extension of New Hall Hey to the west
(New and existing allocations)

United Utilities has various pieces of water and wastewater infrastructure
passing through this site including significant water infrastructure with
associated easements. All UU assets will need to be afforded due regard in the
masterplanning process and you should be aware that complications could
arise as the infrastructure passes straight through the site.

United Utilities would strongly advise any future developer(s) to contact us
prior to submission to explore options for addressing this as early as possible.

Extension to New Hall Hey
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1777 Adam Brennan United EMP72 Not
Utilities Applicable

1811 Steve Holt Object

1820 Kelly Holt Lancashire Not
County Applicable
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Number of comments EMP2.34 4

Reference EMP2.35

14 August 2018

| BELIEVE THAT THIS SITE HAS GOOD POTENTIAL FOR RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT AND COULD BE COMBINED WITH ADJACENT LAND TO MAKE A
LARGER SITE . A BRIDGE MAY BE REQUIRED TO LINK THE TWO SITES AND THIS
WOULD ONLY BE FEASIBLE FOR RESIDENTIAL USE . WE ARE MARKETING THE
SITE AND ALL THE ENQUIRIES HAVE BEEN FROM DEVELOPERS LOOKING AT
RESIDENTIAL USE.

EMPO08, EMP11, EMP18 and EMP72 Extension of New Hall Hey to the west
(New and existing allocations)

United Utilities has various pieces of water and wastewater infrastructure
passing through this site including significant water infrastructure with
associated easements. All UU assets will need to be afforded due regard in the
masterplanning process and you should be aware that complications could
arise as the infrastructure passes straight through the site.

United Utilities would strongly advise any future developer(s) to contact us
prior to submission to explore options for addressing this as early as possible.

It has come to my attention that land over the railway lines adjacent to
Holmeswood Park, has been designated for Industrial use. As a resident of
Holmeswood Park | would like to ask, why | have not been notified of your
proposals. This has come as a complete surprise as nobody on the estate is
aware of your proposals.

My understanding is that if you are intending to build on any land adjacent to
properties, you are obligated to inform us of your intentions, which you have
not adhered to. It also looks like the consolation period is now over so our
view will not be taken into consideration, when it will have an impact on our
properties.

| await you explanation with interest.

EMP2.34 — Access is via Holme Lane which is a concern due to the local road
layout and level crossing . The junction of Bury Road and Home Lane is
restricted for vehicles travelling to and from the south. Access through
parcels EMP 2.26 and 2.31 should be secured

Baxenden Chemicals Ltd, Rising Bridge

THE WIDER AREA MAY ALSO HAVE
RESIDENTIAL POTENTIAL INCLUDING
RIVERSIDE BUSINESS PARK AND THE K
STEELS UNIT TO THE REAR
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Number of comments EMP2.35
Reference EMP2.38

14 August 2018

Object

Object

2

Baxenden Chemicals has recently changed ownership. It has undergone a
name change and rebanding exercise, and is now owned by LANXESS.
LANXESS is committed to maintaining and growing the company on this site
and is keen to ensure that the Local Plan assists in creating the conditions to
allow it to do so. - - The proposed EMP2.35 Allocation includes in part, the
existing chemical works owned and operated by the company, as well as
green field farmland in the companies’ ownership. The unallocated land to
the east of Allocation EMP2.35, south of the access road is in the companies’
ownership and forms a natural part of the allocated land’s development
potential. For this reason, and to support this future development potential,
we propose that Allocation EMP2.35 be extended to the east, to include this
land south of the existing access road, as far as Rising Bridge Road. Failure to
extend this boundary will potentially stymie the company in its future
development of this land. - - When considered alongside proposed Green
Belt extension, and the tightly drawn proposed Urban Boundary, this has the
potential to significantly stymie future development of EMP2.35 (as currently
drawn) and adjacent unallocated land. -

Our objections relating to the new proposed industrial sites are:

1) Not enough parking areas for existing users and heavy road use i.e.

- residential users

- office block site users which is adjacent to Spice Room restaurant and
Stonefold Primary School

- Baxenden Chemical users and included HGV vehicles included

- farming tractors and trailers

- route between motorway and Blackburn Old Road.

2) Plenty of vacant units on existing i.e. Carrs Industrial Estate. It was noted
that it stated on your planning information that there were only a few vacant
units available on local sites, but my comments are that the few vacant sites
cover a large footprint or working/storage area which is multiplied by how
many floors contained within that building.

3) The heavy traffic use and parking facilities in itself creates safety for cyclists,
pedestrians including children who use the adjacent school.

4) Damage to the roads and to the railway bridge, which is an integral part of
the Rising Bridge road network.

Land adj Hollin Gate Farm
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71 Kathleen
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Collier

Heathcote

employment
land review
appendicies 1-
4, add3, add6,
emp 13

Object

Object

strong objection to redesignation of green belt and open countryside as please dont rape our green spaces
employment land or for any other type of development. - 1. the evidence base
for requirement employment land is weak: - - e.g what is the current rate of
unoccupied or under utilised employment land in the borough, why are there
unoccupied sites, and what options have been considered to maximise their
use? - no evidence all other options have been fully considered before
developing on green belt or open countryside. i.e all brownfield sites should
be exhausted before considering unwarranted development on our
countryside. how many existing undeveloped brownfield sites are there? -
what is the genuine level of interest in new business space. i.e exactly how
many businesses have indicated they are willing to invest/ pay for new
business space (built on greenbelt) at current market rates ( as opposed to
incentivised rates ) and why are they not able to use existing/ unoccupied
employment space - - 2. green belt purpose is to prevent urban sprawl, there
seems to be little reference to extending and moving the well defined existing
urban boundaries in terms of protecting our countryside or the interests of
people who live in the countryside. i.e. many people will have bought
properties specifically because they are in close proximity to green belt or
open countryside, - 3. what consideration is being given to rural residents,
many of whom may be elderly and not have seen the poorly promoted
consultation documentation online. what efforts have been made to consult
with hard to reach groups? - - 4. no consideration appears to have been given
to the appearance of Rossendale as people travel along the A56 through he
borough, by re-developing every piece of green land within close proximity to
the A56, there's a real risk Rossendale will no longer be perceived as a rural/
green valley, and this could impact the boroughs desirability as a place to live
and work. our green spaces and valleys are one of the boroughs unique selling
points - -

It was with horror | discovered the new local plan for Haslingden. The Hud -
Hey, Rising Bridge and Martin Croft Region is to become a large industrial
estate- the northern extension of Carrs Industrial Estate. - The area earmarked
consists of pristine hay meadows, fields, and a quiet residential area, with a
small but ‘good’ thriving primary school; which will become engulfed by this
development. Why would you plan for an industrial area to surround a
primary school?? - There are many areas of brownfield sites which would be
prime sites for development in the Haslingden area instead: dilapidated mills
and former industrial sites, run down and often an eyesore, which would
benefit from development. - Also, on already developed sites such as Carrs
and the Rising Bridge Office development, a large number of units have been
empty for years. If these are surplus to requirements why are we building
more? - Why does this rural and residential area need to be destroyed by this
sort of development? -
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I am seriously objecting to these plans, even though | don't fully understand
the printouts, there is no need for more industrial units within this area. Carrs
Industrial Estate is not fully occupied and neither are other industrial units
locally fully occupied. In fact Rossendale is overrun with these units and most
of them are empty. - - | personally moved into Rossendale because of the
green hills, why on earth are you trying to blight the natural beauty? - -
Regarding the duty of providing new housing as a council, | would suggest that
we update the beautiful buildings that are sitting empty and being left to

ruin. | would be very interested in how you can justify building more.

I have lived here for 50 years and the land behind our property is farmland
and greenbelt as far as | am aware and | do not wish for industrial units to be
put on there. - - The beauty of Rossendale is being ruined. | feel as though
Rawtenstall is being protected to the detriment of the outlying districts. This

is very concerning. - -1 am also concerned about the access to and from the
A56, how are the local people going to be affected? Is this going to cause
more accidents? - - | also am concerned about chemicals being accepted in

these units, how can we feel confident that they won't be.

- adequate demand for ADDITIONAL employment land has not been clearly
evidenced within the local plan. the Plan must surely first seek to evidence
current and predicted demand outstrips current supply, including
development of land already allocated for development before consideration
is given to development on green belt and open countryside - there are
currently 2 very large units on Carrs industrial estate which are vacant and
have been vacant for several years. - this shows a clear lack of demand for
very large units, furthermore there are smaller units on Carr road currently
advertised to let and an abundance of small units at rising bridge owned by
LCC which they have struggled to let or sell over the past 3 years. - in
additional to the above existing unoccupied units, there are already sizeable
plots allocated for employment land on the opposite side of the A56 from Carr
road which surely must be developed( and fully utilised/occupied ) before any
decisions are made to build on green belt and open countryside. - If RBC are
absolutely intent on developing on increasing employment opportunities,
then as an absolute minimum the plans must be phased to ensure that
existing unoccupied employment land is put to good use and occupied before
developing on undeveloped sites that are already allocated for development,
and then only when there is sufficient evidence to support further demand,
should consideration be given to developing on green belt or open
countryside. As this is not yet evidenced, it would be reasonable to suggest
that there is also a second phase of decision making involving local
communities and councillors once there is sufficient evidence that demand
outstrips supply even after existing employment land is fully utilised and
existing undeveloped sites are developed and fully occupied. -

| also have safety issues with regards
to vehicles adding to the load that is
already accessing via Hud Hey Road.
The roads in Haslingden cannot cope
with more traffic.

It would be interesting to understand
if any developers or speculative land
holding companies have been
involved in discussion ( Emails,
meetings or otherwise) with RBC
prior to the formal consultation
commencing? - the main people that
stand to benefit from developing on
green belt and open countryside are
developers and land owners, there is
a real risk that the general public are
likely to be left looking at a
Rossendale which is significantly less
green, and full of unoccupied
business space and "To Let" signs as
the drive along the A56

Page 48 of 2063



‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.38

Further comment

870 Frank

14 August 2018

Rogers

Object

This land is designated Green Belt land, and as such should not even be
considered for development. RBC would need to demonstrate "EXCEPTIONAL"
circumstances before consideration could be given to release this land from
Green Belt. - - Given the narrow restrictive nature of Rising Bridge Road, and
the weight limit that currently is in force for that road, access to any
development on this site would have to be from and back on to the busy
north-bound side of the A56 dual carriageway, at a point close to the major
Rising Bridge roundabout. This would mean that vehicular traffic from the
north would first have to head south down the A56 to either the Tesco
roundabout and then head back up north, or alternatively come off the
southbound A56 at the Station Road exit, and then travel through part of
Carrs Industrial Estate in order to rejoin the northbound A56 at the
Hurstwood's M66 development. - - The nearness of St John's Primary School
to such a development brings with it a series of sensitivities which would have
to be addressed and adequately provided for. - - The Leader of RBC,
Councillor Barnes, together with Cllrs. Lamb, Oakes, Surridge, Marriott and
Hughes, all publicly campaigned to "Keep our Valley Green". Therefore
brownfield sites should be the target of further development, NOT Green Belt
land.

HOW GREEN WAS MY VALLEY - -
Green belt land should be protected
at all costs. - Rossendale as an area
really only has it's green fields and
hills going for it - moving bus stations
150 yards, or filling up the Valley
Square with unneeded shops, hotels,
pubs, restaurants etc will deliver
absolutely nothing to the standing of
the area. - Fill in those green spaces
with industrial units that will
probably remain empty for years, and
the place will become a nondescript
continual blot on the landscape. -
Keep our Valley GREEN.
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1146 Ralph Woodcock - Object

14 August 2018

Following the public consultation at Haslingden library, which | felt had
amazing attendance due to the lack of information about the consultation. In
fact the ONLY reason we were there was due to a neighbour informing us of
the proposed plans, which claimed to offer public consultation (regulation 18);
of which | have printed the full wording, but there is not enough space to type
it. - We found the library open but no signage as to where this meeting was
being held, and had to look round ourselves. Therefore first and foremost
how on earth can you call this a public a participation and engagement
consultation. - Carrs Industrial Estate North Extension - Why does Carrs have
to be extended, there are loads of empty units as it is more than the expected
5%. |intend providing photographs to prove the vacancies we have in the
area. There is also plenty of empty unused existing buildings that could be
revitalized and in keeping with the period of the area. - Access to this area
would also be a problem; we noted that the A56 already has access to Carrs
Industrial Estate. To even consider Martin Croft Road, which is almost single
tract seems absolutely ridiculous, dangerous and impossible to get two way
traffic. It was also suggested that the carpark at the end of our row of houses
could be converted, this | would object to passionately, as this was given by
the council at least 15 years ago, and has been maintained by the lower end
residents ever since, therefore we consider this our adopted land. Hud Hey
Road cannot take any more traffic, this is a country road coming over the
moors as Haslingden Road, into Roundhill Road and changing to 30mph Hud
Hey Road, which | would like to say not a lot of drivers adhere to, unless it is
the standstill traffic that we have to suffer. We have also had the issue of
foreign lorries using this road as a fast track and parking up on the bridge with
two wheels and the body of the lorry on the pavement leaving the remained
two wheels up against the kerb, leaving no payment work walkers, never mind
prams. The noise and the fumes from extra traffic would really affect the air
quality in Haslingden Too. The traditional roads across the town could not
take extra traffic. The field that is being considered for the extension has been
used for animal grazing as long as | have lived here and we experience
flooding and standing water to the bottom of the field with heavy rain. |
believe there is a culvert under some properties along with the drains across
the field under the right of way. It is very sad that brown field sites cannot be
cleaned up and used before green field sites are considered. This should be a
statutory order for development. The proposed field also has a large area of
untreated Japanese Knot Weed. - Land adj Hollin Gate Farm - Has anybody
been out to actually look at this land? It is surrounding a thriving local
primary school. There is already an industrial estate on one side, which had
been empty for months and now the council has taken over some of the units,
do we really need to put these childr5en through the risk of more dangers -
noise, air pollution, security and road safety? Would it not be more sensible

Rossendale is a beautiful area and we
should be proud of what we have,
not let it go to ruin and put up
modern units that are not required.
There is enough empty workplaces
and homes that could fulfil the needs.

Page 50 of 2063



‘ ID H Firstname H Surname OrganisationHOther Reference Statement

Comment EMP2.38

Further comment

14 August 2018

to put housing on it if houses area needed? Roundhill Lane is also used by
traffic avoiding the A56 traffic, via Rising Bridge Road or Hud Hey Road. -
Please, please, please could the local authority plan take over and refurbish
empty, boarded up properties that would keep the period and make solid
homes for the requirements.
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1203 Rosemary
and Michael

Atherton - Object

14 August 2018

The public consultation meeting to discuss plans was illegal as all the residents
were not informed, ie no letters through doors or notices on lampposts. The
only public notification was in the Rossendale Free Press in July, some three
months before the meeting. -This land two years ago was recommended to
remain green belt The reconstituted land is infill from construction of A56,
and remains a swamp, over a 30 ft deep railway cutting, not compacted under
the bridge. There is a bridge (tunnel) at one end, and a manhole at the
bottom of the cutting at the other, so this land is not confined. There was
nothing solid, just slurry dumped in the hole. Some sort of sheets had to be
laid in order to try to stabilise it so that the vehicles dumping the mud would
not sink, although one of the vehicles was almost lost. The infil was so
hazardous, the school had to be closed for a couple of days in 1980. Land is
adjacent to primary school, meaning construction traffic would cause
pollution to youngsters. Land presently used for horses, ducks, hens and
goats, an ideal environment for children. Rising Bridge Business village offices
are still mainly empty, some having never been in use since they were built.
They should never have been built in the first place, as there was no call for
them, as proven by their lack of use. They were left empty for so long that
LCC rented out a couple of units to their existing staff from as far as Preston,
to create an illusion. The parking then became chaotic, and complaints were
numerous, resulting in a piece of land on Blackburn Road being
commandeered for extra parking. Carrs industrial estate has many empty
units. Neighbouring towns have empty office spaces too, so there is no great
need for Rossendale to have any more units. There is NO market demand.
There are still many brown field sites, far more suitable, which could be used
before green belt. Rising Bridge Road had flooding problems for years due to
blocked drains. Parking along Rising Bridge Road continues to be a massive
problem. Plans have been submitted for this land on a number of occasions,
and refused. The reasons for the refusals have not changed, but increased.
Rising Bridge Road has a weight restriction on it. Empty units are a magnet for
vandalism, and are a blight on the landscape. Once green belt has been built
on, it has gone forever. Traffic at the northerly end of Rising Bridge Road is
horrendous. Yellow lines on the road have faded or disappeared, and are
largely ignored anyway, resulting in parked cars on both sides of the road,
leaving difficulties for the flow of traffic, especially larger vehicles.
Development ignores Hollingate Cottages, as on the plans they do not exist, a
lack of care. People drawing up the plans obviously do not know the area or
its history. A lot more research needs to be undertaken. The traffic at Brook
Street and at Blackburn Road at the approach to Rising Bridge roundabout is
already gridlocked at rush hour, and these roads could not cope with any
more traffic. The traffic tailbacks stretch from the roundabout to the
pedestrian crossing, up to a quarter of a mile. To add to this would be lunacy.
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For a site to be taken out of green belt, there is a need to demonstrate
exceptional circumstances. Given the number of empty units there are
throughout the valley and the number of brown field sites available for
development, there are no exceptional circumstances to justify removing this
land from green belt.
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1212 Michael Heathcote - Object 1 —Regulation 18 — Public Consultation - The ‘public’ generally had no -
knowledge of the existence of the plan until informed by a private citizen who
found out by accident when looking for something else on line. With his
neighbours and at their expense, information and maps were circulated to
their neighbours, and the governors of the local school affected by the plan.
All people contacted had no previous knowledge of the existence of a
Rossendale Development Plan. There has been NO advertising, information,
leaflets, posters in the town or local papers, and even on the evening when
the consultation maps were on view in the Library there were no posters
indicating that they were in the Library, which room, etc. It has been so
poorly publicised and so little information available that | question its legality
as a ‘public consultation’ - 2 - Northern Extension of Carr's Industrial Estate.
EMP 2.23 - e« Bn environmental survey is required before decisions are made
as this is an increasingly rare hay meadow with valuable meadow species such
as Yellow Rattle, and is equally bio — diverse as the adjoining land which is
protected.See initial comments from Lancashire Wildlife Trust below :- Semi
improved grassland. Moderately herb rich, especially in contrast to the
intensive agriculture and horse grazing that surrounds it. A stepping stone
habitat in the South Pennines Grassland network. - Crested dogstail - Ribwort
plantain - Sweet vernal grass - Rough meadowgrass - Meadow buttercup - Red
clover - Yellow rattle - Meadow vetchling - White clover - Common ragwort -
Cocks foot - Common bistort - 3 Biological Heritage Site qualifying species. -
Thanks - X - South Pennines Grasslands Project Officer - The Wildlife Trust for
Lancashire, Manchester and North Merseyside - Bess environmentally
acceptable, but significant to development potential, there is a large patch of
Japanese Knot Weed. - ¢ Braffic on the A56 and Hud Hey Road in particular is
already a concern , especially at rush hour times when Hud Hey Road has
become a preferred alternative to Grane Road for many drivers, including
large trucks, and development to this site would exacerbate the situation to a
dangerous degree. Access to this site is problematic whether direct from the
A56, via Hud Hey Road, or from the existing Carr’s estate. - « Noise levels
would affect residents in Hud Hey Road and Martin Croft Road, whose
gardens adjoin the designated are e Bhe A56 has a drainage/standing water
problem and water draining from hard surfaces in the area due to
development would exacerbate this problem and create a dangerous surface
in wet weather. e & culvert/stream flows under the cellar of some houses on
Martin Croft Road, which would adjoin the designated area. This currently
drains into the field and has not caused any problems for the residents.
However development could cause serious flooding problems in these
properties. e @here are nearby brown field sites which need ‘cleaning up’
and would be much more suitable as industrial development sites. Could it be
made statutory that development is phased so that ALL brown field sites have
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1552 William and Caine and
Joan Uttley

Object

14 August 2018

to be developed before green field, environmentally sensitive sites are
released for development. e Existing developments along the A56 corridor
have a lot of empty units — that have remained empty for a number of years (
in some cases 7 years or more ). This constitutes much more than 5% of the
existing units. There does not appear to be a need or demand for more
development in the foreseeable future. ¢ Blans show development of
employment/industrial land for the Haslingden area far outweighs that for
other areas of Rossendale. E.g. Rawtenstall —approx. 5 hectares, Haslingden —
approx. 14 hectares. Balance is needed!! - 3 - Land adjoining Hollin Gate
Farm. EMP 2.38 e [This land surrounds on 3 sides a small, but thriving local
primary school. A primary school surrounded by an industrial estate raises so
many health and safety issues, they are too numerous to list in this document
but would include noise, air pollution, security, road safety. e @his could lead
to the closure of a good, thriving and much needed primary school at a time
when more school places are needed, not fewer. e[fhis is currently Green
Belt land which should be protected from development for future

generations - e [raffic is already a safety issue on the road outside the

school because of existing developments in the area end a ‘rat run” which cuts
out the busy A56 roundabout, and allows access to the M65 as an alternative
to the Grane Road. Further development would make this a major problem. e
i there has to be development at this site surely with the school, post
office/corner shop and bus stop with direct bus links to Accrington, Blackburn,
Rossendale, and Manchester, housing would be a much more sensible option.

Objecting against the proposed plans for building units on Rising Bridge Road.
Far too much traffic on the road already. It's near a school. Parking on both
sides of the road is dangerous plus HGV wagons already use Rising Bridge
Road as a shortcut, even though it's a 7.50 tonne weight limit, this could
damage property due to the vibrations of the vehicles and could also cause
damage to children’s health through excessive fumes.
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1584 SM

14 August 2018

Ticehurst

Object

After looking at information put out to public consultation by the Council,
who are proposing to put industrial units on the land opposite my home on
Rising Bridge Road.

| have to object to this idea, because during the years | have lived, and raised
my family in this house. We have successfully fought, three times to prevent
building there. It is not suitable for any form of development because the
land has been filled in with what was taken out of the A56 bypass, no one
knows what may be in there. It was thought to be dangerous at the times
'quicksand' was mentioned. The school was closed for a time until it was
made safe.

Our properties already have a problem with drains backing up. We had to
have the drainage people come to flush them out and this seems to have
increased since the office blocks were built. How bad would this be if there
were more units opposite.

The parking is already congested and | have to leave my car parked on the
road Monday to Friday because | can't reverse out of my drive for fear of
hitting a car parked opposite.

It would seem that the Council have not really looked into this, as there are
already a large number of empty units in the Haslingden area.
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1587 Derek and
Jean

14 August 2018

Sowerby

Object

I am writing to lodge an objection to the above proposed development
application.

The site is currently zoned as Green Belt land with adjacent light residential
use and also a Primary School and does not in any way support the planned
change to Industrial Use.

Any change to industrial use is likely to have a significant adverse impact on
the surrounding community and environment.

Inability to Cope with Traffic. | do not support the developer's assertion that
the existing road and public transport networks can support such a large
development. The capacity of the road network, principally Rising Bridge Road
is not adequate to cope with such an increase in traffic movements.
Compromising on Safety. The road passed Stonefold Primary School is already
excessively busy and any adjacent development would only increase traffic
and the associated risks to children's lives.

The developer proposes access from Rising Bridge Roundabout! He obviously
has not used this roundabout as any further increase in traffic through this
would only increase the traffic dangers and backlogs that

occur on a daily basis.

Lack of Demand Current industrial/office units at Rising Bridge lay empty
despite Lancashire County council renting parts of it to themselves. So how
can anyone show that there is any demand for such premises? Take a brief
tour around Carrs estate - there are units there - empty and falling into
disrepair. So to state that the site is in an area of strong demand is simply
untrue. In fact its a joke.

Any development would also lead to :-

Light Pollution, Noise Pollution and Air Pollution, and be the Destruction of
habitats and the death knell for the huge array of Wildlife that abounds in this
Green Belt Land.

On these and other grounds we sincerely hope that you are able to act on our
behalf and reject the progression of these developments on our greenbelt
sites.
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1590 David and Stevenson Object
Pat

1591 Tracy Ireland Object

14 August 2018

Objections to the proposed units on this land.

1. GREEN BELT LAND

2. Access to and from proposed site?

3. Very near school and properties.

4. Pollution and safety?

Rising Bridge road now has a huge amount of problems. Vehicles speeding
along and large lorries using it. Workers at Council offices on R/B Road park
all day on no parking area and all other areas along road. Footpaths and
edges neglected by council.

Empty units now down Hud Hey and Carrs (why more)?

Lots of space to extend unit area down Hud Hey on land to Haslingden
Railway sidings which is completely empty.

SO KEEP OFF OUR GREEN BELT.

With reference to the above proposal, we would like to strongly object to the
application, due to the following reasons:

The proposed siting of the development is totally out of character for the
area, it is right in the middle of a residential area. This could cause
overshadowing and a substantial loss of privacy due to the close proximity,
please see attached picture.

There will be light and noise pollution cause from the units and the increased
traffic , this will cause al ot of distress to the neighbourhood. Furthermore the
wildlife around the greenbelt will be effected, foxes, bats and deer are often
seen on the surrounding land.

There is already problems with traffic on Rising-Bridge road. Parents struggle
to park when they drop off and collect their children attending St John's
Stonefold. The employee's from the nearby Business Enterprise Village, park
all along the road, cars alos parked on yellow lines, someimtes entrances
blocked causing large vehicles to struggle entering and exiting Baxenden
Chemicals. The proposed development will only add to the hazard with the
increase of traffic and it will also cause severe traffic congestion. Rising-Bridge
road is already being used as a rat run.

The business enterprise village on rising bridge road stayed empty for over 18
months when first built and at present they still have a few vacant units. There
are empty units on hud hey road and also Carrs industrial estate all within a
mile away from the proposed development with easy access to the A56. Why
build more undustrial units in the middle of a community causing a huge
impact on all the local residents, and surrounding neighbourhood.
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1593 Carol Greenwood Object

1594 CP Wellock Object

14 August 2018

I would like you to take notie of my views to oppose the proposal of industrial
units/buildings on land facing my property of X Hollingate Cottages, Rising
Bridge Road, Accrington, BB5 2SW.

1. Why would permission be considered for building on green belt ground
where there is so much brown field land in the rossendale valley and many
units are already empty on the rising bridge business park and carrs industrial
estate which are both within walking distance of the proposed site.

2.There is alreadey a problem with traffic congestion along rising bridge road
due to school, the chemical factory and the business park.... Endangering the
public, including children!!! Many commuters already use riding bridge road
as a shortcut to other areas.

3. the impact to the environment and wildlife would be sevrely damaged, we
often watch the bats flying around the proposed site, seeing foxes roaming,
deers are to be found in the area too, frogs, newts and amphibians are found
regularly when the field is marshy and a pond creates for ducks and geese to
frequent.

| have many other points that | feel should be considered and would like the
option to present these in person in a meeting with the council and other
members of the community.

We are writing to put forward and objection to the proposed industrial units
on Rising Bridge Road.

Having lived on Rising Bridge Road for 48 years, the weight of traffic now far
exceeds the small road. Vehicles use the road as a short cut to avoid the
queuing on the bypass and this has increased further since the new traffic
system was put in place. Vehicles travel along the road at dangerous speeds.
There is a high traffic volume for the school especially morning and afternoon
as parents attempt to park and colelct their children. Industrial units are not
suitably safe next to the school.

The units at rising bridge which were empty for some time now have work
force that dot their vehicles around to park near their work. What is to say
that more units will be a blot on the landscape, left empty? There are empty
units on Carrs industrial estate, away from residential properties and schools.
There is quite enough traffic coming to the village for the chemical works
Why should residents on Rising Bridge road be subject to look at further
industrial units and the heavy delivery vehicles.

We wish to remain living without futher disturbance of heavy traffic
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1595 J Clarke Object
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We object to this development on the following grounds:

1. This land 2 yearsago was recommended to remain in green belt and is used
to grazing.

There has to be exceptional circumstances for a sight to be taken out of green
belt and as there are more than 55 of units already lying empty why do we
need any more.

There are also plenty of brown belt areas to build on without the need for
green belt land being used. Therefore there are no exceptional circumstances.
2. This land is reconstitued and is infill from the construction of the A56
bypass which filled in the railway cutting right up to the top of the bridge. This
was not solid infill leading to one dumper truck almost sinking and had to be
closed for a while.

The field is like a swamp when it rains as it does not drain away and can stay
like that for weeks.

We have problems with drainage on the road and in the sewers which have
had to be "rodded" 3 times in the last 12 months.

3. This land is adjacent to a primary school and industrial units will impact on
the pupils natural environment around it. It will bring noise, pollution and
danger from large vehicles.

4. Parking along rising bridge road is already chaotic and dangerous with
school traffic and parking from the bearby offices. We already have problems
with articulated lorries, using their sat navs, trying to come along the road and
also blocking it when trying to get up the lane nearby and getting stuck. Traffic
at Brook Street leading on to Blackburn Road and the rising bridge
roundabout are always gridlocked at certain times of the day and could not
cope with any more traffic.

5. These units would not receive high levels of demand as reported by
Commercial Agents (The employment Land Review Final Report) as this is
what we were told when the nearby offices were built and it was years before
any one move in. LCC finally rented some units and this is when parking
became a problem on Rising Bridge road as people were coming from far and
wide with no place to park. Therefore where are all the extra cars of he unit
workers going to park. Therefore where are all the extra cars of the unit
workers going to park? This will be the same scenario as it won't be Workers
from nearby coming in on Public transport as per (access to labour and
services ADD3 small local labour market good access to local services).

6. Units and empty Units are a magnet for vandalism and theft as was shown
with the nearby offices.

We were also quite disgusted that proper care was not taken wwhen
highlighting the ordnance survye map as it looked like Hollingate Cottages did
not exit and the school looked like it was out on its own (which clearly it isn't)
but right next to the proposed site. Also the criteria for site ratings (ADD3) has
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1596 D Cunliffe Object

14 August 2018

the school as Rising Bridge Primary School when it's name is actually St Johns
Stonefold Primary School.

We are sorry to hear the council are thinking of allowing some industrial
warehouses on the old railway lines that run adjacent to rising bridge road.
We live in the bungalow in between the school and the rising bridge business
& enterprise office complex in the time we have live there we have had
countless confrontations with some of the people that work in the enterprise
office constantly bloack part of our driveway. Also when the parents are
dropping off & picking up children the vehicles are parked on both sides of
rising bridge road.

The parents can't park legally because all the spaces are taken up by the office
worker. This is a serious problem that occurs every working day. The officer
ares only hald full at the moment but can you imagine how bad it would be
when they are full. So say the council go ahead with the development where
would the workers park their vehicles. What sort of transport would be
coming & going to the warehouses at all times of day and night when it's
already congested.

This road cannot take the HGV articulated lorries, 7x3 tonne box wagons,
transit vans and sprinter vans that would being used.

If the rumours are true there will be noise pollution 24/7 with a courier
business. This area of rising bridge is a residential area and hats the way it
should stay. There are lots of Brownland sites available in the rossendale
valley two that | know of are the old valley refrigeration business on henrietta
street, bacup and the old inghams box works near turnpike, waterfoot. |
should imagine that there are lots of other sites in rossendale that are brown
land that you could develop.

Lets hope someone with a bit of common sense will be sitting on the planning
committee and stampts this application with a resounding NO.

P.S. outside our bungalow on our garden wall is a bronze plaque that says
1861 Acre Village Boundary, Hollingworth Farm Estate. Not industrial
development area.
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1597 Annie

14 August 2018

Wilson

Object

| write in objection to the proposed above site being developed with industrial
units of B2 and B8 type for the reasons as follows:-

All of the site is Green Belt land and has always been protected from several
attempts at development, being a green belt corridor for wildlife and rare
fauna. Part of this site is the old railway route that was in filled when the A56
excavation and construction was being carried out. This infill was taken from
various areas of the excavation of the A56 and the deposits were not recorded
or tested for contamination, but it was deemed a high risk site when a child
from the primary school had to be rescued by the fire service because he was
being sucked into the infill. This resulted in the school having to be closed and
the site cordoned off so that no one could access it. Therefore this site would
require contamination bore hole testing prior to any development being
considered. Construction would require building on a platform after any
contaminated ground was removed. All this would be extremely expensive
and no EU Environmental Grant for clean up would be available.
Traffic/Parking

Currently the area surrounding this site has a huge problem with parking and
volume of traffic. Worsley Street, and the whole of Rising Bridge Road not only
has resident parking, Enterprise Village employee parking all along the area
even on yellow lines impeding large vehicles entering and exiting Baxenden
Chemicals entrance road. There are also parents dropping off and collecting
children from school have students not only from the local area but Blackburn
Road, Hud Hey, Stonefold part of Baxenden and all the outlying farms, making
it difficult for parents not to use vehicles for the school run.

Access

There is a weight restriction bridge close to the school which would make any
access from Rising Bridge Road to an industrial unit site, virtually impossible
because ofthe size and weight of large vans, lorries and heavy goods vehicles. |
have been led to believe that discussions are being held with highways
regarding another exit from the Rising Bridge Roundabout onto Hollingate
Farm. The church (not a chapel) is a

listed building. The current entrance to the farm being opposite traffic,
entering and exiting the garage and MacDonald's making it inappropriate for
the volume and size of vehicles entering and exiting the proposed site.
Therefore a revised road layout would be necessary on the roundabout
resulting in more traffic control lights and a complete reconfiguration of the
whole system that has only recently cost millions to input.

Drainage

All developments will be required to consider and address flood risks from all
sources before planning can be given. Rising Bridge Road is prone to flooding
adjacent to this site and not only but the drains have to be flushed out on a
regular basis from the manhole at 180 Rising Bridge Road, otherwise it backs
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up into between 4 to 6 properties. How would these drains cope with all the
extra waste when to date this year (2017) they have been flushed through 3
times and this is prior to the winter commencing. Looking at the United
Utilities infrastructure with the next stage commencing 2020/2025 | would
think that the funds and projects for this period have already been allocated
and would not fall in line with your plans.

Industrial Unit Types B2 and B8

The type of businesses and employment would require regular scrutiny
because of operational times, noise pollution, air pollution and light pollution
because this site not only is in the heart of a residential community but
encompasses a primary school with approximately 1500 children who would
be affected in varying ways from this development.

Current Industrial Unit Vacancies

Having trawled the existing industrial unit sites | have discovered the
following:-

Hud Hey Bordering Brooke Street and Opposite Worsley Park owned by the
Adham Group there are 4 vacant units.

Prinny Mill Haslingden 01706 233575 Offices and storage spaces available.
Grane Road -1,500 to 7,500 sq ft. Hurstwoods 4 vacant units

Carrs Industrial Estate There are 9 various sized units from 2,500 sq ft to a
maximum of 12,429 sq ft, some for sale and others to let. | have the names
and contact numbers of the agents for the above.

Hollingate Farm has quite recently changed ownership. They did not put
forward this site according to your officers and having spent a considerable
amount of money putting their own stamp on the property so why would they
want to have it turned into industrial units.

From the council's point of view going down the compulsory purchase route
would be far too expensive for an authority that has to save so much money.
Finally despite asking, no one could tell me the possible number or sizes of
units they would expect on such a site.

I am convinced that this site is far too large to be in line with our local area.
Lichfield's Professional Consultancy Report gives me the impression that they
did not even visit the area or research the area. They could not even give the
primary school its correct name and they could not define the difference
between a chapel and a church and that it is a listed building. They also felt
that the terrain was quite even and did not pick up on the fact that a large
amount of the site is infill. With Holiingate Farm having considerable rises and
falls.

I would like to be informed of any meetings where public may attend
regarding the Draft Local Plan.
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1598 K/C Horrocks/Mac Object

key

14 August 2018

We the above named of 54 Rising Bridge road are totally against the
development of this land for Industrial units.

Apart from the site being unsuitable, there are several industrial units and
offices nearby that are vacant, why not fill these first. The access would be a
nightmare and would also increase traffic down our once quiet road. At the
moment it is just about bearable, but we have problems with heavy Goods
vehicles using this route to cut out the roundabout, if this land where to be
developed it would only get worse. It isn't a pleasant place to live any more,
having lived on Rising Bridge road for 38 years and have seen it decline with
the rest of Rossendale.

Parking is another major issue, with the school at the end of the road the
office buildings and now the gym. At school emptying times it difficult to drive
through, | don't suppose anything will be done about that until someone is
killed, that is the usual approach taken by the authorities.

Our residential areas should be kept just that, it is not a good idea to build
willy nilly on any scrap of land you can get your hands on, and particularly
Industrial units, it is totally unacceptable to expect residents to sit back and let
you ruin the landscape. This has always been grazing land as long as | can
remember, never industrial.

Please keep our area residential.
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1599 Janetand  Ashworth and Object
Brian Quinn
14 August 2018

We have never been informed officially as residents to the proposed plans for
this land, either by letter or alternatively any notices put up on lampposts,
which, we were aware, was a legal requirement. Had we not seen it in the
Rossendale Free Press we may never have known about this totally
unacceptable proposal.

We are aware that fairly recently, in last couple of years, another proposal to
build on this green belt land was refused and that it was recommended that it
stay green belt and nothing has changed since then and indeed the traffic on
Rising Bridge has got much, much worse. At school drop-off and pick-up times
it is extremely difficult to negotiate pulling out of our drive, at times, with the
amount of traffic coming up and down the road. We have lived on this road
for in excess of20 years and the sheer volume of traffic coming along it now is
unrecognisable.

Also with the new Enterprise Village there are also additional cars parked
outside our house along Rising Bridge Road, which at times also causes
tailbacks which is extremely dangerous when there are children going to and
from the primary school which is also extremely close to this land.
Furthermore at rush-hour there are tailbacks along Hud Hey Road up to the
Brook Street traffic lights, which cause problems, as well as the Rising Bridge
roundabout which is backed up, sometimes well past the pedestrian crossing.
The thought of you adding to this problem with articulated lorries fills us with
dread and begs the question, why?

The land is used to graze several horses, hens and ducks which is a lovely sight
for children to see on their way from school. Further traffic on this road would
be a ludicrous thing to allow especially as there is a weight restriction on the
road.

The Enterprise Village units are still on the whole empty, although parking on
the few that are let, causes an overspill, which has resulted in a piece of land
being used on Blackburn Road to accommodate the extra cars. This is before
all the units are let (not that they ever will be on present evidence).
Additionally this makes you wonder why you would be possibly thinking of
building extra commercial units when the ones that are built remain mainly
empty? We list below just a few of these in the area:-

Three Point Business Park, Charles Lane

Grane Road, The Court Yard (various units)

Enterprise Village, Blackburn Road, Rising Bridge (various units some never let
out since being built!!)

Taylor Court, Haslingden

Link 665 Off A56 (various units) -

New Hall Hey, Rossendale (various units) -

Most of these units also have good motorway links but still remain primarily
empty so using that reason for granting permission is obviously off the mark!
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1600 Margaret
and Kevin

14 August 2018

Evans

Object

We have listed just a few of the many empty units in the Rossendale area and
as there are so many that are waiting to be let out or sold it is just inexplicable
why you would be considering taking this land out of green belt to built yet
more units, that will probably also remain empty. These also attract vandals
and cause a blot on the landscape and in view of the number of empty units at
present this does not demonstrate 'exceptional circumstances' for taking land
out of green belt. Indeed there are many brown field sites that could be
considered in much more suitable areas, although as mentioned above, in our
view there is no requirement for the building of these units in the present
economical climate.

To summarise it is quite clear that there are no exceptional circumstances that
demonstrate good enough reasons for removing this land from green belt and
as such it should remain as green belt.

We strongly object to the proposed Industrial units on the land adjacent to
Hollingate Farm Rising Bridge Road.

The roads around are already congested by the traffic from the roundabout,
offices, McDonalds, petrol station, Spice Rooms, Cornmill, Chemical works and
school.

Units would be adding more heavy trucks and vans onto the roads making it a
lot worse.
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1601 Afzal Hussain Object

1602 David Entwistle Object

14 August 2018

1. The proposal does not respect the scale and proportion of surrounding
houses and would be entirely out of character for Rising Bridge Road

2.1 cannot visualise any valuable contribution the proposal makes in meeting
any identified local needs. There is already office/units around the corner on
A680 that have been vacant for a number of years. Further there is already an
industrial estate at the bottom of Round Hill Road.

3. The proposal states that Rising Bridge will need upgrading -this will not
widen the road and currently is already under pressure at school times. At the
time of the school run and most particularly when children are leaving school
the traffic increases substantially with parents parking all along Rising Bridge
Road. | do not see how HGV can navigate the road when cars are parked on
both sides.

4. The bridge will probably need upgrading and widening if HGVs are going to
use it regularly. Currently the bridge is too narrow as well as being to near the
school. It would cause chaos through increase in traffic and possibly increase
risk of accidents and incidents (particularly for the children coming out of the
school). The bridge is not ideal for two vehicles to pass each other especially if
one the vehicles happens to be HGV. In fact two HGVs cannot pass each at the
same time.

5. Currently Rising Bridge Road is not traffic hectic outside school run times
but clearly if the proposal went ahead it would lead to substantial increase in
traffic and hence noise and air pollution.

6. The proposal acknowledges that this site is currently a Green Belt Site.

7. The proposal will increase car use rather than increase public transport.

8. Further points of concern;

-Detrimental impact on residential amenities plus visual impact

-Detrimental to current character of Rising Bridge Road

-Highway safety compromised

-Road capacity and parking increase

-Loss of property values!!!

The land alongside Rising Bridge Road was the old railway line which was filled
in with earth taken from the route of the new by-pass A56. No drains were
put in place as | recall, leaving this land quite like a bog. In one part if has
been left open to make way for the high pressure gas pipe.

There is only one way this land can be accessed, this would be off Rising
Bridge Road.

In turn this would pose problems for the residents of Rising Bridge road. In
the case of the land adjacent to Hollin Gate Farm access would have to be via
the roundabout on the A56. The A56 is already very congested and would be
even more so if this project was to go ahead.

Why do we need more industrial units when there are numerous units
available on Carrs Industrial estate and also the Hud Hey and Broadway Sites.
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1603 Brianand  Bell Object
Mavis

14 August 2018

We wish to protest about the site, now designated as Green Belt Area and
used for grazing, being removed from such designation, and being put to B2
and B8 usage.

Some of the units built on land between the restaurant and chapel are still
VACANT. Many of the workers there DRIVE in from Preston, Blackburn,
Burnley and Accrington, thus local jobs are not necessarily provided.
Statements saying that new jobs will be created with B2 and B8 category, are
thus inaccurate. There are still VACANT units on CARRS INDUSTRIAL ESTATE.
Are these suggested plans for future units necessary?

Some reasons for our protest:

1) Workers at the aforementioned units on Rising Bridge Rd, use said road for
overspill parking to the detriment of residents nearby, and to the detriment of
parents dropping off and collecting their children from St. John's School.

2) INDUSTRIAL UNITS implies industrial traffic - trucks, wagons etc. - causing
much pollution for children at the school especially when in the playground,
and walking to and from school, and also affecting the health of residents in
that area. Providing a poisonous pollution environment should NOT be on
your agenda.

3) We have lived on Rising Bridge Road since 1974 and are privileged to see
ROE DEER, FOXES and RABBITS enjoying the green fields on our road - and
even coming into our garden.

4) An increase of heavy traffic on this narrow road, where residents park
outside their own homes and often use both sides of the road for parking
purposes, will cause much concern about the EASE with which emergency
vehicles will be able to access the school and homes of residents.

5) We would be interested in receiving a lower council tax because of removal
from Green Belt designation if granted. Also compensation for the decline in
the value of our property.

All these items need careful consideration and honest consideration.

We hope to have a happy outcome re this being refused and the Green Belt
continuing.
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1605 Marian Walmsley Object
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Proposed Industrial Units - Land adjacent to Hollingate Farm - Rising Bridge

| OBJECT TO THE APPLICATION FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:-

1/ Value of surrounding property if such units were but in front of them. We
personally would lose our privacy if such units were built in front of us as our
house (as with a lot of the houses on Rising Bridge Road) are elevated.

2/ Traffic - this road and surrounding areas are already having major problems
with traffic / parking issues due to the school, Industrial units already in Rising
Bridge.

3/ Noise in the residential area - already heightened since the new
roundabout lights were installed. Traffic has significantly increased on Rising
Bridge Road due to people using this road to avoid the delay at these lights.
4/ Risk of flooding - Rising Bridge Road has already had a major problem with
flooding and was recently improved by the council at a very significant cost.
5/ Industrial units would be out of keeping with the surrounding area which
includes a church and an old school building.

6/ There are still several units vacant in the other units that were built in
Rising Bridge.

7/ There is a high pressure gas line parallel to the A56.

The following are my objections to industrial units being constructed on land
adjacent to Rising Bridge Road, Haslingden,

1. Rising Bridge is a residential area and there is no apparent justification for
an attempt to tum it into an industrial area

2. Rising Bridge Road and Roundhill Lane are not designed to take their
already too heavy volume 