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Planning & Highways Committee 
Thursday, 16th February 2017 
 

 

PLANNING AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE 
                                                16TH FEBRUARY 2017 
 
 

 PRESENT – Councillors Dave Smith (in the Chair), Ali, Brookfield, Casey, Groves, 
Hardman, Hussain I, Jan-Virmani (sub for Hussain F), Khonat, Khan Z, Murray, Nuttall, 
Oates, Riley, Slater Ja.  
 
 
OFFICERS – Gavin Prescott (Planning), Asad Laher (Legal), Safina Alam 
(Highways), Kaye Mahoney (Highways), John Addison (Democratic Services) and 
Beverley Jones (Democratic Services). 

RESOLUTIONS 
 
 

82 Welcome and Apologies 
 

The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.  Apologies were received from 
Councillor Hussain F. 

 
83 Minutes of the last Meeting held on 19th January 2017 
  

RESOLVED – That the minutes of the last meeting held on 19th January 2017 
were confirmed and signed as a correct record. 
 

84 Declarations of Interest 
 
 Councillor Phil Riley declared an interest in Item 4.3, Planning Application 

10/16/1321. 
  
85 Planning Applications 
 

The Committee considered reports of the Director of Planning and Prosperity 
detailing the planning applications listed overleaf.  
 
In considering the applications, the Committee took into account 
representations or submissions provided by individuals with the officers 
answering points raised during discussion thereon. 
 
RESOLVED – (1) That the following decisions be made on the applications set 
out overleaf: 
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Planning & Highways Committee 
Thursday, 16th February 2017 
 

 

Application 
No. 

Applicant Location and 
Description 

Decision under 
Town and Country 
Planning Acts and 

Regulations 
10/16/1124 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mr Manir Ahmed 
57 Richmond Rd 
Darwen 
BB3 3DE 

45 Railway Road 
Darwen BB3 2RJ 
 
Full Planning Application 
for change of use from 
former public house into 
Islamic Education Centre 
and Mosque with ancillary 
living accommodation.  
Erection of single storey 
rear extension, installation 
of velux windows and 
replacement existing upvc 
with timber sash windows 
(front elevation) 
 
 
 
 

Approved subject to: as outlined in 
the Report 

 

10/16/1170 Mr Iqbal Vali 
18 Brookhouse 
Close, Blackburn 
BB1 6PD 

Land between 7 & 18 
Brookhouse Close 
Blackburn BB1 6PD 
 
Full Planning Application 
for erection of one 
dwelling 
 

Application refused 

10/16/1321 Mr Kasim Ali 
2-6 Pemberton St 
Blackburn 
BB1 9AB 

204 Pemberton Street 
Blackburn 
BB1 9AB 
 
Full Planning Application 
for change of use from a 
single residential dwelling 
to 2 single residential 
dwellings and retention of 
opening to the front door 

Approved subject to the following 
condition: 

Within three months of the date of 
this planning permission, the 2 
metre high garden wall in the rear 
yard area as shown in drawing no. 
100/11/16/2@A1 received on 1st 
December 2016, shall be 
constructed to the satisfaction of 
the local planning authority, and 
thereafter retained. 
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Planning & Highways Committee 
Thursday, 16th February 2017 
 

 

 
 
 

 
86 OBJECTION – Proposed TRO Batch 03 16 
 

The Committee was provided with a report to advise Members of the receipt of 
a letter of objection to one element of the Proposed TRO Batch 03 16 being:- 
Barley Bank Street, Darwen. 
 
The Committee considered the report in detail and the reasons for the 
objection to the traffic regulation order. 
 
RESOLVED 

 
That the Committee recommends that the Executive Member support the 
officer recommendations that:-  
 

• The objection is overruled.  
• The Order is made as advertised.  
• The objectors are informed of the decision.  

 
87  OBJECTION – Proposed Pay and Display Parking Atlas Road and Railway Road 

Car parks 
 

The Committee was provided with a report to advise Members of the receipt of 
a letter of objection to the proposal to commence charging on Atlas Road Car 
Park. 
 
The Committee considered the report in detail and the reasons for the 
objection to the traffic regulation order. 

 
RESOLVED 

 
That the Committee recommends that the Executive Member support the 
officer recommendations that:-  
 

• The objection is overruled.  
• The Order is made as advertised.  
• The objectors are informed of the decision.  

 
88  Exclusion of the Press and Public 
 

RESOLVED – That the press and public be excluded from the meeting during 
consideration of the following item in view of the fact that the business to be 
transacted is exempt by virtue of paragraph 5 of Schedule 12A to the Local 
Government Act 1972. 
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Planning & Highways Committee 
Thursday, 16th February 2017 
 

 

 
  
 
89  Land Forming Former Alleyway to the Rear of 111 Moorgate Street 

Blackburn 
 

The Committee was presented with a report to obtain authorisation from 
Members to take enforcement action against all persons having an interest in 
land to the rear of 111 Moorgate Street Blackburn (as outlined on the attached 
Location Plan).  

 
RESOLVED – That the Committee authorise the Director of HR and Legal, in 
consultation with the Director of Planning and Prosperity, to issue an 
enforcement notice, if ultimately necessary, to seek to reinstate the portion of 
land back to use as an alleyway for the use by properties 99 -111 Moorgate 
Street Blackburn.  

 
 

  Signed: ……………………………………………… 
 
            Date: ………………………………………………… 
 

Chair of the meeting 
at which the minutes were confirmed 
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DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN  

 
ITEMS ON THIS AGENDA 

 
 
Members attending a Council, Committee, Board or other 
meeting with a personal interest in a matter on the Agenda 
must disclose the existence and nature of the interest and, if 
it is a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest or an Other Interest 
under paragraph 16.1 of the Code of Conduct, should leave 
the meeting during discussion and voting on the item. 
 
Members declaring an interest(s) should complete this form 
and hand it to the Democratic Services Officer at the 
commencement of the meeting and declare such an interest 
at the appropriate point on the agenda. 

 
 

MEETING:       PLANNING AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE 
      
DATE:                
 
AGENDA ITEM NO.:   
 
DESCRIPTION (BRIEF): 
 
NATURE OF INTEREST: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DISCLOSABLE PECUNIARY/OTHER (delete as appropriate) 
 
 
SIGNED :  

 
PRINT NAME:  

 
(Paragraphs 8 to 17 of the Code of Conduct for Members of the Council refer) 
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Material Consideration 

 

“Material Considerations” are not limited to matters relating to amenity and can 
cover a range of considerations, in regard to public or private interests, provided that 
there is some relationship to the use and development of land. 

Where it is decided that a consideration is material to the determination of a planning 
application the courts have held that the assessment of weight is a matter for 
planning judgement by the planning authority, rather than the court. Materiality is a 
matter of law for the Court, weight is for the decision maker. Accordingly it is for the 
Committee to assess the weight to be attached to each material consideration, but if 
a Council does not take account of a material consideration or takes account of an 
immaterial consideration then the decision is vulnerable to challenge in the courts.  

By section 38(6) of the Planning & Compensation Act 2004 Act every planning 
decision must be taken in accordance with the development plan (taken as a whole) 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The policies and guidance 
contained in the hierarchy of planning documents are important material 
considerations and the starting point for the Committee in its assessment of 
development proposals and most decisions are usually taken in line with them. 

However, the Committee is legally obliged to consider all material matters in 
determining a planning application and this means that some decisions will not follow 
published policy or guidance. In other words, the Committee may occasionally depart 
from published policy when it considers this is outweighed by other factors and can 
be justified in the circumstances of the particular case. Similarly, in making a 
decision where there are competing priorities and policies the Committee must 
exercise its judgement in determining the balance of considerations 

 
The following provides a broad guide of what may and may not be material, though 
as with any broad guidance there will on occasions be exceptions 

 
 

MATERIAL: NOT MATERIAL: 

Policy (national, regional & local)  The identity of the applicant 
 

development plans in course of 
preparation 

Superceded development plans and 
withdrawn guidance 

Views of consultees Land ownership 

Design  Private Rights (e.g. access) 

Visual impact Restrictive covenants 

Privacy/overbearing/amenity impacts Property value 

Daylight/sunlight Competition (save where it promotes a 
vital and viable town centre) 

Noise, smell, pollution Loss of a private view 

Access/traffic /accessibility “moral issues” 

Health and safety   “Better” site or use” 

Ecology, landscape Change from previous scheme 

Fear of Crime  Enforcement issues 

Economic impact & general economic 
conditions   

The need for the development (in most 
circumstances) 

Planning history/related decisions 
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Cumulative impact 
 

 

Need (in some circumstances – e.g. green 
belt) 
 

 

Impacts upon and provision of open/amenity  
space 
 

 

existing use/permitted development rights/fall 
back 
 

 

retention of existing use/heritage issues  
fear of setting a precedent  
composite or related developments  
Off-site benefits which are related to or are 
connected with the development  

 

In exceptional circumstances the availability 
of alternative sites 

 

Human Rights Act 1998 & Equality   

 
Before deciding a planning application members need to carefully consider an application against the 
provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998. 
 
Protocol 1 of Article 1, and Article 8 confer(s) a right of respect for a person’s private and family life, 
their possessions, home, other land; and business assets.  
 
Article 6, the applicants (and those third parties, including local residents, who have made 
representations) have the right to a fair hearing and to this end the Committee must give full 
consideration to their representation, and comments,  
 
In taking account of all material considerations, including Council policy as set out in the Core 
Strategy and saved polices of the Unitary Development Plan, the Head of Planning and Transport  
has concluded that some rights conferred by these Articles on the applicant(s)/objector(s)/resident(s) 
and other occupiers and owners of nearby land that might be affected may be interfered with but that 
interference is  proportionate, in accordance with the law and justified by being in  the public interest 
and on the basis of the planning merits of the development proposal. Furthermore he believes that 
any restriction on these rights posed by the approval of an application is proportionate to the wider 
benefits of approval and that such a decision falls within the margin of discretion afforded to the 
Council under the Town and Country Planning Acts. 
 
Other duties have to be taken into account in determining planning applications for example the 
promotion of measures to reduce crime, the obligation not to act in a discriminatory manner and 
promote equality etc.  
 
NB:  Members should also be aware that each proposal is treated on its own merits! 
 
Reasons for Decision  
  
If members decide to go against officer recommendations then it is their responsibility to clearly set 
out their reasons for doing so, otherwise members should ask for the application to be deferred in 
order that a further report is presented setting out the background to the report, clarifying the reasons 
put forward in the debate for overriding the officer recommendation; the implications of the decision 
and the effect on policy;  what conditions or agreements may be needed; or just to seek further 
information. 
 
If Members move a motion contrary to the recommendations then members must give reasons before 
voting upon the motion. Alternatively members may seek to defer the application for a further report. 
However, if Members move a motion to follows the recommendation but the motion is lost. In these 
circumstances then members should be asked to state clearly their reasons for not following the 
recommendations or ask that a further report be presented to the next meeting   
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BwD Council – Development Management 

 
General Reporting 
 
REPORT NAME: Committee Agenda. 

 

 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR OF GROWTH & DEVELOPMENT 

 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 BACKGROUND 
PAPERS 

 
There is a file for each planning application containing application forms, 
consultations, representations, Case Officer notes and other supporting information. 
 
Gavin Prescott, Planning Manager – Ext 5694. 

 
NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION: The extent of neighbour notification is shown on the 
location plans which accompany each report. Where neighbours are notified by 
individual letter, their properties are marked with a dot. Where a site notice has been 
posted, its position is shown with a cross. 
 
PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR DETERMINATION Date: 27/04/2017 
 
Application No 
Applicant  
Application Type 

Site Address Ward 

 

   

10/16/0704 

 
Viridis Wind Turbines 
Duke of York House 
Johnson New Road 
Waterside 
Darwen 
BB3 3NS 
 

 
Hoddlesden Moss 
Hoddlesden 
Darwen 

 
East Rural  
North Turton with Tockholes 

Installation of 3 wind turbines, hub height of 46m, to tip height 76.5m, to include all ancillary works. 

RECOMMENDATION: Refuses 

   

10/16/0789, 10/17/0250, 10/17/0414, 10/17/0418 

 
Ruttle Plant Holdings 
C/O Agent 
 

 
Land at Pole Lane, Darwen 

 
Marsh House 
 

 
Reserved Matters Application for erection of 126 dwellings pursuant to Outline Planning Approval 
10/12/0933.  
Works to straighten and upgrade Spring Meadows Road so that it can be adopted. 
Variation to Section 106 Planning Obligation for Planning Application 10/12/0933. 
Removal of Condition No.8 of Outline Planning Approval 10/12/0933. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Permits 
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10/16/1301  

 
Mrs Ann-Marie Thornley 
82 Higher Ridings 
Bromley Cross 
Bolton 
 

 
The Paddock 
Entwistle Hall Lane 
Turton 
Bolton 
BL7 0LR 
 

 
North Turton with Tockholes  

 
Single storey side (south west) extension, single storey side (north east) extension, gable insertion to 
rear and single storey front extension to existing building.  
 

RECOMMENDATION: Permits 
  

 
  

10/16/1320  

 
Lammack Community 
Foundation 
C/O Agent 

 
Flat 7 Whinney Lane 
Blackburn 
BB2 7BX 
 

 
Beardwood with Lammack  

 
Change of use from flat to prayer facility (retrospective) including associated car park. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Permits 
  

 
  

10/17/0135  

 
Mrs K Zarif 
29 Columbia Way 
Blackburn 
BB2 7DT 
 

 
29 Columbia Way 
Blackburn 
BB2 7DT 

 
Beardwood with Lammack 

Two storey side extension. 

RECOMMENDATION: Permits 
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REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR                 Plan No: 10/16/0789, 10/17/0250, 10/17/0414 and 10/17/0418 
 

Proposed development:   
- 10/16/0789: Reserved Matters Application for erection of 126 dwellings pursuant to 

Outline Planning Approval 10/12/0933.  
- 10/17/0250: Works to straighten and upgrade Spring Meadows Road so that it can be 

adopted. 
- 10/17/0414: Variation to Section 106 Planning Obligation for Planning Application 

10/12/0933. 
- 10/17/0418: Removal of Condition No.8 of Outline Planning Approval 10/12/0933. 

 
Site address:    Land at Pole Lane, Darwen 
Applicant:   Ruttle Plant Holdings  
Ward:  Marsh House 
 

Councillor   Kevin Connor 

Councillor Neil Slater 
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1.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS –  
 

1.1 10/16/0789: Reserved Matters Application for erection of 126 dwellings 
pursuant to Outline Planning Approval 10/12/0933.  
APPROVE – Subject to revised Section 106 Agreement relating to off-
site highway works, community benefit and development phasing. 
 

1.2 10/17/0250: Works to straighten and upgrade Spring Meadows Road so 
that it can be adopted. 
APPROVE – Subject to revised Section 106 Agreement relating to 
development phasing. 
 

1.3 10/17/0414: Variation to Section 106 Planning Obligation for Planning 
Approval 10/12/0933. 
APPROVE. 
 

1.4 10/17/0418: Removal of Condition No.8 of Outline Planning Approval 
10/12/0933. 
APPROVE – Subject to revised Section 106 Agreement for off-site 
highway works, community benefit and development phasing. 
 
 

2.0 KEY ISSUES / SUMMARY OF PLANNING BALANCE 
 
2.1 The proposals will deliver a high quality housing development which will 

widen the choice of family housing in the Borough, provide an upgraded road 
and improved road safety.  They support the Borough’s planning strategy for 
housing growth as set out in the Core Strategy and will deliver housing at a 
site which is allocated for housing development in the Local Plan Part 2. The 
proposals are also satisfactory from a technical point of view, with all issues 
having been addressed through the applications and the Section 106 
agreement, or capable of being controlled or mitigated through planning 
conditions. 
 
 

3.0 RATIONALE 
 

3.1 Site and Surroundings 
 

3.1.1 The site is located on the eastern side of Pole Lane, and is bounded by 
Spring Meadows road along the southern boundary, Spring Meadows 
residential properties to the east and Rudyard Drive and the Craven Heifer 
Public House are located to the north. Residential cottages lie to the west of 
the site across Pole Lane.  The housing development area measures 
approximately 5.7 hectares, comprises rough grassland and was most 
recently used for the grazing of horses.  The road development area is 
approximately 1 hectare and adjoins the southern boundary of the housing 
site. 
 

3.1.2 Public transport links run along Pole Lane to the west of the site and there are 
a number of pedestrian and bridle routes in the vicinity.  A Public Right of 
Way bisects the housing development site, and another follows the eastern 
boundary.   

 
3.2 Proposed Development 
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3.2.1 The housing development site was granted Outline Planning Permission 

(access) by the Planning and Highways Committee in July 2013, for the 
erection of up to 133 dwellings.  The outline approval was subject to 
conditions, detailed at section 5.1, and also a Section 106 agreement for an 
off-site contribution towards affordable housing. 

3.2.2 Approval is now sought for four items: 

- Reserved Matters approval for 126 dwellings at the housing development 
site; for appearance, landscaping, layout and scale; 

- Full planning permission to upgrade and straighten Spring Meadows Road;  

- Removal of condition no.8 of the outline planning permission, which required 
off-site highway works; and 

- A revised Section 106 agreement, removing the requirement for a 
contribution towards affordable housing and replacing it with a necessity for 
off-site highway works, community benefit and an agreed phasing for delivery 
of the upgraded road and new drainage connection. 

3.2.3 The proposed layout seeks to deliver a development which accords with the 
requirements of the Blackburn with Darwen Core Strategy and Local Plan 
Part 2.  The appearance, landscaping, layout and scale shows suitable 
amenity and design; accommodating 126 family dwellings with associated 
landscaping and drainage attenuation features. The layout shows how the 
residential development will be arranged, with landscaped green areas 
proposed along the alignment of the public right of way. 

 
3.2.4 The properties are a mix of 3, 4 and 5-bed semi-detached and detached 

dwellings, which have been designed to suit the traditional edge-of-town 
setting with modern design quality.  The mix of properties is: 48no. 3-bedroom 
dwellings, 74no. 4-bedroom dwellings and 4no. 5-bedroom dwellings.  

 
3.2.5 The central part of the housing site includes an area of Green Infrastructure 

alongside the existing Public Right of Way, which is to be retained and 
upgraded to become a cycle route.   

 
3.2.6 The main vehicular access to the housing development site, which was 

approved at outline stage, is located off Pole Lane.  Private individual 
driveway access to 17 of the proposed dwellings is proposed off Spring 
Meadows, and to 7 dwellings directly off Pole Lane.  These driveways are 
considered as part of the current reserved matters application regarding 
“layout”. 
 

3.2.7 The existing road at Spring Meadows is unadopted and has a winding form 
which has not proved to be convenient or effective for road users.  In order to 
achieve an attractive layout for the housing development and the setting, the 
new dwellings should be oriented to face towards the street.  To achieve this 
design objective, improve the road alignment and to resolve the long-standing 
issues preventing adoption of the drainage and road, the applicant proposes 
to form an adoptable 5.5m highway with 2m footways on either side.  Traffic 
calming is to be provided by occasional narrowings using build-outs. 
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3.3 Development Plan 
 

3.3.1 The Development Plan comprises the Core Strategy and adopted Local Plan 
Part 2 – Site Allocations and Development Management Policies. In 
determining the current proposal the following are considered to be the most 
relevant policies: 

3.3.2 Core Strategy 

 CS1 – A Targeted Growth Strategy 

 CS5 – Locations for New Housing 

 CS6 – Housing Targets 

 CS7 – Types of Housing 

 CS16 – Form and Design of New Development 

 CS18 – The Borough’s Landscapes 

 CS19 – Green Infrastructure 

3.3.3 Local Plan Part 2 

 Policy 1 – The Urban Boundary  

 Policy 7 – Sustainable and Viable Development 

 Policy 8 – Development and People 

 Policy 9 – Development and the Environment  

 Policy 10 – Accessibility and Transport 

 Policy 11 – Design 

 Policy 12 – Developer Contributions 

 Policy 16/15 – Housing Land Allocations (Pole Lane, Darwen) 

 Policy 18 – Housing Mix 

 Policy 40 – Integrating Green Infrastructure and Ecological Networks 
with New Development 

 Policy 41 – Landscape. 
 

3.4 Other Material Planning Considerations 
 

3.4.1 Residential Design Guide and Borough Wide Design Guide Supplementary 
Planning Documents (SPD) 

 
The SPD documents provide targeted advice to ensure high quality new 
homes. They aim to ensure that new development reflects the individual and 
collective character of areas of the Borough and promotes high standards of 
design. The documents also seek to ensure a good relationship between 
existing and proposed development in terms of protecting and enhancing 
amenity.  

 
3.4.2 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)  

In particular Section 6 of the NPPF relates to delivering a wide choice of high 
quality homes, and Section 8 relates to promoting healthy communities. 
   

3.5 Assessment 
 

3.5.1 As an allocated housing site with an outline planning approval in place, the 
principle of the current proposal for housing is considered to be acceptable 
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and in accordance with the provisions of the development plan in terms of 
delivering a high quality residential site with the designated urban area. This 
is subject to the more detailed considerations also being in accordance with 
adopted development plan policy and national guidance.  The principle of the 
current proposal for the upgraded road is also considered to be acceptable 
and in accordance with the development plan because it serves to replace 
and improve an existing road. 
 

3.5.2 In assessing the proposals there are a number of important material 
considerations that need to be taken into account as follows: 

 Highways layout and impacts; 

 Drainage; 

 Design and Layout; 

 Amenity impact; 

 Ecology; 

 Contaminated land and historic mining; and 

 Affordable housing. 
 
3.5.3 Furthermore, Local Plan Policy 16/15 allocates the housing site for 

development within the 15 year life of the Plan, subject to key development 
principles, the following of which are relevant to the current reserved matters 
application: 

 

 Need to consider / mitigate impacts on public rights of way that cross the 
site. 

 Incorporation of SuDS and measures to control surface water run-off. 

 Minimise the impact of development on the countryside and enhance 
access to the countryside. 

 Completion of appropriate ground investigation works to establish the 
extent of any ground contamination and whether any mitigation measures 
are required. 

 
3.5.4 Highways Layout and Impacts 

The traffic impact on local roads associated with the development of the 
housing site was fully considered when the outline planning application was 
approved in July 2013 (reference 10/12/0933) and found to be acceptable, 
subject to conditions.   

 
3.5.5 The layout of the housing site has been designed to allow safe and 

convenient access for pedestrians, cyclists and car drivers.  The road 
entering the site from Pole Lane is to be 5.5 metres wide, with 2 metre wide 
footways on either side.  Within the site, the road width reduces to 4.8 metres.  
Off-street parking spaces within the curtilages of properties are to be provided 
and the proposed site layout provides a 3 metre wide footpath and cycle link 
along the line of the existing public right of way.  
 

3.5.6 In accordance with the Residential Design Guide SPD, every 3-bedroomed 
dwelling within the site is to have 2no. off-street parking spaces either within a 
driveway or garage.  Dwellings with 4 or 5 bedrooms have 3 off-street parking 
spaces.  The majority of the garages (around 80%) have internal dimensions 
of 3 metres by 6 metres to ensure they are usable to park a car.  The garages 
for three of the house types are marginally below this size.  Whilst the 
Council’s preference is to ensure that all garages are 3 metres by 6 metres, 
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on balance, this car parking provision is recommended to be accepted 
because it affects a small number of the units and is only marginally below 
the standard. 

 
3.5.7 The development will be accessible by public transport on Pole Lane, with the 

proposed upgrade of 2 x bus stops to be funded via a commuted sum within 
the new Section 106 agreement, should the applications receive approval.  A 
new pedestrian crossing on Pole Lane is also proposed to be funded through 
the new Section 106 agreement. 

 
3.5.8 In terms of vehicular access, the main access point from Pole Lane for the 

housing development site was approved at outline stage, and the proposed 
layout illustrates 17no. driveways via Spring Meadows Road and 7no. 
individual driveways from Pole Lane.  A selection of surfacing materials and 
narrowings via build-outs are proposed to add character to the streets, the 
finer details of which will be inspected at technical highways approval stage.  

 
3.5.9 As a result of the impact of the proposal on the local highways network, a 

number of off-site highway works were identified through the Outline Planning 
Approval, required via Condition No.8: 
(1) Upgrade of two bus stops adjacent to the site; 
(2) Provision of a pedestrian crossing adjacent to the main vehicular access 
to the site; and 
(3) Installation of a mini roundabout and highway widening at the junction of 
Pole Lane and Sough Road.   
Items (1) and (2) are proposed to be implemented through the revised 
Section 106 agreement.  With regards to item (3), since the outline 
permission was granted, the specifics of highway improvements required in 
the area have evolved via the Council’s overall strategy for the Darwen East 
Distributor Corridor.  Highway design work on the potential upgrade of the 
junction of Pole Lane and Sough Road have highlighted that a mini 
roundabout will not be an appropriate solution, and consultation responses 
from residents in the area have highlighted a need to improve highway safety 
in the area.  Furthermore, issues over the adoption of Spring Meadows have 
arisen, and have become the priority at this stage of housing growth in east 
Darwen.  

 
3.5.10 Spring Meadows road is currently unadopted, principally due to an 

unadoptable drainage system following an over-build at Moorlands Court.  To 
solve this issue, the applicant proposes to upgrade Spring Meadows road 
(planning application 10/17/0250) and to divert the drainage from Spring 
Meadows at manhole S10, into the housing development site; to allow for the 
drainage system and the road to be adopted.   

 
3.5.11 In addition to the off-site highway works currently required by Condition 8, the 

existing Section 106 agreement requires a commuted sum contribution of 
£400,000 towards affordable housing in the Borough.  When setting the level 
of any financial contribution, Policy 12 of the Local Plan Part 2 confirms that 
the Council will take into account the total contribution liability incurred by 
developments arising from all policy and site specific requirements, to ensure 
that the overall level of contribution required will allow developments to 
remain viable, wherever this is compatible with securing essential works that 
are fundamental to the acceptability of the proposal.   
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3.5.12 Therefore in order to allow for the essential drainage diversion works and 
road construction, whilst maintaining scheme viability, detailed costs of the 
additional works were provided, appraised and found to be reasonable.  This 
consideration, in addition to the change in strategy for the Pole Lane / Sough 
Road junction has led to the current proposals to remove condition no.8 for 
off-site highway works, and to remove the requirement for a contribution 
towards off-site affordable housing, and to replace them with a revised 
Section 106 agreement providing a commuted sum for: 
- a pedestrian crossing adjacent to the main vehicular access; 
- upgrade of 2 x bus stops adjacent to the site; and  
- a community benefit contribution for traffic management and road safety 
initiatives around the Darwen East Development Corridor. 
The revised Section 106 agreement is also proposed to establish phasing 
requirements for the commencement and completion of the upgraded Spring 
Meadows Road, and for final connection of the site drainage. 

 
3.5.13 Subject to the signing of the new Section 106 agreement, the overall scope of 

information submitted in support of the transport and highways aspects of the 
proposals illustrate an acceptable highways layout and provision of off-site 
highway works that will mitigate the likely impacts on the network.  Any future 
traffic impacts of additional developments in the area will be considered as 
and when the detailed applications, or reserved matters applications, are 
submitted. As such, the proposals are in accordance with the requirements of 
the Local Plan Part 2. 
 

3.5.14 Drainage 
The sites lie in Flood Zone 1, which is low risk on the Environment Agency’s 
Flood Zone Map. However, as a result of the significant size of the proposed 
development and the requirement for a drainage diversion, an outline 
drainage strategy has been submitted.  This illustrates a proposal to 
incorporate a Sustainable Urban Drainage (SuDS) system, with an 
attenuation pond.  The drainage strategy will limit surface water flows to 
greenfield run-off rates.   

 
3.5.15 The Council’s Drainage engineers have scrutinised the proposed outline 

drainage strategy, and have confirmed that it is acceptable subject to the 
provision of a full detailed drainage design before the works commence in 
accordance with the condition which has been attached to the outline 
approval. 
 

3.5.16 Should the reserved matters application receive approval, a management / 
maintenance plan, describing how a management company will be set up to 
maintain the open areas within the development, will be required via a 
suitably worded condition.   

 
3.5.17 Design and Layout 

Policy 11 of the Local Plan Part 2 requires all new development to present a 
good standard of design, to demonstrate an understanding of the wider 
context and make a positive contribution to the local area.  The policy sets out 
a list of detailed design requirements relating to character, townscape, public 
realm, movement, sustainability, diversity, materials, colour and viability. 
 

3.5.18 A design and access statement has been provided for the reserved matters 
application, which sets out the key design principles which informed the initial 
site layout.  Following detailed discussions, and comments from statutory 
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consultees, the layout was further improved.  The applicant’s design team has 
considered the character and appearance of the immediate built environment, 
and incorporated contemporary design solutions to establish the layout and 
house types.   
 

3.5.19 In terms of housing mix, the development proposes a mix of 3, 4 and 5-bed 
semi-detached and detached dwellings, which have been designed to suit the 
traditional suburban setting on the edge of Darwen.  The properties comprise 
48no. 3-bedroom dwellings, 74no. 4-bedroom dwellings and 4no. 5-bedroom 
dwellings.  Policy 18 of the Local Plan Part 2 illustrates that the Council 
requires detached and semi-detached housing to be the principal element of 
the dwelling mix on any site that is capable of accommodating such housing, 
and by providing 100% of this type of housing the reserved matters proposal 
meets this policy requirement.     

 
3.5.20 A detailed materials matrix has been submitted with the reserved matters 

application, which sets out the proposed materials for each plot.  In summary, 
the proposed materials are a mixture of traditional brick in brown or red, stone 
lintels and cills, off-white render, red or grey roofing tiles, dark grey uPVC 
windows and front doors in grey, green, teal or black.  Subject to the 
inspection of material samples, which is necessary in accordance with 
condition no.3 of the outline planning approval, the proposed materials are 
considered to be acceptable in accordance with Policy 11.   
 

3.5.21 Details of the proposed boundary treatments were initially provided with the 
reserved matters application, however an amended scheme is to be 
submitted to correspond with the revised site layout.  An appropriate scheme 
of boundary treatments will be required via a suitably worded planning 
condition, to ensure compliance with design and ecological requirements. 
 

3.5.22 The submitted details for the reserved matters application include a 
landscape plan, providing for landscaped green infrastructure within the site 
in accordance with Local Plan Policy 40.  The applicant proposes to 
implement a management scheme, requiring a management company to be 
set up to maintain the open areas and SuDS areas within the development in 
perpetuity. Should the application receive approval, a suitably worded 
condition is recommended to ensure the management scheme is 
implemented.  
 

3.5.23 Subject to suitable conditions, the comprehensive details submitted with the 
applications illustrate a design and layout which show dwellings, infrastructure 
and landscaping which accords with the provisions of the adopted Local Plan 
Part 2. 
 

3.5.24 Amenity Impact 
Given the proximity of the site to existing residential areas and the Craven 
Heifer public house, and the likelihood of some disruption during site 
operations, the Council’s Head of Public Protection requested pre-
determination noise and odour assessments, which were subsequently 
submitted by the applicant.  The Head of Public Protection will provide 
detailed comments in relation to noise, odour, air quality and land 
contamination in advance of the committee meeting, to be reported in the 
Committee Update Report. 
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3.5.25 The Residential Design Guide SPD provides advice to enhance the quality of 
new homes, including the protection of the amenity of existing residents. 
Space standards are an important consideration when assessing such 
impact.  These standards have been considered when assessing the current 
reserved matters proposal, both within the site and in relation to surrounding 
properties which are either existing or likely to be present in the future on the 
adjacent allocated housing site to the south of Spring Meadows. 
 

3.5.26 The Residential Design Guide SPD indicates an appropriate separation of 21 
metres between facing windows of habitable rooms of two storey dwellings, 
unless an alternative approach is justified to the Council’s satisfaction.  Where 
windows of habitable rooms face a blank wall or a wall with only non-
habitable rooms a separation of no less than 13.5 metres shall be maintained, 
again unless an alternative approach is justified to the Council’s satisfaction. 
 

3.5.27 A number of existing surrounding properties have habitable rooms facing 
directly towards the proposed housing development site.  In order to ensure 
an acceptable level of amenity is achieved for residents of these properties, 
and of the residents of the proposed dwellings, the separation distances as 
required by the SPD have been achieved in accordance with Local Plan 
Policy 8.  The required separation distances have also been achieved within 
the site, with some minor exceptions, and the separation across Spring 
Meadows road towards the adjacent allocated housing site are considered to 
be acceptable. 
 

3.5.28 Overall, the development of 126 dwellings gives a marginally lower density 
than that shown in the indicative scheme for 133 dwellings at the outline 
stage. This reduction is in part due to the requirement in condition no.20 of 
the outline approval to include provision for large family housing incorporating 
the following as minimum specifications for properties on the triangle of land 
bounded by Pole Lane, Spring Meadows and the Public Right of Way which 
crosses the site in an west to east direction:  
• minimum floorspace of 1,100 sq. ft.;  
• minimum side to side distances of 4 metres; and  
• double garage and driveway. 
This provision is met within selected plots in the specified area, which 
comprises 10% of the whole development proposed.  A further 4 dwellings 
meeting this requirement are located immediately to the north of the central 
green corridor.  
 

3.5.29 Ecology 
 The ecological impact of the proposal was fully considered when the outline 

planning application was approved in July 2013 and found to be acceptable, 
subject to provision of a landscaping scheme through the reserved matters 
application to include provision for the retention and enhancement of wildlife 
corridors along the northern and eastern boundaries as identified in the 
'Ecological Survey and Assessment' by Environmental Research and 
Advisory Partnership dated August 2008.  The revised layout illustrates that 

wildlife corridors will be retained to the northern and eastern boundaries of 
the site through additional planting of native species. Along the northern 
boundary of the site, the wildlife corridor is included within private gardens, 
with fencing in this area designed to allow the free passage of amphibians 
and mammals.  
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3.5.30 Capita Ecology commented on the initial layout and landscaping scheme, 
recommending adjustments to the wildlife corridor and the planting details.  
The site layout was subsequently amended, and revised landscaping details 
are to be provided in advance of the committee meeting to address these 
matters; to be reported in the Update Report for Committee. 
 

3.5.31 It is considered that subject to receiving further information prior to the 
committee meeting, the impact of the development upon ecology will be 
suitably mitigated and compliant with Policy 9 of the Local Plan Part 2. 
 

3.5.32 Contaminated Land and Previous Coal Mining 
Before the development commences, condition no’s 5 and 18 of the outline 
planning approval require the developer to submit a comprehensive desk 
study report in relation to land contamination, to complete detailed site 
investigations where necessary and to complete a scheme of further works 
and investigations to identify the risks and most appropriate treatment of the 
recorded mine entries within the application site.  Subject to the discharge of 
these conditions, the proposals are acceptable in accordance with Local Plan 
Policy 9. 

 
3.5.33 The Coal Authority initially expressed concerns in relation to the proposed 

housing layout, because accurate positions of the historic mine entries within 
the site had not been identified.  The applicant subsequently carried out site 
investigations to locate the mine entries, to ensure that the proposed layout is 
achievable.  The details have been forwarded to the Coal Authority for 
comment in advance of the committee meeting, to be reported in the Update 
Report for Committee. 
 

3.5.34 Affordable Housing 
For the reasons set out at paragraphs 3.5.9-13, there is no viability within this 
development for the provision of affordable housing either on-site or 
elsewhere in the Borough. Again, this is largely as a result of the developer 
agreeing to fund the extensive highway work, drainage works and road safety 
initiatives which will benefit the immediate area.  In accordance with Local 
Plan Policy 12, the Council must take into account the total contribution 
liability incurred by developments arising from all policy and site specific 
requirements.  With this policy in mind, and in order to ensure that the 
development is allowed to remain viable and proceed, it’s recommended that 
the Section 106 contribution should be adjusted as proposed.  

 
3.5.35 Summary 

This report assesses the reserved matters application for 126 dwellings at 
Pole Lane, Darwen, in addition to the full planning application for the upgrade 
of Spring Meadows road, the removal of outline condition no.8 and the 
revision to the associated Section 106 agreement. In considering the 
proposals, a wide range of material considerations have been taken into 
account.  

 
3.5.36 In addition to the matters described above, local residents raised the 

following concerns: 
- There is far too much traffic using Pole Lane – and very fast traffic too 

causing safety issues. 
The submitted details, considered out outline planning application stage, 
indicate sufficient capacity on the local highway network.   The comments 
regarding existing safety issues are noted, however as an existing problem 
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a new development cannot be expected to provide the solution.  
Nonetheless, a commuted sum is proposed from the developer to 
contribute towards traffic management and road safety initiatives in the 
area. 

 
- Losing green space and habitats. 

The principle of housing development at the site was established when the 
Local Plan Part 2 was adopted by the Council in December 2015, following 
examination by the Secretary of State which included a sustainability 
appraisal. 

 
- Lack of places in local schools. 

The Blackburn with Darwen Schools and Education Department were 
consulted, and confirmed that there are sufficient school places to meet 
the pupil yield from the development. 

 
- No-mans land will be created by the wildlife corridor along the northern 

boundary; concerned about security and fly tipping. 
In response to these concerns, the site layout was revised to ensure that 
the wildlife corridor will be located within rear private gardens.  The 
boundary treatments along the corridor will need to allow movement of 
wildlife, and covenants will be placed on the affected properties to ensure 
maintenance of the wildlife corridor in perpetuity. 

 
- No need for the development, which should take place on brownfield sites 

in the centre of Darwen. 
The Borough’s housing requirement was established when the Core 
Strategy was adopted by the Council in 2011, and subsequently the 
principle of housing development at the application site was confirmed 
when the Local Plan Part 2 was adopted by the Council in December 
2015, following examination by the Secretary of State. 

 
- Driveways onto Spring Meadows will impede traffic movements unless the 

lane is upgraded. 
This concern has been addressed by the proposal to upgrade and improve 
the lane. 

 
3.5.37 The assessment of the proposal clearly shows that the planning decision 

must be made in terms of assessing the merits of the case against any 
potential harm that may result from the implementation of the development. 
This report concludes that the proposal provides a high quality housing and 
road development and meets the policy requirements of the Local Plan Part 
2, the Core Strategy and National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

3.5.38 The development proposals are the result of extensive design 
development and site investigations which will provide a positive contribution 
to the immediate area and to the housing offer in Darwen.   

 
 
4 RECOMMENDATION 

 
4.1 10/16/0789: Reserved Matters Application for 126 dwellings 

 
4.2 Approve subject to:  
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(i) Delegated authority is given to the Director of Growth and Development to 
approve planning permission subject to an agreement under Section 106 of 
the Town & Country Planning Act 1990, relating to the payment of a 
commuted sum of £70,000 towards: a pedestrian crossing adjacent to the 
main vehicular access, upgrade of 2 x bus stops adjacent to the site and for 
community benefit (traffic management and road safety measures in the East 
Darwen area); and relating to agreed phasing of drainage and road 
construction. 

 

Should the Section 106 agreement not be completed within 6 months of the 

date of the planning application being received, the Director of Growth and 

Development will have delegated powers to refuse the application.  

 

(ii) Conditions which relate to the following matters: 

 Landscaping and SuDs management and maintenance plan to be 
submitted, and implemented; 

 Retention of householder parking spaces (and garages);  

 Detailed road and footway finishes to be submitted; and 

 Details of boundary treatments. 
 
4.3 10/17/0250: Full planning application for works to straighten and 

upgrade Spring Meadows Road  
 

4.4 Approve subject to:  
 

(i) Delegated authority is given to the Director of Growth and Development to 
approve planning permission subject to an agreement under Section 106 of 
the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 as noted above. 

 

Should the Section 106 agreement not be completed within 6 months of the 

date of the planning application being received, the Director of Growth and 

Development will have delegated powers to refuse the application.  

 

(ii) Conditions which relate to the following matters: 

 Commence within 3 years;  

 Drainage scheme;  

 Construction method statement; and 

 Technical details and traffic calming to be agreed, to be built to adoptable 
standards. 

 
4.5 10/17/0414: Variation to Section 106 Planning Obligation  

 
4.6 Approve. 
 
4.7 10/17/0418: Removal of Condition No.8 on Outline Planning Approval 

10/12/0933 
 

4.8 Approve subject to: 
 

(i) Delegated authority is given to the Director of Growth and Development to 
approve planning permission subject to an agreement under Section 106 
of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 as noted above. 
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Should the Section 106 agreement not be completed within 6 months of the 
date of the planning application being received, the Director of Growth and 
Development will have delegated powers to refuse the application. 
 
 

5 PLANNING HISTORY 
 

5.1 Outline Planning Permission was granted in July 2013, reference 10/12/0933 
for the erection of up to 133 no. new dwellings, subject to the following 
conditions: 
1. Application for approval of reserved matters within 3 years; 
2. Reserved matters to be approved before commencement (appearance, 

landscaping, layout and scale); 
3. Samples of materials; 
4. Arboricultural method statement and tree protection plan; 
5. Contaminated land desk study and site investigations; 
6. Contaminated land validation report; 
7. Unexpected contamination; 
8. Off-site highway works; 
9. Protection of visibility splays; 
10. Construction method statement; 
11. Hours of construction; 
12. Existing and proposed ground levels; 
13. Acoustics report and sound attenuation; 
14. Drainage scheme; 
15. Archaeological investigation scheme; 
16. Dust suppression scheme; 
17. Monitoring of noise and vibration during works; 
18. Investigations to identify risks from recorded mine entries; 
19. Remove permitted development rights for classes A-F; 
20. Provide large family housing specified; 
21. Implement in accordance with submitted details. 

  
 

6 CONSULTATIONS 
 
6.1 Arboricultural Officer 

No comments received. 
 

6.2 Drainage Section 
No objections, subject to conditions.   
 

6.3 Education Section 
No objections.  There are sufficient school places to meet the pupil yield from 
these developments. 

 
6.4 Environmental Services 

Road widths to accommodate refuse vehicles, including turning circles to 
minimise reversing, plus also space at each plot to accommodate 3 bins. 
 

6.5 Public Protection 
Advised that comments will be provided in relation to noise, cooking odour, 
ground contamination and air quality; to be reported in the Committee Update 
Report. 
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6.6    Local Highways Authority 

Summarised and bulleted comments: 
- Tekgrip DSR material should be introduced. 
- The private drive space being created to serve plots 75-80, would appear 

to be lacking distinctiveness and character and would appear disjointed. 
- The footpath transition through the site need to be reaffirmed, the latest 

drawing shows a dotted line at what is assumed is the back of a 
footway/service verge. Clarification is necessary.  

- Tracking of refuse vehicle is awaited. 
- Sightlines have not been received [not necessary as conditioned on the 

outline approval]. 
- All drives should be 5.5m in length to accommodate a single vehicle and 

11m in length if the arrangement was to park one vehicle behind the other. 
- A condition should be attached to ensure all visibility splays are kept 

unhindered. [This is a condition of the outline permission]. 
- There should be a condition attached to ensure completion of the road is 

tied in with this development proposal.   
- Details of the road narrowings should be conditioned. 
- More detail is needed to show what would be presented to the Spring 

Meadows frontages, in terms of boundary treatments. 
- The Spring Meadows road should be built to adoptable standards, and 

traffic calming to be agreed. 
- A condition survey is to be carried prior to commencement of development 

and also once base course is laid to ensure that the any defects can be 
recorded.   

- A resolution to the road which has remained unadopted for many years is 
welcomed, and would encourage collaborative working with the developer 
to enable us to proceed towards adoption as soon as is practicable. 

- Informatives recommended. 
 
6.7 Public Rights of Way Officer 

With regard to the Planning Policy, the development plan asks that “The 
development does not directly affect any public right of way, unless the right 
of way is maintained or the proposal provides for its replacement by an 
equally attractive, safe and convenient route.”  
Whilst the development does directly affect a public right of way (FP 202) in 
terms of its “use and enjoyment by the public” i.e. it replaces a green field 
path with a semi-urban shared use path, it does appear to be ‘maintained’ on 
its current alignment and as such meets the policy test. 
Further comments were provided for information for the developer in terms of 
highways legislation. 

 
6.8 Lancashire Constabulary 

No objections, but recommended measures to reduce crime risk including: 
- Door and window standards; 
- Fencing details and lockable gates; 
- Security lighting;  
- Cul-de-sac layout; and 
- Surveillance of landscaped areas. 

 
6.9 Coal Authority 

Initially raised a concern that the location of historic mine entries should be 
identified in order to inform the site layout.  This information has subsequently 
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been provided by the applicant, and if further comments are provided from the 
Coal Authority they will be reported in the Committee Update Report. 

 
6.10 Electricity Northwest 

Considered the proposal and provided advice for the applicant.  Also 
confirmed that there is a 6.6kV wood pole line crossing the proposed site, 
which will require to be diverted.  

 
6.11 Environment Agency 

Confirmed that no comment to be provided. 
 

6.12 Capita Ecology 
Capita Ecology commented on the initial layout and landscaping scheme, 
recommending adjustments to the wildlife corridor and the planting details.  
The site layout was subsequently amended, and revised landscaping details 
are to be provided in advance of the committee meeting to address these 
matters; to be reported in the Update Report for Committee. 

 
6.13 United Utilities 

No comments received. 
 

6.14 Clinical Commissioning Group 
Confirmed no comments to make. 

 
6.15 NHS 

No comments received. 
 
6.16 Public consultation has taken place, with over 250 letters posted to 

neighbouring addresses; a press notice has been published; and site notices 
displayed.  In response, 13 residents have submitted letters of objection 
which are shown within the summary of representations below. 

 
 

 
7         CONTACT OFFICER:  Helen Holland, Planning Team Leader (Strategy).  
 
8 DATE PREPARED: 13th April 2017 
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Summary of Representations 

 

Objections:- 

 

Miss J Reeves, 9 Pole Lane Darwen  
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D, Holden 66 Rudyard Drive Darwen 
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Jason Barton 14 Rudyard Drive Darwen  
 
 
Whilst we and others still strongly object to the development, I have some issues with 

the latest plans that were submitted 

 

Firstly the development has a row of semi detached houses which back onto Rudyard 

Drive. Why have those house been placed there. Could they have not been on the 

border of the field on the opposite side of Rudyard Drive, so that they would not back 

onto other property? 

 

Also the developer has indicated a stretch of land bordering the back of our gardens 

and the back of the proposed new build, in effect a no mans land. Whilst we are 

content with that, who would maintain that stretch and do the developers intend to 

plant any trees/bushes? Again if so who maintains these? 

 

Next the issue of drainage. There is a natural spring which flows underneath a lot of 

the properties on Rudyard Drive. Do the developers intend to divert this spring to the 

drains they install. What we don’t want to happen is that further waters are diverted 

under our properties 

 

When the original plans were drawn up, many years ago now, they didn’t take into 

account any further development that could take place on the land south of Spring 

Meadows. A planning application has now been granted on that land. This will mean 

a further 200+ house, potentially with 2 cars per household. What has the developer 

or council  in mind for traffic flow and calming, given that pole lane is a busy stretch 

of road and is used a rat run for traffic going to and from Bolton avoiding using the 

main road in Darwen 

 

I hope the above views are taken into account when finally deciding the application 
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Clive Weston 106 Pole Lane Darwen 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 355 of 437



J. E. Reeves 9 Pole Lane 
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Stuart & Diana Conn 8 Spring Meadows Darwen 
 
 
Hi, I would like to object to the planning application, I know planning was originally 

passed for this site despite the objections of the local residents, I would like to point 

out that in December 2012 permission was granted for the build to start by December 

2014 it did not so permission lapsed. If permission is again granted what conditions 

would be imposed and if so why bother when the developer can ignore the deadline 

and just re-apply for permission at a later date? What is the point of having a deadline 

in the first place? I would also like to point out that the lane leading to Spring 

Meadows is currently un-adopted by the council and has been the case since 1995 

since the estate was built. With no apparent progress towards it becoming adopted. 

The current owners have not in anyway maintained the verges or road surface and 

have left it as an abandoned scrubland. Has the appropriate permission to obtain 

access on to the lane for the eight driveways been obtained? Eight houses with direct 

access off Spring Meadows Lane would cause serious congestion to an already 

narrow and convoluted lane, having travelled up and down this lane for the last 

twenty odd years I can safely say it is just about fit for practice any more traffic 

accessing the lane would be a problem, anyone visiting one of the said eight houses 

and no pulling directly on to their drives would seriously impede the right of way for 

other road users 
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Bethany Wolstencroft  22 Pole Lane 
 
  
 
As I very keen animal lover, I am absolutely disgraced with your decision to erect 110 

dwellings at pole lane.  

There are thousands of animals on that field such as; Rabbits, Badgers, deer, stouts, 

mice, foxes, hedgehogs. This is just some of the wildlife that lives there. You will be 

destroying their homes, they will have no where else to go to. They will die. I do not 

understand, as you are supposed to support the wildlife but yet you will kill off 

thousands just to create some homes that aren't even needed. There are plenty of 

houses for people to live in, so why do we need more?  

I am completely disgusted with this idea, If you were going to do anything in them 

fields, why not create a wildlife reserve? Instead of making many animals homeless 

and even creating death.  
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Helen Johnson 26 Spring Meadows Darwen 
 
 
 
With reference to the above planning application.  I would like to repeat comments 

that I have already submitted to previous plans.  The plans still indicate a number of 

houses/drives that have access directly on to the existing lane that is used to access 

Spring Meadows, Moorlands Court and the farmland beyond.   

 

This lane is not designed to cope with a large volume of traffic and it is not very 

wide.  The existing use of the lane is already quite high and is not really wide enough 

for two cars to pass whilst both are moving.  Adding a number of houses that will 

only have access via that lane is not going to help, and, no matter how much space is 

given to driveways and garages, people no longer use them for the purposes originally 

intended, they park on the road and the road in question is a narrow windy lane that 

will very quickly become congested with cars parked on it – you only have to look at 

the number of cars and vans and sometimes caravans that are parked around Spring 

Meadows to realise that garages and driveways are not used for parking!   The 

planning assumption of two cars per house is also out of date, many households 

nowadays have 3 or 4 depending on the business they are in or the number of grown 

up children, so again, inevitably they will spill out onto the narrow, windy lane. 

 

I’ll be honest – I don’t want houses to be built on the fields, it’s nice having the horses 

and the greenery to look at.  I know that is not a reason to object and I know that this 

will eventually go ahead, but please be sensible with it – unless the lane is upgraded, 

which these plans are not showing, then do not have houses leading straight out on to 

the existing Spring Meadows lane, it will not work, it will cause chaos and frustration. 

 

 

 
 
Mr & Mrs Fort 1 Pole Lane Darwen 
 
Regarding the planning application from Ruttle plant holdings, it would be better if 

the council got builders to finish off what they have started like the housing 

development at the bottom sudell rd on the main road where now it is a mess, is this is 

what's going to happen again an us occupiers will have to look at a mess , there are 

plenty of brown field areas in Darwen that could provide cheap new housing for the 

young couples wanting to start on the housing ladder instead of ruining a country area 

here at Pole lane, I absolutely oppose the building of houses here on Pole lane,  
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Mrs Emma Jefferson 22 Pole Lane Darwen 
 
I am writing to oppose the planning of 110 dwellings on Pole Lane Darwen. I am against this 
for a number of reasons. Firstly the building of these homes will have a massive impact on 
our privacy. We bought our home 6 years ago because of its location; woodland at the back 
and open fields at the front. The building of these houses will mean we will be directly 
overlooked. Secondly the level of traffic will increase which is already a problem, creating 
noise and pollution in the area.  
The field that has been proposed is a home to lots of wildlife including deer, badgers, 
hedgehogs, birds of prey, foxes, stoats, field mice, rabbits. Our family see this wildlife on a 
daily basis and are appalled that hundreds of animals will be forced from their homes in 
order to make way for buildings. This land should be protected not destroyed. Lastly, I am 
concerned regarding this risk of flooding to my home during heavy rainfall. The land 
currently acts like a sponge during heavy rainfall and once flooded, a moderate flow of water 
persists down Pole Lane until the field has drained. Building on this land will prevent this 
sponge like effect, causing a flood risk to surrounding properties, such as mine and my 
neighbours. 
 
Please consider my comments, I am totally against this proposal and see no benefit to 
Darwen in building these dwellings at this site. 
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David Bent 55 Chapter Road Darwen 
 
With reference to the above application I wish to pass comment with regard to a 
number of issues: 
  
1.  The inadequacy of the road system within the area to deal with an increased load 
- 
 

I note from the plans that the routes out from the new housing estate will be via 
Pole Lane.  From this lane there are only three possible exits.  
 

1. Via Marsh House Lane – through an already busy double mini roundabout system 
(with traffic calming measures) which forms significant queues at peak times. 

2. Via Priory Drive – which subsequently either leads to the congested double mini 
roundabout noted above or past the new Academy with a 20mph limit and a 
considerable number of children at school opening and closing times.  This route 
also contains significant traffic calming measures.  Additionally there is already an 
intention to extend the end of Priory Drive thus creating a busy crossroads at this 
location.   

3. Via Redearth Road – meeting at a very difficult junction adjacent to two narrow, 
angled, railway bridges where traffic already builds up significantly at peak times 
leading to significant queues building up northwards on Pole Lane which, with 
additional traffic from the proposed development, would easily back-up and pass 
the proposed entrance to this development. 
  

I would therefore contend that the location is not suitable from the perspective of 
the additional traffic flow in the area. I would object to the proposed planning 
permission on the grounds that the road network is not suitable for additional 
traffic. 
 

 2.  The inappropriateness of the site and setting for the development –  
 

The section in the original report for Outline Application (10/12/0933) referencing 
the application site and its setting is disingenuous and misleading in its comments.  
The report on the Reserved Matters Application (10/16/0789) continues these 
implications. 
 

1.  Under a picture of rural cottages the Outline Application states that “The two 
storey dwellings are rural in character but their terracing and the addition of 
three storey properties provides a more urban feel along the street scene.”  It 
fails to note that the “three story property” is clearly rural in character and is a 
small, old school building over 200 years old adjacent to an old burial ground.  
The roof line and eaves of this property appear no more than the average 
modern detached house because the property is both small and sits below the 
level of Pole Lane.  The implication of the report is that the “terracing” of the 
cottages provide an “urban feel” this is clearly not the case.  This impression is 
furthered in the Reserved Matters Application by stating that “The site is 
predominantly surrounded by detached, semi-detached and terrace housing 
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with the majority being in new British vernacular in style.”(sic). The terraced 
properties referred to are old weavers’ cottages and in no way similar to brick or 
stone built terraces of the nineteenth and early twentieth century or “new 
British vernacular.”   

 

2.  The Outline Application states that the site is enveloped by urban land to the 
north, east and west.  The Reserved Matters Application states that the site is 
predominantly surrounded by housing.  This is stretching the truth somewhat.  
The land to the north is indeed a housing estate.  However, the land to the east 
is only a small housing development and the so-called urban land to the west 
consists of a small row of mainly weavers’ cottages.  

 

3.  The Reserved Matters Application (10/16/0789) includes a panoramic view 
which, by the very nature of such views, shows a distorted image which gives 
the impression of significant housing on the west side of Pole Lane opposite the 
proposed site.  These properties are, in fact a small row of weavers’ cottages 
and the small former school mentioned above.   

 

4.  I contend that this development will isolate an area of open land to the west 
of Pole Lane thus reducing the continuous open, undeveloped landscape in this 
area.  This is not simply a continuation of a housing estate but a development 
that will cut off areas of woodland and open land thus damaging far more of the 
landscape than that used for the construction of the houses.  On page 15 of the 
report relating to the Reserved Matters Application it clearly shows how the 
development of this site will lead to the near surrounding of land to the west of 
Pole Lane. 

 

 

I would therefore contend that the location is not suitable from the perspective of 
the setting for the application. I would object to the proposed planning permission 
on the grounds that the setting is not suitable for the additional buildings. 
  
3.  The lack of school places within the immediate area –  
 

There are two schools within the immediate area of the proposed development 
these are St Peter’s Church of England School in Darwen and St Paul’s Church of 
England School in Hoddlesden.  One of these schools is near to capacity and one is 
over subscribed.  While there are other schools within the Darwen area the fact that 
the nearest schools are not able to accommodate the expected increase in the 
number of pupils will clearly lead to an increase in the number and duration of car 
journeys taking place at the busiest times of day.  This will lead to an exacerbation of 
the issues raised in point 1 (above). 
  
 

I would therefore contend that the location is not suitable due to the lack of school 
places in the immediate area. I would object to the proposed planning permission on 
the grounds that the current schooling facilities are inadequate. 
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Furthermore this application fails to consider that there is already much land in the 
Darwen area that is either available for housing or already has planning permission 
for dwellings such as the old Belgrave Mill site, the old Moorland School site, the Pot 
House pub site, etc. 
 

  
In conclusion, therefore, I contend that the application should be rejected on the 
grounds of traffic flow (point 1 above), an inappropriate setting (point 2 above) and 
a lack of school places in the immediate area (point 3). 
 

  

 
Cath Marsden 112 Pole Lane Darwen 
 
I am writing with regards to the proposed development of 110 houses off Pole Lane. 
 
My family and I live on Pole Lane. In terms of the local infrastructure, the idea of another 
110 families in this area is deeply worrying. Pole Lane is already too busy, the volume of 
traffic is ridiculous and only seems to be getting heavier, with many drivers travelling well in 
excess of the 30mph speed limit. The traffic is a major concern, both for noise and safety 
issues. Attempting to leave the drive is often precarious, with much of Pole being single 
parked. 
 
I have no doubt that the proposed development will go ahead, but as a resident I urge you 
to consider speed restriction measures. Marsh House Lane is much slower because of the 
speed bumps and I think Pole lane would benefit from the same measures. Speed bumps are 
needed from the top to the bottom of Pole Lane, not just at the access to the development - 
it is the volume and speed of all vehicles using Pole Lane that needs to be managed, not just 
the entrance to the proposed site. A speed restriction of 20mph would also be sensible. 
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REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR                          Plan No: 10/16/1301 
 

Proposed development:  Full Planning Application for single storey side (south west) extension, single 
storey side (north east) extension, gable insertion to rear and single storey front extension to existing 
building. 
Site address:   The Paddock, Entwistle Hall Lane, Turton, Bolton, BL7 0LR 
Applicant:   Mrs Ann-Marie Thornley 
Ward:  North Turton with Tockholes 
 

Councillor Colin Rigby  

Councillor Jean Rigby  
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1.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
1.1 Approve, subject to conditions. 

 
2.0 KEY ISSUES/SUMMARY OF PLANNING BALANCE 
2.1 The proposed extensions are to an existing building that has extant 

consent for a residential conversion. The proposals have been 
amended during the assessment of the application, to reduce the 
overall scale. 

2.2 The main issues for assessment are the impact of the proposal upon 
the openness of the green belt and the impact of the proposal upon the 
adjacent Grade II* Listed Building.  

2.3 It is considered that, on balance, the proposal would present a visually 
attractive proposal, which would not have a harmful impact upon the 
openness of the Green Belt, nor have a harmful impact upon the 
adjacent Grade II* Listed Building, taking account of all relevant 
material planning considerations.  
 

3.0 RATIONALE 
3.1 Site and Surroundings 

The building is a two storey stone built structure with a dual pitched 
slated roof. It is sited to the north west of Entwistle Hall, a Grade II* 
building located off Entwistle Hall Lane. The building was originally 
constructed as 2no. stables and a garage following consent in 1988. 

3.2 Following its approval to convert to a residential dwelling in 2012, the 
permission was implemented and the consent became extant. 
Therefore, Members should note that the site has an extant consent for 
a residential dwelling. 

3.3 The site is located in the green belt, and is accessed from Entwistle 
Hall Lane.  
 

3.4 Proposed Development 
3.5 The proposal seeks to add extensions to the building, to form larger 

living accommodation as part of the extant residential conversion. A 
gable addition is to be added to the rear roof slope, a single storey side 
extension and a single storey side and front extension are proposed. 
Materials are proposed to match the existing dwelling.  

3.6 Amended plans have been sought through the assessment of the 
application. The original scheme proposed a two storey front extension 
and a detached garage.  
 

3.7 Development Plan 
3.8 Core Strategy 

CS14: Green Belt 
 

3.9 Local Plan Part 2 
Policy 3: Green Belt 
Policy 8: Development and People 
Policy 9: Development and the Environment 
Policy 10: Accessibility and Transport 
Policy 11: Design 
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Policy 39: Heritage 
 

3.10 Other Material Planning Considerations 
3.11 National Planning Policy Framework  

Notably, paragraphs 89 and 135 which detail: 
89: A local planning authority should regard the construction of new 
buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: […] the 
extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original 
building […]; 

135: The effect of an application on the significance of a non-
designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining 
the application. In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly 
non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required 
having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of 
the heritage asset. 

3.12 Assessment 
3.13 The key issues of consideration in the assessment of this application 

are: 

 Impact upon openness of the green belt 

 Impact upon the setting of the listed building 

 Neighbouring amenity impact 

 Design  

 Ecology 

 Drainage 
 

3.14 Impact upon openness of the green belt 
3.15 The proposal must be considered in the context of paragraph 89 of 

NPPF and Policy 3 of the Local Plan Part 2, which requires that 
extensions of alterations to a building are appropriate in the green belt, 
providing that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and 
above the size of the original building.  

3.16 The extensions, as amended, add some 37.5 square metres of 
footprint to the building. This equates to around 50% of additional floor 
space. It is considered that the additions, even in their reduced form, 
still add a fair amount of floor space to the original building and could 
be considered to represent disproportionate additions; thus constituting 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 

3.17 However, it is considered appropriate to assess whether there are any 
other material considerations in this case which constitute very special 
circumstances to outweigh the perceived harm to the Green Belt.  

3.18 The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green 
Belts are their openness and their permanence. It is noted that whilst 
building floor space is one measure to assess the size of a building, 
another is its mass and volume.  

3.19 The proposals form single storey additions to the side and partially to 
the front, which would have limited impact upon the openness of the 
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green belt due to their modest mass and volume. The addition of the 
gable to the rear also has no significant impact upon openness, given 
its small scale and location being beneath the main apex of the roof.  

3.20 Furthermore, the building is not an isolated structure in the Green Belt, 
but surrounded by other dwellings, within the Entwistle Hall complex. 
As such, the principal consideration is that the extension would not 
harm the openness of the Green Belt or the visual amenities of the 
Green Belt in terms of the proposal’s size, scale, design, materials and 
character.  

3.21 In light of this, it is concluded that these are material considerations 
which constitute very special circumstances to outweigh the perceived 
harm to the Green Belt due to the disproportionate increase in size of 
the floor space above that of the original building. Compliance with 
Policy 3 and NPPF is considered to be achieved. 
 

3.22 Impact upon the setting of the listed building 
3.23 Policy 39 requires that development with the potential to affect any 

designated or non-designated heritage asset, either directly or 
indirectly including by reference to their setting, will be required to 
sustain or enhance the significance of the asset.  
 

3.24 The scheme, as amended, has significantly less impact on the setting 
of the listed building than previously submitted; with the front extension 
concealed by the boundary wall and fence. There would be limited 
harm to the setting of the listed building, and as such, the proposal is 
considered to comply with Policy 39 of the Local Plan and NPPF.  
 

3.25 Neighbouring amenity impact 
3.26 Policy 8 requires development will be permitted where it can be 

demonstrated that it would secure a satisfactory level of amenity and 
safety for surrounding uses and for occupants or users of the 
development itself.  
 

3.27 The proposal has elements which could cause neighbouring concern. 
The single storey side extension to the north east could result in a 
sense of overlooking or dominance towards no. 3 Entwistle Hall and 
Entwistle Hall Barn. However, the impact is mitigated by the stone wall 
and fencing boundary to Entwistle Hall and the landscaped boundary to 
Entwistle Hall Barn. Furthermore separation distance between 
buildings is adequate.  
 

3.28 The rear gable insertion features 2no. windows which would directly 
overlook the Entwistle Hall Barn, along with roof light insertions to the 
rear roof slope. However, both windows in the gable serve bathrooms, 
and can be obscure glazed by condition which would satisfactorily 
mitigate the impact. Furthermore, the rooflights are secondary windows 
to the bedrooms and can also be obscure glazed by obscure by 
condition to mitigate the impact.  
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3.29 The single storey side and front extension would not result in significant 
neighbouring concerns, given the single storey nature, location of 
neighbouring dwellings and existing boundary treatments.  
 

3.30 As such, the neighbouring impact is considered compliant with Policy 8 
of Local Plan Part 2. 
 

3.31 Design 
3.32 Policy 11 requires all new development to present a good standard of 

design and will be expected to demonstrate an understanding of the 
wider context; and make a positive contribution to the local area.  
 

3.33 The existing building is a modest stone structure, originally constructed 
to serve as an ancillary garage/stables to the Grade II* Entwistle Hall. 
The appearance, materials, design and scale of the proposals are 
considered to be appropriate to the setting of the local area, and would 
form sympathetic additions to the host building.  
 

3.34 It is noted that the Conservation and Design Officer has some concerns 
over the front extension, however, this element is not considered to be 
sufficiently harmful to warrant refusal of the application. The 
Conversation and Design Officer has also recommended a condition 
requiring the submission of fenestration details. However, this is not 
considered necessary given the existing age and design of the building.  
 

3.35 Overall, the proposal is considered to present a good standard of 
design, compliant with Policy 11. 
 

3.36 Ecology 
3.37 Policy 9 of Local Plan Part 2 details that development likely to damage 

or destroy habitats or harm species of international or national 
importance will not be permitted. 
 

3.38 The application has been supplemented with a Survey & Assessment 
in respect of Bat Species and Nesting Birds, (including Barn Owl). 
There is no current evidence of roosting bats found in the buildings. It is 
considered that this satisfies the requirement to address biodiversity 
and no further information is required prior to the determination of the 
application.  
 

3.39 However, all of the measures in Section 5 of the Ecology Report must 
be included as planning conditions. This is required in order to 
safeguard protected species and to ensure that the development 
proceeds in line with the Policy 9 and NPPF.  
 

3.40 Drainage 
3.41 It has been brought to the attention of the Council’s drainage section 

that the watercourse on the site has been moved prior to this 
application, a matter currently under investigation. This culverting work 
has increased the risk of flooding in the area.  
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3.42 As such, it is considered necessary to restore the watercourse to its 
former route in open cut, although Drainage had added that they would 
allow a section to be culverted under the drive to the building. A 
condition requiring this detail to be submitted and implemented prior to 
commencement of development would be required, in accordance with 
Policy 9 of Local Plan Part 2.  
 

3.43 Neighbouring comments 
3.44 The comments raised by neighbouring dwellings which are material to 

the planning application have been address within the main body of the 
report. All other objections are non-material and cannot be considered 
by the Local Planning Authority. A summary of neighbouring objections 
is contained within 6.2.  

3.45 We have also received a letter from the former owner of the site, 
detailing a response to the objections. This is contained  within 6.3. 
 

4.0 RECOMMENDATION 
4.1 Approve; subject to conditions –  

1. Development to commence within 3 years 
2. Watercourse to be returned to its original location; plans 

to be submitted for approval and implementation prior to 
commencement of development. . 

3. Materials to be submitted for approval 
4. Obscure glazing to the first floor northwest facing 

windows and roof lights. 
5. Stone coursing, texture and colouring  to match existing  
6. All measures outlined in section 5.0 of Survey & 

Assessment in Respect of Bat Species and Nesting 
Birds, (including Barn Owl) to be implemented.  

 
5.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
5.1 There are various planning applications and listed building applications 

relating to Entwistle Hall, however, the most relevant planning history is 
the application for the building, being: 

5.2 10/88/0825 (and 836 – Listed Building Consent) – Full planning 
application for a single storey rear extension and the erection of a 
garage and stable in paddock area. The application was approved on 
24/10/89.   

5.3 10/12/0068 – Full planning application for conversion of annex to 
dwelling. The application was approved by Planning and Highways 
Committee on 24 January 2012. 

5.4 10/15/1233 – Retrospective full application for construction of stone 
wall topped with cedar fence. The application was approved under 
delegated powers on 12 January 2016. 

5.5 10/15/1363 – Section 73 Variation of condition application to remove 
the requirement for the use of obscure glazing to the ground floor front 
windows. The application was approved under delegated powers on 22 
January 2016. 
 

6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
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6.1 Public Consultations: 5 neighbouring properties were consulted by 
letter, a site notice was erected and press notice was published. 
Objections have been received from 9 residents. 1 letter of comment 
has been received from the former owner.  

6.2 Please see the objections from residents below:  
 

Andy & Sandra Chemney Old Hall Barn Entwistle 06/02/17 

Hello Kate - I’m writing to formally object to the planning application for The Paddock - 

10/16/1301. The application states that the building is a stable converted to a barn. It’s not a 

barn and never has been. It’s a garage. To my knowledge there has never been a change of 

use from a garage to residential accommodation? Access onto Hob lane is already 

inadequate for those of us who live here (poor visibility when pulling out, narrow access 

with nowhere to pass) and adding another dwelling will just increase congestion on Hob 

Lane and the drive we all share. The garden wall to the west of our property (see attached 

image) is listed and would surely be affected by trucks carrying building materials to and 

from the site. 

13/03/17 

Hello Kate - I’m writing to formally object to the above planning application as I understand 
an amendment has been added. The amendment actually increases the size of the building 
and is unacceptable to us for many different reasons but primarily because it still seems that 
the applicant believes that the building is a house. It has never been a house, just a garage. 
Access onto Hob Lane is already poor and the addition of another property would just add to 
the issues I have previously stated. 
 

22/03/17 

Hello Kate, I understand that there has been a further amendment to this planning 
application. My understanding is that the applicants have changed the type of glass used on 
some of the windows. Of course this does not change our general objection that the 
development of this former garage into a residence is completely out of character with the 
surrounding area/properties and we strongly object to the application. 
 

 
 
Sandra & Brian Taylor 3 Entwistle Hall, Entwistle , Turton BL7 0L 
09/02/17 
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Sandra & Brian Taylor 14/03/17 
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Sandra & Brian Taylor 28/03/17 
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 SEE ABOVE 
 

 
 
 
Sammy Winward, Entwistle Hall Farm, Entwistle Hall Lane, Entwistle, 
BL70LR 06/02/17 
 

I have lived at my property since August 2007. Entwistle Hall Farm is at the opposite 

end of the Entwistle Hall and is semi-detached to the Hall. 

I was unaware that the garage had ever received planning permission as I did not 

receive notice that an application had gone in and the garage is further down the track 

to my house so if any notices were posted, I did not see them. My parents who live at 

Entwistle House (directly opposite the property) did not receive a formal notice and 

were only made aware when it was too late. I was very surprised that it was possible 

to detach a building from a house and get planning permission for a house so easily.  I 

last went in the garage approximately 10 years ago as I was a close friend of one of 

the step-daughters of Mr Foley and it was full of bikes and general garden items, there 

was certainly no evidence of anyone living there and as I was close to the family I 

knew that Max (who they are saying lived in the property) had moved away.  

As a lover of history, I was very attracted to the Hall and the beautiful surroundings 

which is why I chose to live there.  I have read that there was a building on the site 

around 1000 AD and that parts of the present building go back to the 1400s when 

Bertine Entwistle rode off with 15 archers to fight for Henry V.  He was knighted by 

Henry V for his bravery.  The Hall has also been inhabited by some of the 

oldest families in the area, each with their own history.  At one time the Hall was 

connected by a double row of trees to Entwistle New Hall (1600s) a few hundred 

yards away. I think it would be totally inappropriate to extend the current building in 

the Paddock to give it the appearance of modern estate house as shown in the plans.  It 

is only some 8-10 metres from the Hall and already completely dominates the part of 

the plot it is sited in.  When I wished to add a small porch to my house it took me a 

year to get planning permission and only by lengthy consultation with English 

Heritage (Historic England).  I had to match the stone and use limestone mortar which 

was colour matched to the stone/mortar in the Hall,  The style is very much in keeping 

with the date of the Hall and was designed by architects that specialised in historic 

buildings.   
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The solid oak door was hand-made and turned by an elderly gentleman that still had 

the machinery to  do work like that.  

 

 

I am stating all this as I feel that the proposed changes to the garage are totally 

inappropriate and not compatible with the surroundings and the Hall itself.  

Also, I do not understand why the garage has to be increased in size as surely the 

formula for allowing the building in the first place was calculated on the area of the 

Hall.  To my best knowledge, the garage had no formal heating, bathroom or toilet 

and no kitchen facilities.  Perhaps the son of the Foley's slept in their occasionally but 

it would not be possible to live there formally. I have researched whether the garage 

had any utility bills or council tax and there is none in existence. Therefore this 

property has never existed as a dwelling or been lived in independently. I used to live 

at No 5 Entwistle Hall with my parents from birth until I was 8 years old,  in 

Entwistle House from age 8 until 21 then in Entwistle Hall Farm for the past ten 

years. Therefore I have lived on this lane my whole life and I have probably seen 

Carol Foley's son (who they claimed lived in the garage) twice in the past 20 years. 

He did not live in that garage. 

I am assuming that no further buildings will be allowed as No 5 has a restrictive 

covenant stating that no further building work is allowed.  The intended garage is also 

sited above a culvert.  My neighbours have also stated that the proposed extension 

will be less than twenty metres away from the culvert which was diverted by Mr 

Foley in recent years and that they have been experiencing flooding/waterlogging 

since he carried out the work. My garden has also been extremely water logged and 

thick with mud since the work was done making it impossible for the children to play 

on the garden. I remember as a child and up until recently there was a stream which 

ran across the border of the garage land and just outside the garden of number 5. This 

has now disappeared and all the water is now spewing out of a single large diameter 
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pipe in the direction of the hall. The area where the stream was has been filled with 

earth. 

The other issue is the fact that the lane is already overused as it is a single track with 

no passing places and used by seven houses.  With the amount of delivery vehicles, 

utility vehicles, etc it is quite often the case that we have to reverse out of our track 

onto Entwistle Hall Lane to allow a vehicle out, and the houses that live further down 

the lane have to reverse down the (very narrow) track back to their houses.  Builders 

and contractors vehicles are only going to add to this problem especially as there not 

enough turning space outside the gate to the garage which has been placed opposite 

the entrance to my parents house at Entwistle House. The lane is in a very poor state 

and will not support and more traffic. 

 

The pictures submitted by Mr Foley on the previous planning application are greatly 

distorted and don't give an accurate picture of the areas involved. Certainly not the 

distance from the hall and the surrounding houses. 

My general feeling is one of astonishment that it is so easy to develop within the 

greenbelt and worry that this will only be the beginning. 

 

Mr & Mrs D Briggs Entwistle Cottage 06/02/17 

With reference to the above, we wish to register our opposition to the proposed building 
extension. 
We feel that this would be total over development of the site and that it is out of keeping 
with the immediate area in particular the historic grade 2star listed Entwistle Hall. There are 
several points on the application which are not entirely true, as this is a garage and has 
never been either residential for horses or humans also there are several trees and hedges 
on the site. 
This is an area of natural interest and beauty and to erect this extension would be totally out 
of character with the immediate surroundings and properties. 
 

 

Jane Winward Entwistle House, Enwistle Hall Bolton BL7  12/02/17 

I have been resident at Entwistle House (formerly Entwistle Chapel), adjacent to The Paddock, for 
twenty-five years.  Prior to this I lived at No 5 Entwistle Hall for nine years.  I love Entwistle – the peace, 
the quiet, the views, the dark night skies, the rusticity and the history of the place, and was looking 
forward as I enter my retirement to a continued enjoyment of this environment.   I look after both my 
grandchildren, aged 11 and 1 year, whilst my daughters are working, and have loved the fact that there 
is very little traffic, no noise and that they are surrounded by open countryside and the lovely historic 
Entwistle Hall.  I have included a paragraph about the history of the Hall, the original building of which 
goes back to 1250, as I think this was disregarded in the decision to give planning permission for a 
dwelling in the garage of No 5, and also a paragraph about the history of my own property, the former 
Entwistle Chapel, now known as Entwistle House. 
I would firstly like to point out the inaccuracies in the Planning Application before I list my formal 
objections: 
6.   A new access has been created to access the Paddock building along the 
      lane from Entwistle Hall Lane as formerly it was in the garden of No 5 
      Entwistle Hall.  Therefore, a new right of way would need to be created. 
10. The building has never had a formal parking area as it was built on the  
       garden area of No 5 and the area where the new garage is outlined was 
       agricultural land. 
11.  The applicant has not stated how they intend to connect to the sewer. 
       They have left this section blank. 
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12.  The vendor carried out works on the agricultural area of The Paddock 
       to divert a historic culvert which is clearly visible at the top end of the  
       triangle of land, close to the railway bridge.  Prior to this the culvert  
       water ran much closer to The Paddock building (several metres) and then 
       into a ditch/stream which ran along the hedged area, from the building to 
       the lane at the end of the garden of No 5.  No 5, No 3 and Entwistle Hall 
      Farm (at the opposite end of the Hall) have experienced hitherto  
       unknown severe waterlogging following these works, exacerbated  
       probably by the areas of hard standing which have recently been created 
       which would only get worse should more be introduced.                        
 
    The end of the new culvert pipe is 18 metres away from the line of the 
      proposed extension. 
 
     I would refer here to Agency Policy: 
 
     https:/www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/internet/544/3887/5894/41038125226.pdf 
 
     as perhaps the matter should be referred to the Environment Agency? 
 
     I do not understand what the applicant means by sustainable drainage 
     system.  Surely this would run into the garden of No 5 as the Paddock 
     building is less than two metres away from the garden of No 5? 
 
13. Regarding Biodiversity and Geological Conservation, we certainly have 
      bats and owls in the area.  Before the vendor of The Paddock diverted the 
      culvert and filled the stream which ran in a ditch at the bottom of the 
      garden, we had frogs, newts and still have a variety of birds in the trees 
      and hedgerow, which defined the edge of the stream.  It is possible that  
      the water was diverted and the stream filled in to make the development 
      acceptable for their planning application. 
 
   The steam was there for a great number of years.  My younger daughter, 
      is now 31, and I remember her falling face down in the stream when 
      she was eighteen months old.  My children used to go down to the stream 
      to search for wildlife.  The Paddock at that time was divided into two and 
      we used to keep a Shetland pony on our section so I am very familiar with 
      the land. 
 
      Features of Geological Conservation importance: 
 
      I would say that preserving the natural flow of water is very significant. 
      This has been severely disrupted and the gardens of No 5 No 3 and 
      Entwistle Hall Farm have been subjected to extreme waterlogging since 
      the work was carried out.  This has been exacerbated by the recent  
      creation of hard standing 
 
14.  The original planning permission was for a stable.  I believe that the  
      vendor applied for planning permission for a garage and stables.  They did 
      not at any point have horses, nor was the building erected in any way a 
      stable.  The building was created with an opening for an up and over 
      garage door but was certainly built to be proportionally big enough to 
      convert to a dwelling.  The garage door was boarded up and the ‘garage’ 
      used as a type of shed for bikes, garden items, storage, etc.  They created 
      a very low loft area in which you can only stand upright at the apex of the 
      roof joists.  The building was never converted to a barn and, to my 
      knowledge, it was never lived in.  The building did not have an  
      independent sewage connection or waste drainage, as far as I know. and  
      was never visibly illuminated.  My neighbours concur with me on this   
      There was never a change to residential use      
        
 
    The current owner of No 5 wanted to buy the building but was told that 
      The asking price would be £300,000 because of the ‘value of the land’. 
      In terms of complying with the conditions for converting the garage to a 
      dwelling, in that it has to be proved that it could not be used for any 
      other purpose, was this condition waived? 
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      In continuance of Point 14, it would be assumed that there would be 
      contamination into the watercourse that flows across the Paddock land 
      into the garden of No 5 and on by building works? 
 
15. There are hedges and trees on the proposed development land. 
 
 
The previous planning permission on this property has now expired and the applicant has stated that 
work has not started on the property.  This is evident when you look at the building.   
 
We did not receive notice at our address that planning permission had been applied for for a dwelling; 
neither did we see a notice posted anywhere.  We were informed by a neighbour when the three-week 
objection period had expired.  We would have most definitely objected.  The purchasers of No 5 were 
never consulted as statutory consultees – the vendor applied for planning permission a few weeks 
before they moved in. 
 
 
OBJECTIONS IN ADDITION TO THE FOREGOING; 
 
PROPOSED EXTENSION 
 
The existing Paddock building is a mere eight metres away from Entwistle Hall which is a Grade II* 
listed building and therefore falls within its curtilage. 
 
The affect of a proposed development on the setting of a listed building is a material consideration in 
determining a planning application.  Settings is defined as “the environment in which a heritage is 
experienced”. 
 
I would like to give a very brief history of the Hall as it would be easy to dismiss it as just an old building. 
 
Entwistle Hall was the original seat of the Entwistle family who owned the manor of Entwistle.  The Hall 
is reputed to have been built in 1200 by Robert de Entwistle.  The present day Hall was re-built in the 
fifteenth century with additions in the sixteenth century.  In 1657 it was divided into three buildings and 
some sixty years ago into four.  
 
One of the most distinguished inhabitants of the Hall was Bertine Entwisell, Viscount of Bricqbec, who 
rode off from the Hall with fifteen archers to fight for Henry V at the Battle of Agincourt in 1415.  He was 
later knighted by Henry V for his loyalty and bravery and because his knowledge of France gave Henry 
an advantage. 
 
Sir Bertine gained lands in France after the victory but eventually returned to England in 1450 after the 
loss of much of the English-held territory.  He lived to the age of 59, still a loyal Lancastrian, at Entwistle 
Hall.  He later fought for Henry V’s son, Henry VI, at the first battle of the Wars of the Roses, St Albans 
in 1455. 
 
The Hall has been inhabited by some of the oldest families in our area, each with their own unique 
history.  There have been alterations to the Hall over the centuries, which have in recent times been 
carefully controlled by English Heritage, now Historic England. 
 
When I lived in the Hall I dealt with English Heritage on many occasions in the preservation of the Hall 
and very strictly adhered to their very exacting conditions, including having stone mullions cut to the 
exact pattern of the existing mullions and colour matching the limestone mortar to the rest of the Hall. 
 
I therefore feel that the construction of a house that would grace a modern estate with floor to ceiling 
windows and sky lights would be totally in conflict with the aesthetics and ambience of the Hall and 
Entwistle House.  The siting and dimensions of the proposed house would completely dominate and 
tower above the Hall with a complete lack of privacy to the inhabitants at No 5 and Entwistle House and 
an intrusion of noise and light. 
 
I feel that both the Hall and Entwistle House are buildings whose ambience and settings should be 
preserved and should not be dominated by a new-build house.  The presence of a large house would 
completely destroy this amenity and is completely out of character with the surrounding historic 
buildings.  It also completely dominates the plot size and is an inappropriate encroachment on the 
surrounding curtilage.  Policy H8 and HD13. 
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Listed buildings account for about 2% of English building stock.  5.5% of these listed buildings have a 
Grade II* listed grading, putting Entwistle Hall amongst an extremely small number of historic buildings. 
 
In paragraph 132 of the NPPF it states “when considering the impact of a proposed development on the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.  
The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost 
through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  As heritage 
assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification”. 
 
The development would significantly impact on this Grade II* listed building.  I do not see that there is 
any clear and convincing justification for these works to be carried out. 
 
Has the formula which applies to creating an extension to the Hall (and building a garage) not already 
been applied in terms of square meterage? 
 
The proposal would by virtue of its size, siting and design, detract from the character and size of the 
Grade II* Entwistle Hall and as such would be contrary to Policy HD13 of the Blackburn with Darwen 
Borough Local Plan.  The single storey proposal exceeds 30% of the original dwelling and does not 
harmonize with the existing building, contrary to Policies RA9 and H8 of the Blackburn with Darwen 
Borough Council Local Plan.  The proposed extension, when viewed with previous extensions would 
result in a 51% increase in the ground floor area of the garage as originally constructed.  I would refer 
here to Policy RA9 of the Local Plan.  The proposal would result in an unacceptable loss of amenity to 
residents of Entwistle Hall, Entwistle House and Entwistle Hall Barn as a consequence of overlooking 
and dominance contrary to Policy RA9. 
 
I live in the Wesleyan Chapel (Entwistle House) on the other side of the lane to the Paddock.  The 
vendor of the Paddock has placed an entrance to the Paddock directly opposite my front gate, together 
with two other steel gates which detract from the appearance of both the Hall and Entwistle House.  The 
vendor has also constructed a large, ugly concrete box opposite the gate to Entwistle House in the 
Paddock land which is to apparently house a new gas and electricity supply for the Paddock.  This has 
been built next to the open pipe of a culvert.  The vendor also had a telegraph pole moved off the 
Paddock which is now placed next to my property.  He has shown a complete lack of regard for the 
aesthetics of the area or the amenity of the neighbours. 
 
The Chapel was built in 1872 by the local philanthropist, Mr James Barlow.  Gandhi has visited the 
Chapel with Mr Barlow.  Mr Barlow’s son, Thomas, became physician to Queen Victoria and attended 
her on her deathbed.  The body of Thomas Barlow is interred within a crypt in the garden of my house. 
As well as being used for Christenings, Weddings and Burials, the Chapel was also the social centre for 
the whole of the local countryside area.  The Chapel was sold to the gentleman who lives at No 1 
Entwistle Hall in 1966 and the gravestones were removed by the Methodists before the sale.  The 
Chapel is nestled in a rustic setting adjacent to The Paddock and close to the Hall and currently enjoys 
peace, quiet, picturesque views, open countryside and a total lack of light pollution.  I relate the history 
of my property as I feel that the proposed development will be sandwiched between two historically 
important buildings. 
 
The introduction of a dwelling with an entrance directly opposite my own will most certainly detract from 
the enjoyment of my property.   
 
The proposed dwelling show floor to ceiling windows which, at the left-hand side, will point directly at my 
house.  As this is the intended lounge area, one can only assume that this will be a permanent beacon 
of light, together with the skylights in the roof.   In the notes when granting planning permission to 
application 10/12/0068 it was stated: 
 

.       “the visual appearance of the development is acceptable and in keeping with the 
surrounding locality and landscape character. Given that there is only 1no. window 
proposed in lieu of the garage door”  

I would refer to NPPF, paragraph 89 which states that a local planning authority should regard the 
construction of new buildings as inappropriate.  This is, in effect, what this building will become.  In 
relation to this proposed application, the building seems to be doubling in size and the alterations are 
therefore totally disproportionate. 
 
If the building was not considered large enough to become a dwelling as it is, then why was it 
considered suitable for conversion to a dwelling? 
 

The previous planning recommendations also state: 
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. 5.4 Furthermore, no alterations are proposed to the structure, only internal alterations and the 

insertion of the window, demonstrating that the building is structurally sound and capable of 
conversion. 

The residents at No 5 Entwistle Hall were very willing to purchase the building at a fair market price, but 
obviously the £300,000 which the vendor asked for would not be a reasonable amount to pay for a 
garage.  As I mentioned in my prior notes on the Applicant’s form, I believe it is required that the prior 
applicant had to demonstrate that the building is not suitable for any other use (Policy 21 of the Local 
Plan).  Did the vendor meet with this text or was it waived? 
 
The building is crammed, already, into the corner of the plot closes to Entwistle Hall and already over 
dominates the area around it.  The proposal would by virtue of its substandard separation distance to 
Entwistle Hall lead to an unacceptable loss of amenity to residents at that address as a consequence of 
overlooking and dominance, contrary to the requirements of Policy H8 of the BDB Local Plan. 
 
The proposal is contrary to Policies 3, 11 and 21 of the Local Plan and paragraph 132 of the NPPF. 
 
It is noted that permitted development rights have been removed. 
 
Has the purchaser established that there is a legal right of way to the new access to the Paddock as it 
traverses three different ownerships of land? 
 
Sewage 

 
There is no independent sewage or water connection. 
 
Culvert 

 
I would draw attention to the culvert which comes out in the area of The Paddock close to the railway 
bridge which crossed the Paddock towards the middle of the land and ran into a long ditch/stream 
alongside the hedgerow behind the boundary of the of the garden of No 5 Entwistle Hall.  The vendor 
diverted the culvert to a point on the boundary closest to the lane, presumably to move it away from The 
Paddock building.  The stream has also been in-filled with earth.  Since these works were carried out 
there has been a disruption to the natural flow of water across this land and severe waterlogging of the 
garden at No 5, No 3 and Entwistle Hall Farm, which has never hitherto occurred.   
 
I would refer to the following Policy Document regarding culverts and water flow: 
 
https:/www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/internet/544/3887/5894/41038125226.pdf 
 
Were the necessary tests carried out?  Was permission obtained to carry out these works? 
 
The natural flow of water will also be disrupted by any areas of hard standing, which are created. 
 
The laws governing culverts are also pertinent to the building of a large concrete box on the Paddock 
land next to the open culvert pipe. 
 
Access 
 

The lane up to The Paddock’s new access is already oversubscribed, being a  
single-track lane used by seven properties.  We are already obliged on occasion to reverse into 
Entwistle Hall Lane (with pub traffic) to permit cars to exit the track, which is a laboured and dangerous 
manoeuvre.  Entwistle Hall Lane is a single-track lane itself and is frequently lined with the innumerable 
cars of walkers and people visiting The Strawbury Duck pub, particularly at weekends and during 
holidays.  We very often have to reverse back to our properties to allow cars to pass, with the added 
hazard of the listed wall opposite No 3 which curtails access for wide vehicles.  The new access to the 
Paddock would not accommodate large vehicles and the vendor of The Paddock has also placed a gate 
immediately next to The Paddock access and attached to my house boundary, preventing vehicles from 
travelling further up the track to turn round and also blocking the rear access to my house.  He lives in a 
converted barn several hundred yards further down the track. 
 
Further, in terms of the visual impact on the openness of the green belt, there is going to be a collection 
of cars sited on the agricultural land next to the house when it was quoted in the planning approval: 
 
.      “the provision of access, parking, and servicing is satisfactory and does not detract from the 

landscape character of the area; 
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PROPOSED GARAGE 
 
No 5 Entwistle Hall has a restrictive covenant written into their deeds, which prevents further 
building on the Paddock lane.  The purchaser has stated that he was unaware this existed. 

 
The garage would be sited very close to or over the culvert. 
 
It would be sited at a distance away from the Paddock building.  I would refer to Local Planning Policy 3 
here:  The building would have no direct relationship to the other building would not be viewed in the 
context of the other building and would detract from the openness of the green belt. 
 
I am attaching a refused planning permission application form from 1995, issued by the Borough of 
Blackburn Development Services, for a farming implement building on the very same piece of land: 
  
(Ref: DS/P/10.95/1155) 
Reasons for Refusal: 
1.  The proposed development would, by virtue of its siting, design and 
      facing materials, detract from the character and appearance of 
      Entwistle Hall, a Grade II* listed building. 
2.   The proposed structure would be inappropriately sited with the 
      agricultural unit. 
3.  The proposed development would result in a loss of amenity to occupiers 
      Of neighbouring residential premises 
Our water pipes which come into my property under the rear door of Entwistle  
House, cross this land and are protected by a 1908 easement. 
I apologise for the length of my objection, but this is something that will have great impact on my life and 
the lives of my neighbours. 

 

Jane Winward 27/03/17  

I have looked at the revised application and I am resubmitting my previous application as all 
the points I made still reapply.  There is no substantial change to the previous application. 
 The proposed plans are still doubling the size of the existing building and are now adding a 
modern looking tower.  There is still floor to ceiling glass to the side elevation facing my 
property which will be a constant source of light in a previously dark area.  I am still 
astonished that the garage has gained planning permission in an area of greenbelt which we 
all bought into with the belief that it would remain just that - greenbelt.  It seems grossly unfair 
that the only winner in this is Mr Foley who has gained in the region of £300,000 for this 
building (as it was listed with his estate agent).  Had he allowed Ms Hall to purchase the 
garage as she wanted to, we would all be able to continue our enjoyment of the area.  Mr 
Foley insisted on a price which had a built-in development factor and was prohibitive to 
someone acquiring the building as an outbuilding.  We all believed that it had to be proved 
that the building could not be used for any other purpose?  Ms Hall now has a potential house 
metres away from her house and, looking at the new plans, they are proposing windows 
overlooking the grounds of Entwistle Hall Barn with a subsequent loss of privacy to the 
owners.  It seems so easy now to develop in the greenbelt through a process of stealth.  I 
now have the entrance to this property opposite to my own gate with all the subsequent 
disruption and inconvenience. 
 
I believe that Blackburn Council are investigating the illegal removal of a water course (clearly 
shown on the plans) to open up the land for development which has led to water logging and 
flooding in the gardens of the Hall.  A large area of hardstanding has exacerbated this 
problem.  The proposed entrance/driveway into  the Paddock goes across the previous 
pathway of this watercourse and was substantially closer to the actual building. 
 
My original planning objection is attached.  (See Above) 
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Donna Hall, 5 Entwistle Hall BL7 0LR  08/02/17 

I am writing to formally object to the above Planning Application. I would also like to request 
that the decision is taken to Planning Committee given the nature of the decision and its 
impact on a Grade 2 star listed building and the surrounding hamlet of Entwistle. 
I have included photos of the current building and it's relationship to my home, number 5 
Entwistle Hall. 
My material Planning considerations reasons for objection are as follows: 
1) Greenbelt Policy: 
The proposal doubles the footprint of a modest dwelling. This is not in line with greenbelt 
policy. 
2) Loss of Privacy: 
The proposal includes a new gable overlooking my home with a window facing my bedroom. 
I've attached photos where you can see the height differential. The proposal will totally 
dominate my home. 
The reason we moved to Entwistle was the stillness, the peace, the beautiful dark skies and 
the quiet and this will be destroyed with floor the ceiling modern windows along the 
extension. 
Whenever the owners visit the building we can hear every word they say when in the garden 
as it is so close and the sound carried because it is so much higher than my home. 
3) Out of Character Development: 
The property is not in keeping with being in the grounds of a four hundred year old building. 
It is a modern design with a lot of glass that I will have to wake up to look at every day. 
The conservatory is squashed up right next to my wall (see below) and will be a constant 
source of noise and light. 
 
 
 
4) Garage: 
The ugly modern garage will be sandwiched between two historic buildings see below. I put 
in place a restrictive covenant to prevent the construction of any further dwellings on the 
land. The current owners were not informed of this when they bought the property. 
5) Drainage Issues: 
The garage and associated hard standing will further exacerbate the existing drainage 
problems we all experience caused by a diverted culvert put in place by the previous owner. 
The application wrongly states there is no water within twenty metres. There is a culvert 
which appears on the bat survey contradicting the application. 
6) Impact on a Grade Two Star Property: 
The design does not reflect the rest of the hall and dominates. 
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7) Sewage and Utilities: 
There is no independent sewage facility, water, gas or electricity. They are all connected to 
my property. 
8) Access: 
The property has no legal access. 
To conclude, the previous owner has mislead the applicant who has in turn mislead Planning 
officers with inaccurate information about the site which hopefully we have corrected. 
When I moved here I thought I was moving to a home I could live in for the rest of my life 
but now this has been threatened by an ugly design overlooking my home and ridiculously 
close. It is really in my garden. 
I know how many issues you have to deal with and how busy you are but I really do hope 
you can prevent this happening. It is so wrong. 
 

08/02/17 
I have some further more detailed policy comments I would like to make in support of my 
previous objection to the application. 

 
1) The principle of development: 
The site is within the green belt, and paragraph 89 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework ( NPPF) advises that; A local planning authority should regard the construction of 
new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 
 
* buildings for agriculture and forestry 
* provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for 
cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with 
the purposes of including land within it 
* the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building 
This is consistent with Policy 3 of your local plan which also talks about disproportionate 
additions over and above the original building. It therefore follows that if the additions are 
disproportionate, then the development constitutes inappropriate development in the 
green belt, and unless there are very special circumstances, then permission should be 
refused. My view is that the proposed extensions in this case are disproportionate. 
Neither the Council's policy or the national guidance defines what disproportionate is, and 
there has been much case law on the issue. However, in my view and based on various 
cases, there is a difference between the extension of a property which is currently used as a 
dwelling, and an extension to a property to facilitate its use as a dwelling. That is because, if 
a building requires such substantial extensions to be able to facilitate its use as a dwelling, 
then it is clearly not suitable for conversion. In this case, the extensions are substantial, and 
taken together with the double garage are in excess of double the size of the original 
building. Any reasonable person would view that as disproportionate.  
 
Policy 21 of your local plan (conversion of buildings in the countryside) sets out the test 
which need to be met. Part 1 requires the applicant to demonstrate that the building is not 
suitable for any other use, and that the applicant should demonstrate that every reasonable 
effort has been made to secure an alternative use for a period of at least 12 months. As the 
application has not been accompanied by a supporting statement, I assume that test has not 
been met.  
In addition, part 4 of policy 21 requires that "the buildings are large enough for the proposed 
use without the need for an extension which would be out of scale with the host building or 
incompatible with the character of the area" 
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My view is that the proposed extensions are out of scale and represent disproportionate 
additions to the original modest building. In terms of the character of the area, the building 
sits within the curtilage of a grade 2* listed building, in a rural setting. The original building 
would have been designed as a simple building, subordinate to the listed barn in design and 
scale. What is proposed is a building of massing and scale which would compete with the 
listed building, detract from its setting and by its design, not only destroy the character of 
the original host building, but be out of character in this rural setting. As such the proposal 
does not comply with policy 11 of the local plan (design). 
    
I would also draw your attention to paragraph 132 of the national planning policy 
framework, which states that " When considering the impact of a proposed development on 
the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's 
conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance 
can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or 
development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should 
require clear and convincing justification." 
In this case, it is not the impact on the asset itself, but its setting which is key. This proposal 
by its design and scale would significantly impact on the open setting of this important grade 
2 * listed building.  
In summary, the proposal is contrary to Policies 3, 11 and 21 of the Blackburn with Darwen 
local plan, and paragraphs 89 and 132 of the National Planning policy framework and should 
be refused planning permission. 
 
2. Impact on the character and openness of the green belt: 
 
Local plan Policy 3 and the NPPF are clear that any development in the green belt should not 
impact on its openness or the purposes of including land within it. I would draw particular 
attention to the double garage in this regard. This would be visible from outside the site, 
would not be viewed in the context of the original building and has no direct relationship to 
the group of buildings .As such it would appear as an isolated new building and would 
detract from the openness of the green belt in this location. For these reasons planning 
permission should be refused.   In addition, the building itself constitutes inappropriate 
development in the green belt, for which no very special circumstances have been put 
forward. 
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27/03/17 

 
I am writing to formally object to the above further Amended Planning Application. I would 
also like to request that the decision is carefully considered given the impact on a Grade 2 
star listed ancient Hall and the surrounding hamlet of Entwistle. 
"The Paddock" is a classic development by stealth. As you are aware the original planning 
approval from Mr Foley was for a stable. The stable was constructed with two upstairs 
bedrooms, a bathroom but sadly no space for a horse. 
It finally received retrospective approval to be "converted" to a dwelling. Nobody has ever 
lived in this property. 
The frosted glass at the rear which is the latest amendment does not detract from the 
disproportionate, ugly modern roofline, the incongruous dominance overlooking my home 
and the fact that the dwelling was approved according to it being substantial enough to live 
in without doubling its size within the proximity of an ancient hall. 
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Residents around here are mainly elderly people who have lived here all their lives. Each 
repeated very slight amendment mean we have to resubmit objections each time. The 
applicant must be hoping we will all eventually give up with each amendment but that won't 
happen. 
I would also like to request that this application is seen as a new application separate from 
the application to fill the former stable, former garage (now small house) door with stone 
five years ago. This work by a previous applicant was never started. 
I have included photos of the current building and it's relationship to my home, number 5 
Entwistle Hall. 
My material Planning considerations reasons for objection are as follows: 
1) Greenbelt Policy: 
a) The principle of development: 
The site is within the green belt, and paragraph 89 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework ( NPPF) advises that; A local planning authority should regard the construction of 
new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 
*             buildings for agriculture and forestry 
*             provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for 
cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with 
the purposes of including land within it 
*             the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building 
This is consistent with Policy 3 of your local plan which also talks about disproportionate 
additions over and above the original building. It therefore follows that if the additions are 
disproportionate, then the development constitutes inappropriate development in the 
green belt, and unless there are very special circumstances, then permission should be 
refused. My view is that the proposed extensions in this case are disproportionate. Both the 
size and type of the extensions would dominate my home (see the photos attached). 
The amended application has converted the conservatory to a solid brick built 'sun room' 
which is flush up against my party wall with no space to even walk around it. 
Neither the Council's policy or the national guidance defines what disproportionate is, and 
there has been much case law on the issue. However, in my view and based on various 
cases, there is a difference between the two extensions of a property which is currently used 
as a dwelling, and an extension to a property to facilitate its use as a dwelling. That is 
because, if a building requires such substantial extensions to be able to facilitate its use as a 
dwelling, then it is clearly not suitable for conversion. In this case, the extensions are 
substantial, and are in excess of double the size of the original building. Any reasonable 
person would view that as disproportionate. 
Policy 21 of your local plan (conversion of buildings in the countryside) sets out the test 
which need to be met. Part 1 requires the applicant to demonstrate that the building is not 
suitable for any other use, and that the applicant should demonstrate that every reasonable 
effort has been made to secure an alternative use for a period of at least 12 months. As the 
application has not been accompanied by a supporting statement, I assume that test has not 
been met. 
In addition, part 4 of policy 21 requires that "the buildings are large enough for the proposed 
use without the need for an extension which would be out of scale with the host building or 
incompatible with the character of the area" 
My view is that the proposed extensions are out of scale and represent disproportionate 
additions to the original modest building. In terms of the character of the area, the building 
sits within the curtilage of a grade 2* listed building, in a rural setting. The original building 
would have been designed as a simple building, subordinate to the listed barn in design and 
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scale. What is proposed is a building of massing and scale which would compete with the 
listed building, detract from its setting and by its design, not only destroy the character of 
the original host building, but be out of character in this rural setting. As such the proposal 
does not comply with policy 11 of the local plan (design). 
I would also draw your attention to paragraph 132 of the national planning policy 
framework, which states that " When considering the impact of a proposed development on 
the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's 
conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance 
can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or 
development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should 
require clear and convincing justification." 
In this case, it is not the impact on the asset itself, but its setting which is key. This proposal 
by its design and scale would significantly impact on the open setting of this important grade 
2 * listed building. 
In summary, the proposal is contrary to Policies 3, 11 and 21 of the Blackburn with Darwen 
local plan, and paragraphs 89 and 132 of the National Planning policy framework and should 
be refused planning permission. 
b) Impact on the character and openness of the green belt: 
Local plan Policy 3 and the NPPF are clear that any development in the green belt should not 
impact on its openness or the purposes of including land within it. I would draw particular 
attention to the double garage in this regard. This would be visible from outside the site, 
would not be viewed in the context of the original building and has no direct relationship to 
the group of buildings .As such it would appear as an isolated new building and would 
detract from the openness of the green belt in this location. For these reasons planning 
permission should be refused.   In addition, the building itself constitutes inappropriate 
development in the green belt, for which no very special circumstances have been put 
forward. 
The proposal doubles the footprint of a modest dwelling. This is not in line with greenbelt 
policy. 
2) Loss of Privacy: 
The amended proposal reduces the new gable previously overlooking my home with angle 
story extension flush up against my boundary wall. I've sent photos where you can see the 
four metre height differential and proximity to my home. The amended proposal will totally 
dominate my home, especially the weird, tall chimney stack. 
My neighbours Phil and Debbie will have their home immediately overlooked by the new 
proposed gable at the rear of the property. This will mean the applicant can look directly 
into their home through the elevated gable window. 
The reason we moved to Entwistle was the stillness, the peace, the beautiful dark night 
skies and the quiet and this will be destroyed with floor the ceiling modern windows along 
the extension. 
Whenever the owners visit the building we can hear every word they say when in the garden 
as it is so close to our shared boundary and the sound carries really clearly because it is so 
much higher than my home. 
3) Out of Character Development: 
The property is not in keeping with being in the grounds of a four hundred year old building. 
It is a modern design with a lot of glass that I will have to wake up to look at every day. 
4) Serious Drainage Issues: 
The associated hard standing around the extended property will further exacerbate the 
existing drainage problems we all experience caused by an illegally diverted culvert put in 
place by the previous owner Mr Foley without informing The Council or the Environment 
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Agency. The application wrongly states there is no water within twenty metres. There is a 
culvert which appears on the bat survey contradicting the application. 
Blackburn with Darren's drainage team are currently investigating the unauthorised 
diversion of the culvert which breaches Environment Agency and Council guidelines. 
5) Impact on a Grade Two Star Property: 
The design does not reflect the rest of the hall and totally dominates a historic hall with its 
elevated position four meters above the hall. 
7) Sewage and Utilities: 
There is no independent sewage facility, water, gas or electricity. They are all connected to 
my property. 
8) Access: 
The property has no legal access. 
To conclude, the previous owner has mislead the applicant who has in turn mislead Planning 
officers with inaccurate information about the site which hopefully we have corrected. 
When I moved here I thought I was moving to a home I could live in for the rest of my life 
but now this has been threatened by an ugly modern design so close to my boundary and 
overlooking my home and ridiculously close. It is really in my garden. 
I know how many issues you have to deal with and how busy you are but I really do hope 
you can prevent this happening. It is so wrong. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Page 392 of 437



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Cecil A Wild 1 Entwistle Hall BL7 0LR 09/02/17 & 27/03/17 

Firstly I wish to object on the grounds that what was originally applied for as a stable with no 
cars is now to become a house with two double garages which will add to to the HIGHWAY 
access problem which is already dangerous .If permission is granted additional cars will be 
traversing the unadopted single lane carriageway from the"Paddock's" proposed entrance 
down past Entwistle Hall to Entwistle hall Lane. 
 At present if a delivery van is turning in for Entwistle Hall Farm or Nos 1-5 when a car is 
trying to come out . the van has to BACK OUT on to Entwistle Hall Lane which is also single 
track. This is dangerous as some of the traffic is from the Strawberry Duck and the turning is 
concealed by hedges. The only passing place on the section past Entwistle Hall is the old 
farm yard which is frequently blocked by service vans or Sainsbury deliveries , royal Mail or 
parcel  vans and my cars. 
Secondly , the proposed enlargement is not in keeping with Entwistle Hall and its  two star 
listed walled garden.It  will spoil the aspect of the Old Hall and it' s peaceful gardens.. 
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Mr P & Mrs D Schofield, Entwistle Hall Barn, Entwistle Hall Lane, 
Bolton BL7 0LR  08/02/17 
 

We write in connection with the above planning application. We have examined the drawings 
and wish to object strongly to the application. 
We purchased our home in April 2015, primarily due to the tranquil private setting and it not 
being overlooked. Our initial plans had to be scrapped and scaled back once it became 
apparent the planning policies that apply to Entwistle and the green belt. 
Since then we have significantly invested both emotionally and financially to create our 
‘forever home’. The proposed application will have an adverse effect on our privacy. 
We OBJECT to this application for the following reasons...’ 
Loss of privacy 
The addition of three roof/Velux windows would result in a loss of privacy and have an 
adverse impact on our lives. There would be direct overlooking into our daughters’ 
bedroom/dressing area, into our lounge, garden room, patio and garden from the windows.  
We have been inside the ‘Paddock’ upstairs a few months ago and due to it originally being 
constructed as a garage, the floor level and the low pitch of the roof means the occupants will 
be directly looking out of these windows at eye level into our private house and garden.  
Enlarging the existing side elevation window above the garage door will also result in a further 
loss of privacy. This window looks into our lounge and daughters’ bedroom. Likewise, 
enlarging the other existing side elevation windows towards the garden will result in a further 
loss of privacy as it overlooks our garden and greenhouse. The first floor rooms already have 
suitably sized windows, which does not restrict their value as habitable rooms. 
The scale of glazing in the single storey conservatory extension facing our property would 
also result in a loss of privacy as it looks directly into our lounge. Should the conifers be 
cut/removed (and we expect they will to increase the limited outside space) we would be 
exposed. 
The scale of glazing in the single storey lounge extension facing our property would also 
result in a loss of privacy as it looks directly into our garden room and private garden areas. 
The proposal would by virtue of it distances to both our house and Entwistle Hall lead to an 
unacceptable loss of amenity to residents as a consequence of direct overlooking and 
dominance due to the two storey front extension, enlargement of the side elevation windows, 
conservatory and lounge extensions. 
Green belt policies 
The proposal would due to its increase in size, siting and design, detract from the character of 
the existing Listed Buildings in the hamlet of Entwistle that are of Special Architectural and 
Historic Interest. The excessive glazing is out of character in terms of its appearance 
compared with Entwistle Hall, Farm and Cottage and the extensions will significantly enlarge 
the overall size of the house. 
In accordance with the Green Belt policies of the Local Plan, within the Green Belts and 
Countryside Areas the conversion of a building will be permitted provided that: 
 

 The buildings are large enough for the proposed use without the need for a single 
storey extension which would result in an increase in ground floor area of more than 
20 square metres.  

 Two storey extensions will not be allowed. 
The proposed extension doubles (more than 20 square metres) the ground floor area of the 
garage as originally constructed and a two storey extension is proposed. There is also the 
detached garage extension which would also be a further overdevelopment of the site. 
 
Permitted development rights removed 
According to the previous planning application 10/12/0068 Conversion of Annex to new 
dwelling which was permitted 27-09-2012, permitted development rights have been removed 
by condition. 
8 P & H COMMITTEE REPORT 
5.9 Members are advised that the removal of permitted development is required by condition 
to restrict any future developments at the site which may have a detrimental impact upon the 
setting of Entwistle Hall. 
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Curtilage 
We would also like to raise the issue of the site and all works of alteration or extension being 
covered by the listing protection as it’s in the curtilage of the listed buildings. Historically the 
land was the domestic garden and owned by 5 Entwistle Hall before being separated off to 
build the garage. 
The site in question, the paddock, in its current form is large and sound enough to form a 
single dwelling without any extension or alterations as permitted in the previous planning 
consent. 
 

 

 
View into daughters’ bedroom – overlooked by skylights, enlarged first floor window 
and conservatory if hedging removed. 
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View from lounge – overlooked by enlarged first floor window and conservatory if 
hedging removed. 
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Garden room - overlooked by large glazing in lounge extension 
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View from drive - overlooked by skylights, enlarged first floor window and 
conservatory if hedging removed. 
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Garden - overlooked by skylights, enlarged windows and large glazing in lounge extension. 
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Garden - overlooked by large glazing in lounge extension. 
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Garden - overlooked by skylights and large glazing in extensions 
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Patio - overlooked by skylights and large glazing in lounge extension. 

Page 402 of 437



 

 

 

Hot tub area - overlooked by skylights and large glazing in lounge extension. 

 

 
6.3 Comment from former owner: 
 
18/04/17 
 
Hi Kate 
 
I came into the planning office last Wednesday to review the objections to the 
above application. 
 
I did so having been informed that I was referred to in a number of the e-
mails. 
 
Having read through all of the objections it is clear to me that a number of 
untruths have been stated as well as making accusations against me. 
 
In fairness to the applicants I do think I should set the record straight, even 
though most of the matters are probably not that relevant to your 
determination. 
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It is pretty clear that the neighbours have been prompted as they all make 
reference to the same errors in factual accuracy. 
 
As you know planning permission to convert the Paddock to a dwelling was 
granted in April 2012. It had not been a retrospective application. 
 
Therefore to suggest that retrospective planning permission was granted is 
incorrect and probably mischievous. 
 
Mrs Hall purchased Entwistle Hall from us in August 2012 in full knowledge 
that the Paddock had planning permission for a dwelling.  
 
For completeness the Paddock did have a restrictive covenant placed on it to 
prevent any further dwellings being built on the site. A garage (albeit I 
understand not now part of the application) is not in breach of that restrictive 
covenant, which permits ancillary buildings; of which a garage is.    
 
When we decided to sell the Paddock, I approached Mrs Hall to give her the 
first chance of purchasing it. I obviously asked the market rate for a property 
with planning permission. She declined. 
 
Prior to selling Entwistle Hall to Mrs Hall in 2012 the gas and electric utilities 
to the Paddock were via that property. However, subsequently I arranged for 
both electric and gas to be supplied independently. The Paddock already had 
independent sewage and water connections. 
 
There are no issues about the legality of access to the Paddock. We had full 
access rights and they were transferred to the applicants on their purchase of 
the Paddock.    
 
To suggest that I have misled anyone is wholly untrue and arguably libellous. 
 
I am sure you recall that Mrs Hall is a former senior employee of the Council. I 
would have thought that would make it even more important for her to be 
accurate in this type of situation, especially so as she is probably acquainted 
with members of the Committee, if not Officers. 
 
The reference to the culvert is also inaccurate. It is not even close to the 
Paddock let alone beneath it. The work I did on it has resulted in the flooding 
issue at Entwistle Hall being eliminated, not created. I carried out the work 
almost 17 years ago; I think at the end of 2002. It seems strange it only gets 
raised now if as alleged there has been flooding as a result of it.  
 
Finally, I find it rather hypocritical that over the years each of the objectors has 
benefitted from alterations to their own properties around Entwistle Hall. They 
have all had construction traffic impacting others. This smacks of pulling up 
the ladder behind having got what you want. 
 
Mr and Mrs Thornleys’ proposal is entirely in keeping with the other properties 
at the Hall and the reference to the amount of glazing is a bit rich when at 

Page 404 of 437



 

 

least 3 of the other properties have floor to ceiling glazing; 2 of which are in 
the Grade 2* building and as you know, the Paddock isn’t listed.  
 
I would like this to be placed on record so the Committee receives a full and 
balanced picture of the application. 
 
Regards 
 
John Foley 
 
6.4 Historic England: 
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6.5 Conservation and Design Officer: 
Original Consultation: 
The existing building is a modest stone built building which was an 
ancillary garage to the Grade II* Entwistle Hall. The building has had 
approval as a single dwelling and the garden curtilage has been 
divided between the Hall and the Paddock. 

 
The proposed extensions to the existing building would result in a 
significant increase in the footprint of the building which would have a 
dominant appearance on the setting of the listed building and fail to 
appear ancillary and subservient to it. The proposed front and side 
extensions give a more cluttered feel, and have suburban influences 
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which would detract from the countryside setting of the listed building 
where ancillary structures have more simple forms.  The overall effect 
would in my opinion harm the setting of the listed building contrary to 
Para. 37 of the NPPF and conflict with Policy 39 of the Local Plan part 
2. 

 
A reduced footprint with a single extension is considered to be more 
appropriate. 

 
Amended plans consultation: 
I refer to the proposed amendments to the Paddock. It is my view that 
the front porch extension appears clumsy and would detract from the 
simplicity of the original building. However I appreciate that the scheme 
has significantly less impact on the setting of the listed building than 
previously submitted and the front extension would be concealed by 
the boundary wall and fence. There would in my opinion be limited 
harm to the setting of the listed building and would comply with Policy 
39 of the Local Plan.  I would recommend condition stone coursing, 
texture and colouring  to match existing and details of fenestration be 
submitted for approval.    
 

6.6 Drainage: 
The watercourse crossing the site was diverted and culverted by the 
previous owner in order to facilitate the planning application for 
annexing of the building. This culverting work has increased the risk of 
flooding in the area. 
The planning application form at the time did not disclose that there 
was a watercourse within 20 metres. 
We are checking whether the EA gave consent to the diversion but it is 
unlikely. 
If it is unconsented then we will require a planning condition to restore 
the watercourse to its former route in open cut but would allow a 
section to be culverted under the drive.  
 

6.7 Parish Council:  
The Parish Council objects to this proposed development, on the 
grounds that: 

It is an over-development of the site 
It is out of character with the nearby Grade II listed buildings 
It will lead to overlooking of adjacent properties, due to its 
elevated position 
 

6.8 Capita Ecology: 
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7.0 CONTACT OFFICER:  Kate McDonald, Planning Team Leader 

(Implementation) 
 

8.0 DATE PREPARED: 28 March 2017 
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REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR                          Plan No: 10/16/1320 
Proposed development:  Full planning application (retrospective) for change of use from flat to 
prayer facility (retrospective) including associated car park. 
Site address:   Flat, 7 Whinney Lane, Blackburn, BB2 7BX 
Applicant:   Lammack Community Foundation 
Ward:  Beardwood with Lammack 
 

Councillor Michael Lee  

Councillor Julie Daley  

Councillor Imtiaz Ali  
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1.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
1.1 APPROVE – subject to conditions 
 
2.0 KEY ISSUES/SUMMARY OF PLANNING BALANCE 
 
2.1.1 The proposal is to provide an Islamic prayer facility to the meet the 

needs of the local community, who reside in the surrounding residential 
neighbourhood. 

 
2.1.2 The key issues to be addressed are as follows: 
 

 Principle of development 

 Impact of the development upon neighbouring residential uses 

 Parking provision and impact of the development on the 
surrounding highway network. 

 
2.1.3 The proposal lies within the urban boundary of Blackburn, in an area 

predominantly characterised by residential uses.  Accordingly, beyond 
consideration towards the principle of the use, careful consideration 
has been applied towards the impact of the use against residential 
amenity, due to the potential for on street noise disturbance arising 
from attendees arriving and leaving the facility and internal noise from 
the prayer activity.  Assessment in this regard is based on the 
submission of a supporting ‘Environmental Noise Assessment’ which 
has taken into account associated noise levels and the need or 
otherwise for the introduction of mitigation measures. 

 
 Impact on the surrounding highway network has also been afforded 

due consideration, aided by the submission of a supporting highway’s 
statement which addresses parking, access and servicing. 

 
3.0 RATIONALE 
 
3.1 Site and Surroundings 

 
3.1.1 The application site is the first floor of a semi-detached property and 

associated outdoor amenity space to the side.  It is located to the south 
west of Whinney Lane, Blackburn, within the Blackburn urban 
boundary; as defined by the adopted Site Allocations and Development 
Management Policies Map.  The property comprises a ground floor 
pharmacy and first floor flat and is attached to a two storey 
dwellinghouse. 

3.1.2 The surrounding area is characterised by prevailing residential uses, 
punctuated by a range of community uses, including a school, public 
house, amateur football/social club, a church and the aforementioned 
pharmacy. 
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3.2 Proposed Development 
 

3.2.1 Retrospective planning permission is sought for the change of use of 
the first floor flat to a prayer facility (use class D1), which sits above an 
existing ground floor pharmacy.  An existing outdoor amenity/garden 
space to the eastern flank of the building is proposed to accommodate 
9no. parking spaces, including a single disabled space.  Access will be 
taken from an existing gated entrance to the site. 

3.2.2 The application emphasises that the prayer facility will cater for a small 
number of local residents, to allow for prayers in the afternoon and 
evenings during winter months and also the early mornings during 
summer months.  Hours of use are between 07:00 and 22:00. 

3.2.3 The rationale is to provide an appropriate yet small scale facility to 
serve the local community, ensuring they don’t have to travel further 
afield.  The typically busy Juma (Friday lunchtime prayer) is not 
proposed, nor are ceremonial events; distinguishing the use from a 
typical mosque.  Education (Madrassa) is not proposed. 

3.2.4 The unauthorised use as a prayer facility has taken place since 
approximately April 2016 and continues to date.  The submission of this 
application has arisen as a result of the intervention of the Council’s 
Planning Enforcement team. 

3.2.5 The following amendments and additional information have been 
received during  the course of assessing the application; 

 Amended operating hours from between 16:00 and 19:00 to 
07:00 and 22:00. 

 Environmental Noise Assessment; 

 Amended car parking layout, including associated manoeuvring 
space; 

 Supplementary statement to the Traffic Statement. 
 

3.2.3 The assessment presented to the Committee is based on the original 
submission and the above amendments/additional information. 

 
3.3 Development Plan 

 
3.3.1 The Development Plan comprises the Core Strategy and adopted Local 

Plan Part 2 – Site Allocations and Development Management Policies; 
the following of which are considered the most relevant: 

3.3.2 Core Strategy 

 CS1  - A Targeted Growth Strategy 

 CS11 – Facilities and Services 

 CS17 – Built and Cultural Heritage 
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3.3.3 Local Plan Part 2. 

 Policy 1 – The Urban Boundary 

 Policy 7 – Sustainable Development 

 Policy 8 – Development and People 

 Policy 10 – Accessibility and Transport 

3.4 Other Material Planning Considerations 
 

3.4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

3.5 Assessment 
 

3.5.1 Principle of Development 

3.5.2 NPPF (para 70) emphases the need to plan positively for the provision 
of community facilities; including cultural buildings and places of 
worship, to enhance the sustainability of communities and residential 
environments and to ensure an integrated approach. 

3.5.3 The promotion of sustainable transport is also a key focus of NPPF 
which emphasises the aim of achieving a balance of land uses within 
an area, so as to encourage people to minimise journey lengths for 
employment, shopping, leisure, education and other activities (para 
37). 

3.5.4 Core Strategy Policy CS11 supports the expansion and enhancement 
of the range and quality of public services in ‘accessible locations’ and 
supports the creation of ‘community hubs’ to provide a range of 
services in one place. 

3.5.5 The application site is located within the defined urban boundary of 
Blackburn, in a predominantly residential area sporadically populated 
with supporting community uses, including the pharmacy, a public 
house, a football/social club, a church and a primary school.  All lie 
within circa 100 metres of the application site.  Collectively, therefore, 
the existing uses and the proposed use accords with the ‘community 
hub’ aspiration of the Core Strategy in a highly sustainable location. 

3.5.6 Accordingly, the principle of the proposal is considered appropriate; in 
accordance with local plan policies and NPPF’s presumption in favour 
of sustainable development, which should proceed without delay, and 
its requirement for planning to support economic development, 
identifying and responding positively to opportunities for growth and 
promoting the vitality of urban areas, taking into account their different 
roles and characters. 
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3.5.7 Impact Upon Residential Amenity 

3.5.8 Local Plan Part 2 Policy 8, amongst other criteria, requires 
development to contribute positively to the overall physical, social, 
environmental and economic character of the area and secure 
satisfactory levels of amenity for surrounding uses, with reference to 
noise and privacy. 

3.5.9 The use is described as a ‘prayer facility’ to serve the localised Islamic 
community and is distinguished from a Mosque by the limitation on 
hours of use to between 7am and 10pm, the omission of Friday 
lunchtime prayer (Juma), recognised as the busiest and most important 
prayer of the weekly calendar, the absence of an employed religious 
leader (Imam) at the site and no ceremonial events.   

3.5.10 The limited hours of use is recognised as allowing five daily prayers 
during the winter months, in accordance with sunrise and sunset.  
Prayers during the summer months are limited to the scope of the 
proposed hours of use. 

3.5.11 As a facility to serve the local community, in the absence of similar 
within a reasonable walking distance, it will cater mainly for afternoon 
and evening prayers.  Morning use is acknowledged during the winter 
months, beginning around 07.00-07.15.  Numbers will be limited to a 
maximum of 30 users, dictated by the limited floor space available and 
will be confined to the first floor.  The second floor roof space is omitted 
and will not be used.   

3.5.12 Estimated number of users at any one time is approximated at 8, 
though assessment is based on the maximum of 30. 

3.5.13 Primary concern towards the impact on amenity relates to the 
prevailing residential character of the location and degree of 
disturbance created by attendees of the use, in terms of numbers and 
means of transportation.  To this end, a pre-determinative acoustic 
assessment was undertaken, which concluded no nuisance arising 
from internal noise but the likelihood of some disturbance from 
attendees arriving and leaving the premises, though recognised as 
insignificant. 

3.5.14 The Council’s Public Protection team have reviewed the assessment 
and offer no objection, subject to the imposition of appropriate control 
measures through application of the following conditions: 

 Controlled hours of use between 07:00 hours to 22:00 hours  

 No Juma (Friday lunchtime prayer). 

 No amplified broadcast of call to prayer. 

 Restriction to the use applied for. 

 No permitted use of the 2nd floor roof space. 
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3.5.15 The householder of 1 Whinney Lane has raised objection to the 
proximity of the parking area to kitchen windows to the rear of the 
house and resultant loss of privacy.  Whilst this is acknowledged, it is 
not considered that a car park will give rise to excessive loss of privacy 
beyond that experienced from the existing use of the area as 
amenity/garden space. 

3.5.16 Subject to the above conditions, it is considered that the development 
will not excessively erode pre-existing levels of residential amenity; in 
compliance with Local Plan Policy 8. 

3.5.17 Parking provision and Impact of the Development on the Highway 

3.5.18 Local Plan Part 2 Policy 10 requires that road safety and the safe and 
efficient and convenient movement of all highway users is not 
prejudiced and that appropriate provision is made for vehicular access, 
off-street servicing and parking. 

3.5.19 The application site is readily accessible.  Off street car parking is 
proposed within the outdoor space to the eastern flank of the 
pharmacy, which is currently acknowledged as redundant 
amenity/garden space.  

3.5.20 The proposed car park demonstrates 9 parking bays, including 1 
disabled bay and associated manoeuvring space.  Access is through 
an existing gated entrance. 

3.5.21 The Local Highways Authority acknowledge the access arrangements 
as adequate, requiring no alteration to sightlines, given the access is 
taken from an unadopted highway/drive which has unrestricted 
movement. 

3.5.22 The parking requirement, based on the 120sqm of occupied floor area 
against 1 space per 10sqm, equates to 12 spaces.  The first 
submission of a car park layout demonstrated the requisite number of 
spaces but a shortfall in their required size.  A revised parking layout 
reduces the number of spaces originally proposed from 12 to 9, but 
increases size of the spaces to adhere to the 6m standard and 
provides additional manoeuvring space.  

3.5.23 Notwithstanding the reduction in the number of spaces, Highways 
Authority are satisfied with the proposal and offer no objection, subject 
to application of the following conditions: 

 Requirement for the car park to be appropriately marked out. 

 Provision of covered cycle and PTW spaces. 
 

3.5.24 Subject to the above conditions, it is considered that the development 
provides sufficient off street parking and will not prejudice highway 
users; in compliance with Local Plan Part 2 Policy 10. 
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4.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

4.1.1 APPROVE subject to the following conditions: 

 Hours of use to be restricted to between the hours of 07:00 – 
22:00.  

 No Juma (Friday lunchtime prayer). 

 No external call to prayer. 

 Restrict to the use applied for and for no other use within Use 
Class D1. 

 No permitted use of the 2nd floor roof space for prayer or 
education. 

 Details of a scheme for the laying out of the car park to be 
submitted for approval within 28 days of planning permission 
being granted and implementation of the approved scheme 
within 28 days of it being approved. 

 Details of covered cycle and PTW spaces to be submitted for 
approval, within 28 days of planning permission being granted 
and implementation of the approved scheme within 28 days of it 
being approved. 

 
5.0 PLANNING HISTORY 

 
5.5.1 None 
 
6.0 CONSULTATIONS 

 
6.1.1 72 neighbouring properties were consulted by letter and 2 Site Notices 

were displayed.  8 letters of objection have been received and 18 
letters of support received. 

 
6.1.2 The material planning considerations referred to in the letters of 

objection are summarised as follows: 

 Increase in traffic and inadequate parking provision 

 Noise 

 Privacy (1 Whinney Lane) 
 
6.1.3 Summary of public representations 

 

Supports 

Ahmed Eid , 38 Willow Trees Drive Blackburn 

I am writing to you in regards to  the planning permission submitted by 

the Lammack Community Foundation in relation to using Flat 7 

Whinney Lane as a place of worship for our daily prayers.  

 

I would like to express how beneficial and convenient to have a close 
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place to pray my daily prayers, especially after work where I can walk 

and I don't have to use my car . Also, It would be a great opportunity to 

meet and socialise with my neighbours on the weekends. 

I really hope you take into consideration my genuine needs and will to 

do good in our community. 

Imran Bargit  

8 Alberta Close 

I am emailing to show my support for the planning permission 
requested for 7 Whinney Lane in order to use it as a place of 
prayer.We have a large growing muslim community in the lammack 
area and a prayer are is desperately required. 

I hope this plan is past and I give my full support behind it. 

Mr K Hussain 

103 Lammack Road Blackburn 

I think this is a fantastic idea and happily invite the planning application 
to be passed.  
The area is in need of a prayer room and this would be the ideal 
location especially with a church and pub within close proximity and 
promoting multi faith.  

K Javed   

73 Whinney Lane 

I am very pleased to know about the change of use about Flat 7 
Whinney lane. I use the Facility every day and being on a walking 
distance its a pleasure not to use my car to go further afar.  

All thumbs up from me. 

M Patel 14 Montreal Road 

I write in favour of the new application for change of use of the above 
address. 
I think this is a great idea. As a resident from the nearby street on 
Montreal Rd - i think this will be brilliant, as we have a church across 
the road and now a new potential place of worship for the Muslims. 
This shows the great bond we have in the community as a multicultural 
and a multifaith area in which we live in. This will also promote more 
community spirit if this is to happen as those who are in favour of this 
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will feel the unity and bond has come from everyone in the community 
to allow this.  

Imraan Rawat 

 23 Whinney Lane, Lammack 

I would like to welcome the use of a prayer facility to the Lammck area.  
The local muslims which attend the facility has made very good 
relationships with the local neighbours, the Lammack Methodist Church 
and the Hare & Hounds pub. 
They are continually working towards bringing the Lammack 
community together.  
I haven't noticed any disturbance and inconvenience in regards to 
noise and car parking. 

Mr. Zaahid Bax 
9/11 Whinney Lane 
 
I'd like to express my full support for the planning application to convert 
the flat at 7 Whinney Lane to a prayer facility. 
 
I live next door to the afore mentioned property (my address : 9-11, 
Whinney Lane).  Ever since the 7 Whinney Lane flat has been used as 
a prayer facility (around 6 months) which included the ramadaan 
period, the worshippers have never done anything that could disturb or 
annoy my household.  I have not heard any noise related disturbance 
nor have the worshippers caused any inconvenience of any kind. 
Neither have they caused any parking related issues (at any one time 
only 2 worshippers come in cars max). 
 
In fact the store below the flat (Pharmacy and inconvenience store) has 
more constant daily traffic, noise and people related disturbance - not 
to forget the pub across the road where especially on Friday's and 
Saturday's, each week, loud music is played well beyond midnight - 
and I can hear the noise in my property. The flat at 7 Whinney Lane, 
even being next door,  hasn't caused any such disturbance. 
 

 
Zubeir Patel 
3 Willow Trees Drive 
 
I am writing this email to show support in favour of this application. The 
Lammack Community Foundation has been striving to create an 
engaging neighbourhood and have generated strong links with the 
methodist church and the hare and hounds pub. Using a base at 
Whinney lane will help advance this by making it a focal point for all.  
The community as a whole shall benefit from this facility.  
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I have no objection for the flat to be used as a prayer facility and I do 
sincerely hope that the planning officers look favourably at the 
application and grant it the change of use permission that the 
Lammack muslim community has 

Objections 

Mrs. Doreen Hunt, 17 Quebec Road, Lammack 

I am concerned to learn of the application for 'change of use' for Flat 7, 
Whinney Lane. 
The reasons for my concern are: 
1.  The property is on a small car park which serves the Lammack 
Pharmacy, and another private property.  I believe it could not take 
more than 5- 6 cars.  People are using the little car park frequently as 
they use the Pharmacy and shop. Entry and exit need to be executed 
with extreme care as it is on a corner with cars accessing it from 
Lammack Road.  
2.  The property is opposite the Lammack Methodist Church, which 
already has problems with their own car parking requirements.  Also 
opposite is the Hare and Hounds Public House which frequently have 
'gigs' on. 
3.  During school times the roads around this area ( Lammack Road, 
Whinney Lane, and roads off) become very conjested. 
I do not believe that everybody using the proposed Prayer Room would 
walk to the property as I know that not everybody using the Methodist 
Church walk to the Church. 
As Prayer Rooms are used quite frequently I am sure this would add 
further to the conjestion. 
 
I am aware that there are many Mosques and Prayer Rooms in 
Blackburn and I fail to see why another is needed in this entirely 
unsuitable location. 
 

Gary Oddie 1 Whinney Lane 
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Mr and Mrs Hook  
17 Montreal Rd 
 
I would like to register my objection to the above application.  
All the local residents have been aware of the premise's usage 
throughout the summer months. It is fair to say that generally - because 
of weather conditions, traffic has  not been a problem. However, there 
have been two occasions, when weather was inclement,that the users 
of the Prayer room used their cars. On both of these evenings my 
husband and I returned to our home in Montreal Rd to find the whole 
road was totally blocked with cars. We could JUST get in to our drive, 
because of the problem parking, but the friends who were driving 
behind us actually had to go and park on Quebec Rd and walk back. 
On Monday 5th Dec I returned from a shopping trip at around 1pm. 
There were 3 cars parked on either side of the entrance to Montreal 
Rd,reduced the road to 1 lane traffic. People were coming out of the 
Prayer Room and moving other cars from further up the road to exit 
Montreal Rd. This meant I was unable to do a left turn in to the road. 
There was a van parked behind me and several other cars. By the time 
I had waited for 5 cars to come out of the 1 lane  available, traffic 
behind me was backing out on to Lammack Rd.  
 
My concern is that as the weather worsens during the winter months 
more and more of the men attending the centre will use cars rather 
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than walk. I have counted as many as 19 people leaving the building 
on one occasion and 14 on another. Usually though they do come out 
in smaller groups. However, that doesn't  stop the problem that if many 
of them have driven there will be parking problems. Baring in mind the 
room is being used throughout the day for the required prayer times, 
and baring in mind we already have mega parking problems during the 
day because of the local school, I cannot see that this would do 
anything other than worsen the situation. 
 
We are led to believe that we now have in excess of 50 Mosques in 
Blackburn. Most would have been granted planning permission with 
parking facilities, should we not be encouraging people to use the great 
facilities they already have rather than causing problems in an already 
congested residential area. I know that people will always say they will 
walk locally- I also know what I myself would do if it was pouring down 
or freezing cold. With the best will in the world, most of us will take the 
easy option, and once planning permission has been,there will be no 
going back. 
 

 
Rose Clayton  
22 Montreal Road 
 
I would like to object to the above application 
 
During the recent clement weather there has not been any concern 
over parking at the location. 
However, during poorer weather conditions i.e when raining there is a 
noticeable increase in the number of cars parked in the vicinity. This 
adds to the congestion as there is already considerable traffic due to 
the local school. 
The usage of the facility has increased and there have been up to 19 
people attending at any one time. Surely this also creates a health and 
safety risk I sincerely hope that you consider this objection seriously 
from a concerned local resident 
 

Tommy Temperley  
3 Whinney Lane  
 
My main concern is parking as there is a shop below the proposed 
prayer room which is busy with cars. Also i live next door to the shop 
and i am disabled and need to park outside my house i have a blue 
badge and applied for a disabled bay but was refused as it was on  
dangerous corner. 

 
Chris Eggleston,  
19 Quebec Road, Lammack, 
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I wish to put forward my complaint on the change of usage to No 7 
Whinney Lane, Blackburn, from residential flat to a mosque. My 
reasons for this are listed below. 
 
1.  It would I am sure cause traffic chaos, as there are only room for 4/5 
cars for customers to the shop on the frontage of the shop and flat and 
one house. There are double yellow lines on the entrance to Whinney 
Lane, where will the worshippers go? The Hare and Hounds car park, 
Lammack Road which is already congested, Montreal Road which is 
already congested. 
 
2. Are we as residents to be subjected (possibly) to the odious music 
on calling to prayer five times a day seven days a week who can say?  
 
3. I have lived in my bungalow for the last 48 years  and I have to say 
that it was one the most desirable areas to live in Blackburn, and I for 
one do not want to be confronted with another mosque, after all there 
are 47 official mosques and possibly 2,000/3,000 unofficial mosques, 
so why do we need any more in a town that really is average in size!! 
 
4. I resent the presence of a religion of this kind that I find at odds with, 
and I do not feel comfortable with this situation in the area that I live. 

 
 
 
6.1.4 Public Protection – Concern raised towards impact on residential 

amenity, in terms of hours of use and associated noise.  Following 
appraisal of requested Environmental Noise Assessment, no objection 
offered, subject to the application of aforementioned conditions 

 
6.1.5 Highway’s Authority – no objection offered, subject to the application of 

aforementioned conditions. 
 
7.0 CONTACT OFFICER:  Nick Blackledge, Assistant Planner - 

Development Management 
 

8.0 DATE PREPARED:  12th April 2017. 
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REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR                          Plan No: 10/17/0135 
Proposed development:  Full Planning Application  for   Two storey side extension. 
Site address:   29 Columbia Way, Blackburn, BB2 7DT 
Applicant:   Mrs K Zarif 
Ward:  Beardwood With Lammack 
 

Councillor Michael Lee  

Councillor Julie Daley  

Councillor Imtiaz Ali  
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1.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
1.1 The proposed development is recommended to be granted planning 

permission for the reason as follows: 

 The proposal is of appropriate design and appearance and would not 
be detrimental to the residential amenity for occupiers of the dwelling or 
neighbouring dwellings or compromise highway safety in accordance 
with Policies 8, 10 and 11 of the Blackburn with Darwen Local Plan 
Part 2 (December 2015) and Residential Design Guide Supplementary 
Planning Document (as amended September 2012). 

 
1.2 It is recommended that the application be approved subject to the following 

conditions: 

 Materials to match the materials used in the existing dwelling. 

 Submission of a scheme for the boundary treatment and landscaping. 
 
 
2.0 KEY ISSUES/SUMMARY OF PLANNING BALANCE 
 
 
2.1 The application is before the Committee following the receipt of ten letters of 

objection. A summary of the objections is provided at 6.1 below. 
 
2.2 The key issues to be addressed are as follows: 

 Design. 

 Scale and massing within the context of the site. 

 Effect of the development on the surrounding environment. 

 Securing neighbouring residential amenity. 

 Impact of the development on the highway 
 
2.3 The original proposal was for a two storey side extension flush with the front 

elevation and extending 5 metres out from the side elevation. Eaves and ridge 
heights were consistent with the existing. The Residential Design Guide 
Supplementary Planning Document requires a side extension to be 
subordinate to the main house, and with the new roofline secondary to the 
original in terms of scale. In addition the SPD requires a two storey side 
extension to avoid being an obtrusive feature on the street scene. The 
proposed development was considered disproportionate to fail on all these 
counts and amendments to the original submission have now been made.  

 
2.4 The extension’s projection has been reduced from 5 metres to 4.1 metres 

from the side elevation. Eaves levels remain consistent with the original but, 
with a 1 metre set back at first floor level, the ridge height has been made 
subordinate to the original. Consequently, there is a slight reduction in the 
massing of the gable end against Columbia Way, and the gable itself is set 
almost a metre further back from the highway than originally planned. 
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3.0 RATIONALE 
 
3.1 Site and Surroundings 
 
3.1.1 The application site is a detached dwelling located adjacent to a sharp bend 

on Columbia Way, within the Beardwood development. Consequently, front 
and side elevations both face Columbia Way, whilst the rear elevation backs 
onto Alberta Close. 

3.1.2 The dwelling is set back from the highway, with wood fencing along its 
northern curtilage boundary. This fencing was previously concealed from the 
roadway by hedging, now removed. Between the fencing and the highway lies 
an open grassed area that belongs within the ownership of the occupant. That 
land forms part of the general open landscape that is characteristic of the 
dwellings along Columbia Way. Whilst a line of hedges adjacent to the 
footpath are currently retained, a tree (albeit unprotected) has recently been 
removed. 

 

3.2 Proposed Development 
 
3.2.1 The proposal is for a two-storey extension to the side elevation, projecting out 

beyond the gable by 4.1 metres. The first floor of the extension is to be set 
back from the front elevation by 1 metre. The eaves line is consistent with the 
eaves of the host dwelling, and the ridge is set back of and below the original 
ridgeline. The materials are facing brick and render with tiled roofing to match 
the original. 

 

3.3 Development Plan 
 
3.3.1 Blackburn with Darwen Borough Local Plan Part 2:  

Policy 11:  “Design”        
 Policy 8:    “Development and People”      
 Policy10: “Accessibility and Transport” 

3.3.2 Residential Design Guide (Revised Sept 2012): 
 

RES E9: “Two Storey Side Extensions” 
RES E19: “Extensions and Parking” 
RES E10: “The Terracing Effect” 

 

3.4 Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
3.4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF):     
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Section 7: “Requiring Good Design” 

 

3.5 Assessment 
 
3.5.1 Design. Policy 11 requires the design, materials and shape to complement 

local character. The proposed extension is largely considered to achieve this. 
The horizontal emphasis of the fenestration is in keeping with the general 
horizontal emphasis incorporated in host dwelling and the wider setting. The 
subordinate side gable roof reflects a feature established within the street 
scene, with No. 27 being set back slightly behind No. 25, and No. 29 being set 
back more substantially behind No. 27 to allow for the bend in the road. The 
first floor set back to the proposed extension partially complements this 
movement of the buildline, and adds to the integration of the extension into 
the setting.  

3.5.2 Scale and massing. Policy 11 of the Local Plan 2 requires development to 
respect the scale and massing of existing buildings. Whilst the original plans 
as submitted depicted an extension that doubled the size of the host dwelling, 
the amended plans before the Committee are considered to be in accordance 
with Policy 11 in that the scale is reduced to what is proportionate to the host 
dwelling. The gable elevation presented towards Columbia Way is 
correspondingly reduced in massing, with the brick work broken up by the 
insertion of a window to each of the floors. 

3.5.3 Environment. Policy 11 of the Local Plan 2 requires existing frontage 
treatments and boundary walls to be taken into account, and Policy 8 requires 
development to contribute positively to the environmental character of the 
area. Whilst the originally approved landscaping scheme for the dwellings on 
Columbia Way has been lost, it is known that fences and walls were not 
permitted to extend beyond the dwellings (Condition 9 planning permission 
3981M dated 31st January 1974). Concern has been expressed by objectors 
regarding works affecting the open green landscaping in front of the 
application site – landscaping that is characteristic of the setting. To ensure 
that the extension does not have an unduly detrimental effect upon the visual 
amenity of the setting, Members are recommended to approve the submission 
of a detailed landscaping scheme and boundary treatment to be approved in 
writing. 

3.5.6 Residential Amenity. Policy 8 of Local Plan 2 requires development to secure 
a satisfactory level of amenity for surrounding residences in terms of privacy 
and overlooking. The Residential Design Guide SPD sets out the guidelines 
by which this amenity is secured. Where habitable room windows face 
habitable room windows (such as lounge, dining room or bedroom) the 
separation distance should be a minimum 21 metres. Where habitable room 
windows face a blank gable or windows to a non-habitable room (such as 
kitchen or bathroom) the separation distance should be a minimum 13.5 
metres. The bulk of the objections to the proposal are focussed on the 
proximity of the extension to neighbouring dwellings, with consequent 
concerns for overlooking and loss of privacy. 
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3.5.7 The closest dwellings to the front-facing elevation of the extension are Nos. 33 
and 32 Lammack Road. The separation distance from the ground floor lounge 
window of the development to these properties is 23.1 and 21.7 metres 
(approx.) respectively. With the front-facing bedroom window being set a 
metre back, this separation distance is increased accordingly. The 
requirements of the Residential Design Guide are therefore considered to be 
achieved. 

3.5.8 The closest dwellings to the side-facing elevation of the extension are Nos. 34 
and 36 Lammack Road. The separation distance to these properties is 21.3 
and 24.1 metres (approx.) respectively. With both ground and first floor 
windows being to habitable rooms, the required 21 metre separation distance 
is achieved. The separation distance from No. 40 Columbia Way is 
approximately 30.6 metres. 

3.5.9 The closest dwelling to the rear-facing elevation of the extension is No. 1 
Alberta Close. The separation distance to this property is 20.4 metres 
(approx.). With there being no ground or first floor windows to the rear of the 
extension, the required 13.5 metre separation distance is achieved. It is also 
noted that, with the extension not projecting beyond the existing rear 
elevation, its relationship with No. 1 Alberta Close is that of the original 
dwelling with No. 3 Alberta Close. 

3.5.10 It is accepted that the proposed extension will alter something of the character 
of the setting by its presence on the bend in Columbia Way. However, it is 
considered that, with attention to landscaping detail as set out in 3.5.3 above, 
and with the incorporation of acceptable separation distances with 
neighbouring properties, the development demonstrates an understanding of 
the context in which it is set, as required by Policy 11, whilst securing a 
satisfactory level of neighbour amenity, as required by Policy 8. 

3.5.11 Highway Implications. Policy 10 of Local Plan 2 requires appropriate provision 
to be made for vehicular access and off-street parking. The proposed 
extension does not intrude into existing parking provision. Moreover, the 
position of the extension is not considered likely to interfere with drivers’ 
visibility, limited as it is, on approaching the bend in the road, being set back 
some distance from the highway. It is noted that Highways have no objections 
to the scheme. 

 

4.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
4.1 Approve subject to conditions: 
 
4.2 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 

three years from the date of this planning permission. 
REASON: To comply with Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004. 
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4.3 Notwithstanding the submitted details, the external walling and roofing 
materials to be used in the construction of the building hereby permitted shall 
match those used in the existing building.  
REASON: To ensure that the external appearance of the development is 
satisfactory in accordance with Policy 11 of the Blackburn with Darwen 
Borough Local Plan Part 2 and the adopted Blackburn with Darwen Design 
Guide Supplementary Planning Document. 

 
4.4 This consent relates to the submitted details marked received on 10th 

February 2017 and numbered 32/17, as amended by plans received on 24th 
March 2017 and numbered 32/17 revision A; and any subsequent 
amendments approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
REASON:  To clarify the terms of this consent. 

 
4.5 Prior to the commencement of development hereby approved a landscaping 

scheme shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Trees and shrubs shall be planted on the site in accordance with 
the approved landscaping scheme during the first available planting season 
following completion of the works, and thereafter retained. Trees and shrubs 
dying or becoming diseased, removed, or being seriously damaged within five 
years of planting shall be replaced by trees and shrubs of similar size and 
species to those originally required to be planted during the first available 
planting season after the loss of the trees and/or shrubs.   
REASON: To ensure that there is a well laid scheme of soft landscaping in the 
interests of amenity in accordance with Policies 9 and 11 of the Blackburn 
with Darwen Borough Local Plan Part 2. 

 
 
5.0 PLANNING HISTORY 
 
5.1 10/00/0047 – Conservatory/sun lounge extensions. Approved under 

delegated powers 22nd March 2000. 
 
 
6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 
6.1 13 neighbours were consulted. 10 letters of objection have been received. 

The objections can be summarised as follows: 

 Disproportionately large extension, out of keeping with the style and 
design of the estate. 

 Potential increase in traffic flow and on-street parking on a corner 
already busy and having restricted view. 

 Side bedroom window gives clear line of sight into facing windows. 

 Amended plans still for disproportionately large extension. 

 Amended plans show design to be unbalanced, with the reduced 
sloping roof line at the front of the house not being similarly applied to 
the rear – therefore ill-fitting and out of keeping with the area. 

 Position of extension is in a dominating and elevated position. 

 Green space should be retained. 
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6.2 Highways. The works are contained within the curtilage. No part of the build 
should encroach into the highway. This includes the footway which is defined 
by an edge strip. No parking is affected by the proposal. No objections to the 
application.  

 
 
7.0 CONTACT OFFICER:  John Wilson, Planner  
 
 
8.0 DATE PREPARED: 12th April 2017 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Objections 
 
J. Buckley, 1 Alberta Close Blackburn  03/03/17 
 
         I would like to object to this planning application for 129 Columbia Way 
Blackburn BB2 7DT 
for a two storey side extension. 
         Firstly on the planning application it states no trees will be affected or have 
been taken down to make way for the extension. There already has been two trees 
removed and this has already altered the appearance of the area. Should there have 
been permission for these trees to be removed, one of the trees was on the outside 
of the fence and had been planted by the developer of these properties many years 
ago. This can affect drainage. 
        My property is immediately to the rear of the planned extension, a bungalow 
which would be overlooked. 
My concern is that my privacy would be affected as the extension would overshadow 
my property where the bedroom and the kitchen is at the rear, it would have an 
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impact on the outlook. I would lose sunlight and daylight which I find this to be 
unacceptable.  Also the proposed side of the property has planning restrictions in 
place as my property has. The extension would be overbearing in terms of the 
original property and would take most of the garden area to the property, which could 
also cause drainage problems. The extension is the same size as the original 
property and would look out of character to the other properties on the street. 
 
 
07/04/17 
 
 
Further to your recent amended planning application 10/17/0135  
I would like to say that I cannot see any difference from the original application, I  have noted that 
small laurels which were uprooted have been reinstated but the large trees which I have mentioned 
previously obviously have not. The application clearly states that no trees would be felled for the 
extension to be built, this is not the case and this should be looked at as the applicant has not 
informed you that they have removed the trees and would they have to have permission to do this. 
I still feel that my property would be overlooked and I would lose daylight and sunlight and the 
enjoyment of this. There are issues with drainage and the restriction to build on the side of the 
property. As previously mentioned the extension would change the outlook of the area. 
 

 

 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ahmed Surtee, 30 Columbia Way Blackburn  10/03/17  

Further to your notice stating an amended application has been submitted for reference 

10/17/0135,  I write to object with the following comments and observations: - 

1) Privacy. The amended plans do not address my privacy in any substantive way and the 

development will on the amended basis still have an even more clearer line of sight into 

bedrooms and lounge, based upon the central positioning of the window.    

2) Distance and impact. The proposed amended plan remains considerably overshadowing 

with it’s elevated positioning and dominating from both the downstairs and upstairs view to 

my house.   

3) Proportionality. The proposed amended plans still remains quite large scale and measures 

still outside the tolerances of proportionality.  This is both in terms of the property itself 

(which I have stated in my original response) and other houses or similar developments.   
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4) Roads and parking. The plot sits on a forking blind bend which requires consideration, 

both for increased traffic flow and parking which could constrict the road.  Also, with the 

significant width to the boundary lines would obscure the view of drivers.  

Hence, I lodge my objection to this planning application on this basis. 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nadia Benjelloun 36 Columbia Way Blackburn 31/03/17 

I am writing further to your notice stating an amended application has been submitted for 

reference 10/17/0135.  My comments and observations are as follows in line with my original 

comments made and additions as follows: -  

1) Privacy: the amended plans do not address my privacy in any substantive way and the 

development on the amended basis will still have an even stronger and clearer line of sight 

into my lounge and bedrooms, based upon the positioning of the window.  That is, I vitally 

believe the development is defective and imperfect as it invades my privacy  and the 

neighbours in the surrounding vicinity.   

2) Distance and impact: the amended plan that has been proposed remains overshadowing 

and dominating to my house. This is particularly starker for me and my neighbours as we live 

in bungalows.   

Page 431 of 437



3) Aesthetically: the side profile of the house on the basis of the amended plans is unbalanced 

with the reduced sloping roof line only to the front side of the house and not similarly being 

applied to the rear.  Therefore, further making it ill-fitting and out of keeping with its 

surroundings. 

4) Proportionality: the proposed amended plans still remain outside the tolerances of 

proportionality in terms of the property itself.  Also, similar developments have not expanded 

to this degree in comparison after a quick review of similar approved developments in the 

area on your Council planning website and consequently this would seem an unparalleled 

development. 

I would like to state that this specific plot location sits within a unique landscape which 

requires a particularly sensitive consideration than would otherwise be the case, than for say a 

normal parallel street for example.  As the impact is at least 180 degrees to me and 

neighbours affected. Explicitly, the development would be of a dominating elevated position 

over my own and other homes of neighbours.  

Additionally, a merging blind bend on which the development will sit may be made further 

dangerous and hazardous especially at peak traffic flows.  Potentially the addition of the 

proposed development with the significant width to the boundary lines would blur and/or 

obscure the view of drivers.  

 With such an increase in living space and additional movement around the property, the 

property may require greater traffic calming by the Council to avoid the risk of significant 

traffic collisions.   

Naturally with a development of this size in width and height there would be an extension of 

the boundary fences to the edges of the plot.  These would also need to be checked that the 

views to drivers are not obscured and natural space between neighbours is maintained to a 

reasonable levels.  Also, that an adequate number of parking spaces should be planned for 

and avoiding cars parking on pavements which would narrow and restrict the road causing a 

bottleneck/ blockage on this busy road. 

5) Finally, the impact of the development is visibly becoming apparent by the most recent 

changes made by the applicant in preparation for the build by felling of trees, bushes and 

fencing in the plot.   

In summary, the amended and proposed development has drastic impacts and is 

fundamentally unnatural to the environment with the increase in volume, footprint and 

spacial density, as well as impacts on privacy and traffic. 

 Hence, I strongly lodge my objection to this planning application. 

 

Father Reginald Riley, 40 Columbia Way Blackburn 28/03/17 

I am contacting you regarding the above planning application on behalf of and in the full 

knowledge of my 86 year old next door neighbour, Father Reginald Riley of 40 Columbia 

Way Blackburn BB2 7DT. 
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He wishes me to inform you that he is infirm and spends most of his time during the day in 

his bedroom which is sited at the front of his bungalow. 

 

His bedroom is currently overlooked by a landing window in 29 Columbia Way.  The new 

plans indicate that his bedroom will be overlooked by a bedroom window and a lounge 

window, both 4.1 metres nearer to his property. 

 

He is concerned that his privacy will be impacted. 

 

 

Abid Hanif, Owner of  27 Columbia Way Blackburn 30/03/17 

The size of extension is very large. It is out of keeping for other applications for 
similar properties on Columbia Way. I think this would be the first double storey 

extension that doubles the size of the existing bricked up building. The overall 
effect and appearance will be to alter significantly the semi-detached properties 
on Columbia Way by the proposed application which will be out of keeping for its 

area. The limit of the new proposal brings it very close to the pavement on a 
part of the road that has a significant bend/turn, almost 90 degrees. I would 

advice the council to pay attention to this as obscuring sight for drivers on a 
significant bend on a gradient road as a potential for health and safety concerns 
of both pedestrians and drivers.  

i would object to supporting such a big extension.  
I would however consider supporting a revised application for an extension that 

is not so big! 

 

 

Salah Hassan, 32 Columbia Way Blackburn 31/03/17 

I am writing further to your notice stating an amended application has been submitted for reference 10/17/0135.  My 

comments and observations are as follows in line with my original comments made and additions as follows:  

1) Privacy: the amended plans do not address my privacy in any substantive way and the development on the amended 

basis will still have an even stronger and clearer line of sight into my lounge and bedrooms, based upon the 

positioning of the window.  That is, I vitally believe the development is defective and imperfect as it invades my 

privacy  and the neighbours in the surrounding vicinity.  

 2) Distance and impact: the amended plan that has been proposed remains overshadowing and dominating to my 

house. This is particularly starker for me and my neighbours . 

 3) Aesthetically: the side profile of the house on the basis of the amended plans is unbalanced with the reduced 

sloping roof line only to the front side of the house and not similarly being applied to the rear.  Therefore, further 

making it ill-fitting and out of keeping with its surroundings. 

 4) Proportionality: the proposed amended plans still remain outside the tolerances of proportionality in terms of the 

property itself.  Also, similar developments have not expanded to this degree in comparison after a quick review of 
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similar approved developments in the area on your Council planning website and consequently this would seem an 

unparalleled development. 

 I would like to state that this specific plot location sits within a unique landscape which requires a particularly 

sensitive consideration than would otherwise be the case, than for say a normal parallel street for example.  As the 

impact is at least 180 degrees to me and neighbours affected. Explicitly, the development would be of a dominating 

elevated position over my own and other homes of neighbours. 

 Additionally, a merging blind bend on which the development will sit may be made further dangerous and hazardous 

especially at peak traffic flows.  Potentially the addition of the proposed development with the significant width to the 

boundary lines would blur and/or obscure the view of drivers.  

With such an increase in living space and additional movement around the property, the property may require greater 

traffic calming by the Council to avoid the risk of significant traffic collisions.  

 Naturally with a development of this size in width and height there would be an extension of the boundary fences to 

the edges of the plot.  These would also need to be checked that the views to drivers are not obscured and natural 

space between neighbours is maintained to a reasonable levels.  Also, that an adequate number of parking spaces 

should be planned for and avoiding cars parking on pavements which would narrow and restrict the road causing a 

bottleneck/ blockage on this busy road. 

 5) Finally, the impact of the development is visibly becoming apparent by the most recent changes made by the 

applicant in preparation for the build by felling of trees, bushes and fencing in the plot. 

 In summary, the amended and proposed development has drastic impacts and is fundamentally unnatural to the 

environment with the increase in volume, footprint and spacial density, as well as impacts on privacy and traffic. 

 Hence, I strongly lodge my objection to this planning application. 

 

 

 

 

 

Shaheen Shah 38 Columbia Way Blackburn 

Thankyou very much for the opportunity of allowing me to voice my observations in relation 
to the above proposed extension. My name is Shaheen Shah, and I live at 38 columbia way. 
Essentially i oppose the planned extension as it stands, and my opposition is based upon 
PRIVACY. 
I live directly opposite the proposed extension, on land that is actually at a lower level then 
number 29. There would thus be a clear and unobstructed view directly into my drive and 
living room from the windows of the proposed extension. 
PROPORTIONALITY OF THE NEW CONSTRUCTION 
My fears would be that the new construction will be disproportionally large in relation to 
the surrounding houses, and other questions in relation to the capacity of the road to cater 
for additional parking provision needed, and whether this would constitute a problem in 
traffic flow around the bend at the proposed site. 
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I hope this clarifys my position, and please let me know if you require any further 
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ORIGINATING DIVISION: HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION - CAPITA  
 
REPORT TO: BLACKBURN WITH DARWEN BOROUGH COUNCIL 

PLANNING AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE 
 
DATE: 27th April 2017 
 
TITLE: PETITION – PRESTON NEW ROAD BLACKBURN 
 

WARD:    CORPORATION PARK 
 
COUNCILLORS:  Arshid Mahmood 

John Wright 
Tasleem Fazal 

 

 
1.0 PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

 
The purpose of the report is to advise the Committee of a petition from residents of 
Preston New Road, Blackburn regarding the renewal of a single yellow line. 

 
2.0 BACKGROUND 

 
A petition was received by the council on the 22nd February 2017 regarding the 
renewal of a single yellow line on Preston New Road outside the homes of the 
petitioners.  The petitioners state that ‘....the parking arrangements will become 
intolerable if the proposed single yellow lines to Preston New Road (between 
Leamington Road/Bromley Street and Adelaide Terrace/Addison Street) goes ahead 
without due consideration to the residents’ car parking....’. 
 
The petition was signed by 9 residents of 17 properties on this length of Preston 
New Road and by 1 resident from a property on the opposite side of the road.  3 of 
the 17 properties have off-street parking available to them. 
 

3.0 DETAIL 
 
Preston New Road is a main arterial route into Blackburn with an Annual Average 
Daily Flow (AADF) of 14,800 vehicles. In order to cater for this flow, parking 
restrictions were introduced on the northern side of the road in 1977.  The Traffic 
Regulation Order covering this section of the road came into force on the 1st 
November 1977 and is for a single yellow line prohibiting parking Monday to 
Saturday from 7am-7pm. 
 
In addition to the parking restriction there is a Static Speed Enforcement Camera 
outside these properties with the associated carriageway markings.  Vehicles 
parked in the area where the yellow line has been renewed interfere with the 
operation of this camera. 
 
Over the last couple of years, as part of a wider remarking scheme, a number of 
attempts have been made to remark this length of single yellow line, but the 
contractor has been unable to complete a short stretch in front of Nos.114 to 124 
as the residents have actively prevented access by refusing to move their cars to 
allow the work to be undertaken. 
 
In 2016 an Area Based Traffic Review was carried out along the Preston New 
Road Corridor and this review did not recommend any relaxation of the parking 
restrictions in this area. 
 
It is recommended therefore that the residents indirect request to remove the line 
be declined. 
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4.0 IMPLICATIONS  
 

Customer None 
Financial None 
Anti-poverty None 
Crime and Disorder None 
 

 
5.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

It is recommended that: 
 

 the Committee support the officer recommendations that the petitioners’ request 
be declined. 

 

 the lead petitioner is informed of the decision. 
 

 
6.0 BACKGROUND PAPERS: Petition 
   
7.0 CONTACT OFFICERS: George Bell 
 
8.0 DATE PREPARED: 3rd March 2017 
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