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PLANNING & HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
WEDNESDAY, 29TH May 2019.

UPDATE REPORT.

The following update content should be read in conjunction with the published Committee 
Reports.

1. 10/18/1094:  Proposed Lidl Store – land at Furthergate Works, Blackburn. 

An additional representation was received from agent’s acting on behalf of Asda Stores Ltd, 
on 24th May 2019, further to their objection submitted in January 2019.  The following issues 
are summarised as follows:

 As the applicants offer of 2 hours free parking for school traffic during drop off and 
pick up times is not to be secured by condition, it should be afforded very little weight 
and could lead to congestion on St. Clements Street during the stated times.

 The ability of HGV’s to safely exit onto St. Clements Street and the potential impact 
of parked cars, particularly given that they are not shown on the submitted swept 
path analysis and the Highway Authority’s stated concern at the St. Clements Street / 
Furthergate junction situation.

Taking each point in turn:

The published Committee Report at paragraph 3.4.38 clearly summarily states that; whilst 
the applicants offer of parking for school traffic is welcomed, Lidl are not obliged to offer 
availability and that the Council cannot arbitrarily impose responsibility on them to do so.  
Accordingly, very little weight is afforded to the offer.

The impact of HGV movement at the St. Clements Street / Furthergate junction is addressed 
in the published report at paragraph’s 3.4.28 – 3.4.31.  The Council’s Highway’s consultee’s 
‘significant concern’ at the situation is also expressed (paragraph 3.4.30).  Notwithstanding 
this concern, refusal of the proposal is not considered to be justified.

The aforementioned Asda representation is set out below:
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2. 10/18/1153:  Outline application for proposed 9no. dwellings - Land at Moorthorpe 
Cottage, Park Road, Darwen.

Ecology
Additional comment was received from the Council’s ecology consultee (GMEU), on 25th 
May 2019.  This followed receipt of verbal communication by GMEU from a local resident, 
expressing concern at the ecological impact of the development and a subsequent site visit 
(undertaken by GMEU).

The following summary recommendations were put to the LPA by GMEU following their site 
visit:

 Safeguarding areas of more interesting flora, particularly those closer to the 
woodland edges, through making use of the proposed ‘buffer zone’ between the 
built development and the surrounding woodland and through appropriate 
reduction in rear private garden space.

 Introduction of additional native species planting reflecting the plant species present 
in the southern field, to be delivered through the required landscaping scheme; 
secured by condition.

 Off-site Green Infrastructure, as provided through Section 106 contribution, to 
include new native species planting.

These comments are not considered to fundamentally alter the assessment from an 
ecological perspective.  The stated recommendations can be secured through the Woodland 
Management Plan and Landscaping conditions as set out in paragraph 4.1 of the main 
report.

Trees
Comment was received from the Woodland Trust on 28th May 2019, recommending the 
introduction of a 15m ‘buffer zone’ between the woodland and the built environment; 
notwithstanding that the Trust accepts that the area of woodland within the site (Long 
Clough) is not designated as ancient on Natural England’s Ancient Woodland Inventory.  
During a subsequent discussion with the Trust, it was accepted that the representation was 
made very late in the planning process and that implementation of the recommended 15m 
buffer would likely be unreasonable, on account of the extent to which the proposed layout 
would be compromised and the sites allocated status as a Development Opportunity; in 
accordance with the Local Plan Part 2.  Moreover, the absence of such a recommendation 
from the Council’s Arboricultural and Ecology consultees is also recognised. 

In regards to the arboricultural assessment, the following amendment to the published main 
report is made:

 Paragraph 3.5.24; the words ‘to be delivered through a Woodland Management 
Plan; secured by condition’ are inserted after the words ‘built development’.

Highways
Public representation was received on the 28th May 2019, in respect of refuse access, noting 
that refuse collection for the existing dwellings served by the private access track is 
undertaken from Chestnut Grove.  This was recognised at the time of the assessment.  
Comment from the Council’s Environmental Services consultee was based on the 
acceptability of the proposed internal road layout, which features appropriate turning circles 
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for refuse vehicles to enable them to leave in forward gear; as demonstrated by the 
submitted 3 axle vehicle tracking submission.  

Whilst the Committee Report acknowledges the limited width of the private access, setting 
out interval widths, the minimum width towards the top of the gate posts of circa 3.5m is 
now acknowledged.  Notwithstanding this measurement, the proposal in this regard is 
considered acceptable, on account that a standard refuse vehicle has a maximum width of 
2.6m.  The Council’s Environmental Services consultee has re-iterated no objection to the 
proposal.

In regard to the highways assessment, the following amendment to the published main 
report is made:

 Paragraph 3.5.36; the words ‘(a minimum of circa 3.5m at the narrowest point 
towards the top of the columns, above the height of a standard vehicle)’ are 
inserted after ‘Printshop Lane’. 

A further representation received on the 28th May 2019 queries the width of the private 
access road along its length; in particular the measurement around the 90 degree turn.  The 
width at this point, in the professional judgement of the Council’s Highways consultee, is 
considered to be adequate to cater for large vehicles.  

An alleged discrepancy in the highway consultee comments is also highlighted, referencing 
4.8m and 4.5m road widths.  Members are advised that the 4.8m width refers to the private 
access track and the 4.5m width to the new internal road.  The 4.2m width also referenced is 
an accepted minimum width of the private access road, having regard to the varying width 
along its entire length.  The width of both the private access and new internal road is 
considered adequate to cater for the traffic generated by the development.  

Members are advised that precise measurement of the private road was difficult to 
established, due to the presence of vegetation along the edge of the carriageway.  The 
stated measurements are, however, considered an appropriately accurate representation of 
the metalled surface. 

A representation from the applicant’s agent, received on the 28th May 2019, provides 
historic plans extracted from the 1st Edition OS Map 1891-1892, which shows the private 
access road in situ, with a width consistent with some of the major roads in the area.  It is 
claimed that, over time, the width has been allowed to narrow as a consequence of 
vegetation growth, thereby concealing its true extent.

Highway’s concern at the access arrangements along the private road is re-iterated.  
Concern is not, however, considered to be sufficient to justify refusal of the application on 
highway efficiency / safety impact; particularly in view of the sites allocation as a 
Development Opportunity; in accordance with the Local Plan Part 2.

For clarity, the following amendments to the main report are also made:
 Paragraph 3.2.1; the word ‘design’ is inserted after the word ‘appearance’.
 Paragraph 3.5.47; the word ‘full’ is replaced by ‘outline’.
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A robust Construction Management Plan is required to be secured by condition which 
should appropriately address highway concern at construction phase of the development.

Other Matters
In response to third party representations in respect of rights of access along the private 
access track, Members are advised that correspondence was received from the legal 
representatives acting on behalf of the applicant (Napthens Solicitors, dated 30th January 
2019), stating that the private access has the necessary rights of access required for the 
proposed development.  It should, however, again be emphasised that the issue is a private 
legal matter, non-material to the determination of the application.

The aforementioned public representations are set out below:
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The aforementioned applicant representation is set out below:
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Gavin Prescott
Planning Manager (Development Management)
29th May 2019


