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1. PROCESS: Involving Stakeholders in the consultation on the 

Regulation 18 Housing and Economic Development DPD 
 
 
1.1 This document provides a summary of responses received during 

consultation undertaken at the Regulation 18 stage of preparation of 
Housing and Economic Development Development Plan Document (HED 
DPD).  The consultation was held between 26th August 2016 and 5pm 7th 
October 2016.   It represented the first stage in the production of the 
Housing and Economic Development DPD and provided the opportunity 
for public and stakeholder involvement at an early stage in the plan 
making process. 

 
1.2 The preparation of statutory development plans must meet the 

requirements set The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended).  These require that the local 
planning authority (i.e. Ribble Valley Borough Council) must notify 
persons and bodies (as specified in the Regulations) of the subject of a 
local plan it proposes to prepare; and invite each of them to make 
representations about what the local plan of that subject ought to contain1.  
In this case, the relevant plan is the Housing and Economic Development 
DPD and the accompanying Draft Proposals map.  The Regulations also 
require that the local planning authority in preparing the plan must take 
into account any representations made to them in response to this 
requirement.2 

 

1.3 Pursuant to these regulatory requirements, Ribble Valley Borough Council 
(the Council) provided the opportunity for any organisations or persons in 
or out of the borough to submit representations in response to 
consultation on the Housing and Economic Development Issues and 
Options and accompanying Draft Proposals Map process during a 6 week 
period of consultation period between 26th August and 7th October 2016 
by:   

 making all consultation documents including the HED DPD Issues and 
Options report, the draft Proposals Map, the accompanying 
Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report and the ‘call for sites’ 
submission forms available for public viewing at:  

o the Council Offices, Clitheroe; 
o on the Council’s website; 
o all libraries in the borough;  
o Longridge Civic Hall; and  
o the Station Buildings in Longridge. (see Appendix 1)   

 Providing press releases in the local press, including the Clitheroe 
Advertiser and Times, and the Longridge News (see Appendix 1)   

 Discussing the document at the Registered Providers liaison meeting 
chaired by RVBC Housing Strategy Officer on 27th September (see 
agenda as set out in Appendix 1) 

 

                                                 
1
 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) Regulations 2012; Regulation 18(1)&(2) 

2
 Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) Regulations 2012; Regulation 18(3) 
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1.4 Arising from background work, topic papers and other evidence, the 
Council produced a Regulation 18 Issues and Options report and 
accompanying draft Proposals Map which together set out a range of 
matters, issues and options on which views and feedback were sought 
during the consultation.   This approach ensured that representations 
remained focused, providing a clear indication of the issues and options 
that the HED DPD should focus upon.  A limited “call for sites” exercise 
was also undertaken to provide the opportunity to suggest additional or 
alternative sites to meet outstanding needs for housing, employment or 
retail requirements as set out in the Issues and Options report. A 
Sustainability Appraisal Scoping report was also made available.  

 
1.5 This Summary of Representations document satisfies Regulation 18 (3) of 

the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 
Regulations 2012 (and any subsequent amendments)  which requires that 
“in preparing the local plan, the local planning authority must take into 
account any representation made to them in response to invitations under 
paragraph (1)”. The Council also considers that it has met the 
requirements in relation to the bodies and persons to be notified of the 
plan’s preparation and invitation to make representations about what the 
plan ought to contain.  It did this by notifying and inviting representations 
from a wide range of specific and general consultation bodies and 
residents or other persons carrying on business in the local planning 
authority’s area as set out at Regulations 2 and 18(2) of the above 
mentioned Regulations. 

 
1.6 It is important to remember that, in accordance with the regulations, the 

invitation to make representations at the Regulation 18 stage relates to 
what issues and information the HED DPD should contain and therefore 
changes to approach in future HED DPD production will only be affected 
by representations which relate to content or queries of soundness.  All 
representations which relate to the proposed content of the HED DPD will 
be considered and information included in the Regulation 19 Housing and 
Economic Development Plan (HED DPD) preferred option, where 
appropriate. 

 
1.7 For the avoidance of doubt in this summary of consultation document, all 

representations have been used to formulate this summary, however only 
representations which relate to the proposed content of the HED DPD will 
be considered and information included in the Regulation 19 Housing and 
Economic Development Plan preferred option, where appropriate.   
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2. Key information from the consultation process 
 
 
 
2.1 The consultation on the Regulation 18 HED DPD took place between 26th 

August and 7th October 2016.  The Council received formal 
representations from 114 respondents.  These were received by email 
and letter, or handed in directly to the Council Offices. In addition, 33 
potential alternative allocation sites were submitted in response to the ‘call 
for sites’.   

 
2.2 In locational terms (see table and graph at para 2.4) the majority of 

representations were made by respondents based outside of the borough 
and were generally made by Developers/Agents on behalf of landowners.  
This majority of representations are not area specific; rather they made 
broad comments about the overall approach of the consultation 
document.  More on this issue raised is set out later in this document.   

 
2.3 The second highest number of representations (24 or just over 20% of 

representations submitted) was received from those resident in or 
concerned Read and Simonstone.  The majority of these comments were 
very similar in content to one another and many appeared to result from a 
recently refused planning application on the parcel of land in Read known 
as ‘Hammond Ground’.  Many of these also gave support to a 
representation made by a planning agent on behalf of the Hammond 
Ground Residents Group.  It is likely that the planning application has 
generated the high response level from this defined settlement, rather 
than concerns over the content of the document or draft Proposals Map.  
Indeed, all of these responses stated their support of the approach set out 
in the HED DPD, as no further housing allocation is proposed in Read and 
Simonstone.  Whilst prompted by the planning application, these 
representations have nevertheless been considered as part of this 
Regulation 18 process as they cannot be viewed in isolation to the 
strategic planning process.   
 

2.4 Representations were received from, or relating to the following areas/ 
settlements (number of responses received is given in brackets):  

 

Borough-
wide/general 
comment (not area 
specific) (28) 

Hurst Green (4) Gisburn (1) 

Read & Simonstone 
(24) 

Not specified (3) Langho (1) 

Clitheroe (11) Sabden (3) Mellor (1) 

Longridge (10) Brockhall Village (2) Mellor Brook (1) 

Wilpshire (10) Caldestones(2) Osbaldeston (1) 

Chatburn (6) Bolton-by-Bowland (1) Rimington(1) 

Barrow (4) Copster Green (1) Internal Memo (1) 
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2.5     Defined settlements from were no representations were received: 
  

Billington Ribchester 

Chipping Sawley 

Downham Slaidburn 

Dunsop Bridge Tosside 

Grindelton Waddington 

Holden West Bradford 

Newton Wiswell 

Pendleton Worston 

 
2.6 Those settlements set out at para 2.5 are all Tier 2 Settlements (as 

defined in the adopted Ribble Valley Core Strategy), and are areas where 
no allocations are proposed for housing or employment land.     

 
2.7 A breakdown of the various different groups of respondents from whom 

representations were received shows that the 41% of representations 
were received from private individuals/ members of the public.  Planning 
agents/consultants/developers accounted for 29% of all representations 
received, the second highest number of representations. Specific 
consultees accounted for 21% of responses and Interest groups/other 
organisations accounted for the final 9%.    

 
2.8 Although the consultation was formulated to generate feedback on the 

issues and options raised within the report and the draft Proposals Map, 
there were only a few responses which made comments directly on the 
proposed options for allocations. A significant number received gave 
valuable feedback on the draft Proposals Map.  In some instances, further 
field-based work is required in relation to these representations; however 
the majority made can be fed straight back into the final version of the 
Proposals Map.   

 
Draft Proposals Map 
 
2.9 The consultation sought feedback on the draft Proposals Map.  This was 

updated from the Districtwide Local Plan proposals map to reflect up to 
date evidence and matters including:  

 Draft town centre boundaries for Clitheroe, Longridge and Whalley; 

 Draft Principal Shopping Frontages in Clitheroe; 

 The proposed Clitheroe Market Redevelopment Area; 

 Existing open spaces; 

 Draft Settlement Boundaries; 

 Housing sites with planning permission 

 Existing employment commitments and existing employment areas 

 The updated policy background established within the adopted Core 
Strategy, including the designation of the strategic site at Standen.  

 
2.10 The following designations and constraints were also shown in the draft 

Proposals Map: 

 Flood risk areas 

 SSSI’s 

 Local Nature Reserves 
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 Ancient Woodlands 

 Special Areas of Conservation 

 Special Protection Areas 

 Biological heritage Sites 

 Local Geodiversity Sites 

 Scheduled Ancient Monuments 

 Conservation Areas 

 Historic Parks and Gardens 

 Protected railway Station sites 

 Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

 AONB 

 Green Belt 
 
 
2.11 There was a variety of specific comments in response to matters on the 

draft Proposals Map (and inserts); some supportive of specific boundary 
lines whilst others suggested amendments.  Most related to either draft 
settlement boundaries or existing open spaces.  A small number of 
representations sought Green Belt adjustments but it is outside the scope 
of the DPD to change the Green Belt.  Others suggested a new 
designation based on heritage issues around one particular site at 
Hammond Ground in Read (as discussed in section 2.3).  Further detail 
on these issues is set out below.   

  
Settlement Boundaries 
 
2.12 As set out in the consultation document, the draft settlement boundaries 

have been formulated in line with the methodology in the background 
topic paper.  Five respondents, of which 80% of those were developers, 
questioned the approach taken in some specific locations, considering  
that they were too tightly drawn and should be more flexibly placed to 
allow for future infill plots to accommodate future housing.   

 
2.13 Eleven respondents wished for particular sites (other than the proposed 

allocation sites set out in the consultation report) to be promoted for 
development and to be included within the settlement boundaries. 

2.14 In more detail, 3 representations were made suggesting that the 
settlement boundary for Hurst Green be aligned with the Conservation 
Area boundary and also suggested that certain areas of development 
around the settlement be brought within the boundary.  18 representations 
specifically supported the Read and Simonstone settlement boundary and 
3 responders supported the Chatburn boundary.  Apart from the above, 
there were 4 individual comments seeking boundary adjustments to other 
settlements 

Open Spaces 
 
2.15 Another issue where a number of representations were received 

regarding the draft Proposals Map related to open spaces.  Individual 
suggestions were made to add other suggested existing open spaces into 
Wilpshire, Brockhall and Clitheroe while there were objections to the open 
space designation of two sites, one in Sabden and another in Clitheroe. 
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2.16 It was also suggested that there should be designation of proposed open 

spaces present in a variety of permissions on committed but as yet 

undeveloped housing sites in Clitheroe, Longridge and elsewhere.  Also 

one response suggested that the Primrose Lodge site in Clitheroe site 

should be designated as Open Space. 

Green Belt  
 
2.17 One responder stated that the Green Belt boundary should be adjusted in 

the Simonstone area to reconcile it with a permission boundary, while two 

others suggested sites be removed from the Green belt, one of which 

involved the promotion of the site for future development.   

Miscellaneous  

2.18 Three comments were made suggesting that the graphical placement of 

some policy codes on the maps should be adjusted to make them easier 

to read and remove any ambiguity.  One comment pointed out inaccurate 

codes in two settlements.  These issues will be given due consideration 

prior to Regulation 19 and the publication of a final Proposals Map.   

2.19 While arguably not comments specifically about the maps, there were two 

other issues which emerged from responses to them.  As touched upon 

previously, one issue involved several responders in Read and related to 

their feeling that the Hammond Ground site immediately to the west of the 

boundary be given additional heritage/landscape protection in addition to 

its current Open Countryside location.   This would require the 

introduction of a new designation.  The Stonyhurst Estate also responded 

considering that the area be also given a specific heritage related 

designation. 
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3. Representations relating to the potential Housing and Employment 

Land allocation options   
 
 
HOUSING LAND ALLOCATIONS 
 
Representations relating to the potential housing land allocation options 
 
3.1 In relation to housing land allocations, 9 potential allocations were put out 

for consultation, three in each of the settlements where a residual housing 
requirement remained.  These were Chatburn, Mellor and Wilpshire.  
These options were used as a basis for stimulating debate and focusing 
discussions with consultees regarding what preferred options for land 
allocation should be.  The nine potential housing allocation options 
presented were as follows:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the maps of these sites presented in the HED DPD are included in 
Appendix 2 of this report for information purposes. 
 
WILPSHIRE 
 
3.2 From all of the options presented in the consultation document, the most 

support was shown for potential housing allocation site ‘WILPSHIRE3- 
Land at Wilpshire (safeguarded land within the DWLP)’.   

 
3.3 Comments received relating to this site indicated that respondents felt: 

 this site offers a larger area for building, and therefore minimising 
disruption during the construction phase.  In addition the site offers 
building for more immediate and future needs.  

 the site could accommodate current and future needs.   

 there is existing, straightforward access for both construction and for 
future residents, with services close by.  

WILPSHIRE1- Vacant land to the east of Vicarage Lane 
 
WILPSHIRE2- Land off the Hawthorns, Wilpshire 
 
WILPSHIRE3- Land at Wilpshire (Safeguarded land within the DWLP) 
 
MELLOR1- Field Adj. to Methodist Church, Mellor Lane, Mellor 
 
MELLOR2- Field adj. to 24 Mellor Lane, Mellor 
 
MELLOR3- Field adj. to 22a Mellor Lane, Mellor   
 
CHATBURN1- Land off Downham Road, Chatburn 
 
CHATBURN2- Land to the rear of 13 Ribble Lane, Chatburn 
 
CHATBURN3- Garage units off Ribblesdale View and Sawley Road, Chatburn 
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 The site is close to sustainable transport (rail and bus services) and the 
main road and motorway network 

 The site has the potential to bring forward a mix of types, size and tenure  

 The site could deliver improved facilities such as play areas and open 
space 

 The site has been safeguarded for the purposes of future development 
needs throughout the life of the DWLP and would not involve the 
development of Green Belt land. 

 The site is available for immediate development.   

 There are no known significant constraints and therefore a developable 
scheme could be produced taking account of the pylons, water mains, 
gas easements and wayleaves.   

 Wilpshire is a Tier 1 settlement, can accommodate development and is in 
a sustainable location being in close proximity to primary schools, rail, 
main road, bus services, employment opportunities, local shops and 
recreation facilities.   

 The site is in single ownership with developer interest and a potential 
delivery partner 

 The site is developable from a technical, perspective and would widen the 
housing offer in Ribble Valley 

 The site was allocated as safeguarded land for future development within 
the DWLP. 

 Comments were also received in relation to the ecological/ habitat 
features of the site. 
 

3.4 In terms of considering whether the site should be taken forward, 
representations received highlighted that if this site were to be allocated, 
an ecological survey (and potentially a National Vegetation Classification 
NVC) would be required and measures to avoid damage and disturbance 
would need to be incorporated into any planning consent for the site.  
There were also representations received which stated that they would 
like to see this allocation site reduced in size and partly included within 
the Green Belt designation, as well as tree planting taking place with open 
space designated to ensure a clear separation between Wilpshire and 
Blackburn.  

 
3.5 Further representations were received which requested that the site 

should be located within the revised settlement boundary.   
 
3.6 In relation to both WILPSHIRE2 and WILPSHIRE3, a small number of 

specific objections were made with concerns relating on the whole to 
narrow access, car parking issues and un-adopted roads.  It was stated in 
representations that neither site is considered to be able to fulfil the 
residual housing requirements single headedly and therefore the 
disruption to local residents in the area would be greater than if only 
WILPSHIRE3 were to be developed.    

 
3.7 In terms of site WILPSHIRE1 only, a representation was received which 

stated that an ecological survey would be required which includes a 
Phase 1 habitat survey and potentially a National Vegetation 
Classification (NVC) survey.  
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MELLOR 
 
3.8 Turning to the settlement of Mellor, the only representation received in 

relation to site MELLOR 1, related to the ecological/ habitat features of the 
site.  No other representations were received in relation to this site or 
either of the other two potential allocation options in Mellor (site 
MELLOR2 or site MELLOR3).    

 
CHATBURN 
 
3.9 In relation to Chatburn, the only representations received related to the 

ecological aspects of the sites.  In terms of site CHATBURN1, a 
representation was received which stated that the site appears to support 
trees and therefore a detailed tree survey would be required, including an 
assessment of the potential for the trees to support bat roots.   

 
3.10 In relation to site CHATBURN2, a representation was received which 

stated that according to the Phase 1 habitat survey for the District, the site 
boundary includes areas of semi-natural broadleaved woodland.  An 
ecological survey would be required, which should include a Phase 1 
habitat survey, and, if the site still supports semi-natural woodland, a NVC 
survey to determine whether or not the woodland is a habitat of principle 
importance in England and subject to Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006.  
A further representation was received in relation to this site which 
highlighted that the site is adjacent to a historical landfill (along the 
western border).   

 
3.11 No representations were received in relation to potential allocation site 

CHATBURN3. 
 

3.12 Whilst not site specific, a representation was received which stated that   
‘any allocations’ for development would need to take account of possible 
impacts on the interest features of designated sites by way of water 
pathways.  This response is noted in moving forward to the Regulation 19 
HED DPD as well as the Sustainability Appraisal (SA)/ Habitats 
Regulation Assessment (HRA).   

 
 
Call for sites process 
 
3.12 In addition to presenting potential housing and employment allocation 

options, as part of the consultation the Council requested that reasonable 
alternative sites (in the three settlements of Chatburn, Mellor and 
Wilpshire were there was an outstanding residual requirement) be 
submitted if considered necessary.  The scope of this related to housing, 
employment and retail development sites in Longridge and Whalley.   

 
3.13 There were 33 sites in total submitted through this ‘call for sites’ process.  

25 for residential use, 4 for employment use and 4 for mixed employment 
and residential use.  The majority of these did not relate to the areas 
where allocations are needed.  Only one alternative site was submitted 
through the call process in Wilpshire, however in Chatburn, 2 alternative 
sites were submitted (both through Planning Agents on behalf of the 
landowner).  Whilst one of these sites in Chatburn already has planning 
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permission, the agent has submitted it through this process as they wish 
to see the site enlarged.  An alternative site was also submitted in Mellor. 

 
3.14 Whilst the Regulations only require that ‘reasonable’ alternative sites 

require SA testing (i.e. those located in/ or around the 3 settlements 
where a residual requirement remains), all of the sites received have been 
sent to Arcadis for SA testing for the purposes of completeness.  More on 
the Sustainability Appraisal process is given in section 4 of this report.  

 
3.15 Whilst this section has looked at the representations received on the 

potential housing allocations, section 5 deals with other issues related to 
housing during the consultation.            
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 EMPLOYMENT LAND ALLOCATIONS 
 
Representations relating to the potential employment land allocation 
options 
 
3.15 The potential proposed Employment Land allocations are shown in the 

blue box below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note: the maps of these sites presented in the HED DPD are included in 
Appendix 3 of this report for information purposes. 
 
 
3.16 There were a small number of representations made on proposed 

potential employment allocation sites, and in comparison to the number of 
representations received relating to housing allocations, this was 
significantly lower.   

 
3.17 Whilst there was no clear ‘preferred’ site, an element of support was 

noted for all of the proposed employment allocations and for sites to be 
promoted along the A59 corridor.  The issues and options document did 
not specifically promote a potential allocation site along this corridor (other 
than potential employment allocation option 1- Land at Sykes Holt), this is 
because Barrow Brook is identified within the adopted Core Strategy as a 
strategic employment site, and therefore is adopted policy which does not 
need to be repeated within the HED DPD.        

 
3.18 In terms of objections, most of those (of the very small number of reps 

received relating to employment) were in relation to potential employment 
allocation site 3, Land at Higher College Farm, Longridge.  The main 
concerns related to access to the site along with some flooding concerns. 
The site however did not just attract objection, with the Town Council in 
particular stating that principle of the land being earmarked for 
employment/ commercial development in Longridge (subject to all 
planning considerations) would be acceptable, but they reiterated their 
concerns of traffic and flood issues which should be carefully considered 
and dealt with during the planning process. The sites proposed in 
Longridge are sites 2 and 3 (Land at Grimbaldeston Farm and Higher 
College Farm).  Support for an enlarged site in this location was also 
given to allow for mixed employment uses.  The site was considered by 
the respondent to be available, suitable and developable in the plan 
period, which they state is supported by evidence base documents and 
independent technical studies.  They also state that the enlarged site has 
scope to deliver highway and education benefits.  

EMPLOYMENT ALLOCATION OPTION 1 – Land ay Sykes Holt, Mellor 
 
EMPLOYMENT ALLOCATION OPTION 2- Land at Grimbaldeston Farm, 
Longridge 
 
EMPLOYMENT ALLOCATION OPTION 3 – Land at Higher College Farm, 
Longridge 
 
EMPLOYMENT ALLOCATION OPTION 4- Land at TIME Technology Park, 
Simonstone 
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3.19 One representation received stated that they considered the approach of 

meeting the full employment needs would not be effective in delivering the 
right amount of development.  However, the objectively assessed 
employment needs were determined as part of the Core Strategy which 
has been independently examined and found sound and are therefore 
effective in delivering development.   

 
3.20 In relation to proposed Employment Allocation option Site 1- Land at 

Sykes Holt, comments received showed that the site is adjacent to a 
historical landfill site and that the Phase 1 Habitat Survey of the District 
shows the site as being adjacent to an area of semi-natural broadleaved 
woodland, which was target noted, the site itself comprising amenity 
grassland and neutral grassland. A pond is also shown on the plan of the 
site.  An ecological survey is required, which should include a survey of 
the pond, a Phase 1 habitat survey and, if the site still supports semi-
improved natural grassland, a NVC survey to determine whether or not 
the site supports any habitats of principle importance in England and 
subject to Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006. Any planning consent must 
take measures to avoid damage and disturbance to the watercourse and 
associated clough woodland.   
 

3.21 As expected, support for the site from the agent acting on behalf of the 
landowner was received, and with it a commitment to bring forward a 
planning application for the site.  A planning application has since been 
received for the ‘conversion of listed building to heritage Centre and 
development of new office building, craft brewery, garage and stabling 
with associated car park and operational development’ (application 
number 3/2016/0962 & 3/2016/0963, received October 2016).  This 
application remains undetermined at the time of writing this report.   
 

3.22 As a result of the planning application having been submitted, if this 
application is approved then the site would effectively become a 
committed employment site and could no longer be promoted as a 
potential allocation.  More on this will be set out in the regulation 19 stage 
report, by which stage a decision is likely to have been made on the 
current planning application.   
 

3.23 In relation to proposed Employment Allocation Option Site 4 (land at TIME 
technology Park), information received during the consultation states that 
the Phase 1 Habitat Survey of the District mapped the site as semi-
improved neutral grassland.  An ecological survey would be required, 
which should include a Phase 1 habitat survey and, if the site still 
supports semi-improved neutral grassland, a National Vegetation 
Classification (NVC) survey would be needed to determine whether or not 
the grassland is a habitat of principle importance in England and subject 
to Section 1 of the NERC Act 2006.   

 
3.24 Whilst this section has looked at the representations received on the 

potential economic and employment land allocations, section 5 deals with 
other issues related to employment during the consultation.            

 
 
 
 



 15 

 
4. Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report 
 
 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Scoping Report 
 
4.1 The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping report was produced by consultants 

on behalf of the Council by, Arcadis Ltd, who undertook similar work for 
the now adopted Core Strategy.  There is a statutory requirement to 
publish the SA Scoping report for a 5 week period, and ensure that it is 
made available for comment.  The SA Scoping report was published 
alongside the Issues and Options document and draft Proposals Map and 
was made available for comment over the same period (26/08/16 – 
07/10/16).  
 

4.2 There were 9 representations received in relation to the SA Scoping 
Report.  Three of these were received from the statutory consultees 
(Environment Agency, Natural England and Historic England) and the 
remaining six came from Planning agents/ Developers (on behalf of land 
owners), private individuals and interest groups/ other organisations.     

 
4.3 In terms of what these responses contained, they mostly related to 

supporting the content of the Scoping report or requests to expand the 
plan objectives included.     

 
4.4 All of the representations relating to the SA Scoping have been sent to 

Arcadis Ltd for their consideration and, where appropriate, incorporation 
into the next stage of the SA process.    

 
4.5 As discussed, the consultation involved a ‘call for sites’ exercise, wherein 

potential alternative options for housing and economic purposes could be 
submitted.  In total, 33 sites were submitted.  Whilst the SA is only 
required to assess those which are considered ‘reasonable’ alternatives, 
the Council has taken the decision to ensure the SA testing process is 
applied to all 33 of these site submissions.  The results of this options 
testing will feed into the next stage of the SA process, which will be the 
publication of the SA report.  This will be published and made available for 
comment alongside the Regulation 19 stage of the HED DPD (the 
‘preferred option’ report).    
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5. Other issues raised during the consultation 
 
 
Representations relating to the Issues and Options consultation document 
 
5.1 Just under three quarters (73%) of those representations made that were 

applicable (i.e. related to the consultation scope) were made on the 
content of the Issues and Options document.  There was a broadly similar 
level of support and objection to the document and of these 
representations a few of these will require action to be taken by the LPA 
prior to the Reg 19 stage.   

 
5.2 One of the issues which has been raised is that of ‘soundness’.  This is a 

fundamental issue in formulating the DPD.  To be deemed ‘sound’, a DPD 
should be JUSTIFIED, EFFECTIVE and consistent with NATIONAL 
POLICY.  “JUSTIFIED” means that the document must be founded on a 
robust and credible evidence base and be the most appropriate strategy 
when considered against the reasonable alternatives.   “EFFECTIVE” 
means that the document must be deliverable, flexible and able to be 
monitored.  The soundness of a DPD is considered as part of the 
Examination in Public.     

  
5.3 One of the key issues which was raised during the consultation, related to 

soundness.  Whilst only 4 consultees used specific terminology and 
referred to the document running the risk of being ‘unsound’, there were a 
number of representations received which questioned the overall 
approach taken by the Council in the DPD  in terms of planning for 
housing and economic development delivery over the plan period.   

 
5.4 The basis for the approach is that the Core Strategy provides the strategic 

policy framework for the plan period.  This includes determining the 
overall levels of housing and employment land provision to be achieved in 
the plan period (2008-2028).  These are 5,600 dwellings and and 
additional 8 hectares of land respectively.  The issues and Options 
document sets out that, taking account of developments and 
commitments to date in the plan period, there remains only relatively 
small residual requirements for both housing numbers and employment 
land left to be delivered in the borough in the remainder of the plan period 
(i.e. up to 2028).  This is due to significant levels of planning permissions 
being granted.   

 
5.5 As a result, in relation to housing, the Issues and Options DPD seeks to 

make specific housing allocations in the settlements of Chatburn, Mellor 
and Wilpshire only, where there is a residual requirement for housing.  
These are all Tier One settlement to which the Core Strategy directs only 
a relatively small amount of housing.  In terms of the Principal 
settlements, there is only a residual requirement in Longridge.  As this 
was small in relation to the total for the settlement (23 out of the adjusted 
total of 960) it was considered that it would be met through windfall 
developments rather than making a specific allocation.   

 
5.6 A number of the representations received have challenged this approach , 

and considered it to be unsound approach and unlikely to deliver the 
identified requirements; it effectively treats the housing requirement as a 
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maximum or ceiling.  Instead respondents consider it should be treated as 
a minimum with a need for further increased provision to ensure that the 
Core Strategy requirements are met in full; the Core Strategy itself refers 
to “at least 280 per year” and treating the figures as a minimum target.   
Respondents cite the need for flexibility and resilience in plans to ensure 
delivery of housing; the maintenance of an adequate five year supply of 
sites; over reliance on all commitments delivering in the plan period (in 
particular some large sites including the Strategic Site at Standen) and 
also point to the current shortfall in delivery to date as all supporting 
increased provision.  

 
5.7 To contribute to this, a number of respondents, (usually agents on behalf 

of the landowners and developers) suggested that there should be 
additional allocations and/or a buffer of reserve sites amounting to 20% 
above the overall requirement in order to meet overall requirements, 
ensure a continuous five year supply and guard against under-delivery.  
The notion of a 20% reserve/buffer is in line with the recommendations of 
the Local Plans Expert Group3 (LPEG) (March 2016) which is still being 
considered by the Government.   
 

5.8 In most cases, the representations also included suggestions of specific 
sites for allocation for housing or as a reserve of sites to meet the 
perceived shortfall.  In addition some referred to the need for Settlement 
Boundaries to be drawn more flexibly to allow for infill and rounding off 
and there were calls for a wider range of sites to be identified in 
sustainable locations.   

 
5.9 Further points made in relation to housing matters are that: additional 

flexibility is needed in view of the Council’s commitment to reviewing 
housing requirements within five years from adoption of the Core 
Strategy; and that such a review  be undertaken now.  Elsewhere there is 
disagreement with the approach of not making a specific allocation in 
Longridge.  One respondent considers that the HED DPD consultation 
should include a housing trajectory and there is no information about 
delivery in terms of housing mix over and above the market/affordable mix 
so it is not known whether housing needs are being met.   

 
5.10  In addition, specific responses refer to the under-provision of affordable 

housing in the plan period to date.  There is reference to the level of 
affordable housing identified in the SHMA (404 dwellings) in comparison 
with the overall requirement of 280 dwellings per year and that the 
housing requirement in the adopted Core Strategy does not reflect the 
Satnam Judgment.  Also It is considered that there is an over reliance on 
existing permissions; which if they not deliver will compromise meeting 
identified needs.  Funding and viability issues are also cited as affecting 
the delivery of affordable housing.   It is suggested by some that further 
sites are likely to be needed to boost delivery of affordable housing.  

  
5.11 These matters will be key issues for the Council to address.  The overall 

approach is a strategic issue which, in line with legislation, is determined 
through the Core Strategy.  The consultations and examination of these 

                                                 
3
 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/508345/Local-

plans-report-to-governement.pdf 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/508345/Local-plans-report-to-governement.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/508345/Local-plans-report-to-governement.pdf
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issues was discussed at length during the formulation of the Core 
Strategy, which has been found sound through independent examination 
and subsequently adopted.  Therefore, the Core Strategy determines the 
overall Development Strategy and strategic approach in relation to both 
levels of housing and economic development in the borough and the HED 
DPD must be (and RVBC considers that it is) in line with this 
methodology.   

 
5.12 A planned over provision of 20% would amount to 1120 dwellings within 

the borough over and above the objectively assessed need of 5600. The 
notion of 20% is derived from the recommendations of the Local Plan 
Expert group; it is not a matter of national planning policy nor does it 
constitute government advice at this stage.   

 
5.13 Similarly, a small number of responses expressed a wish to change 

issues that have been determined by the Core Strategy, such as wording 
of policies and Key Statements.  Other requests for change lay outside of 
the scope of the consultation.       

 
5.14 One representation considered that the HED DPD, Proposals Maps and 

Sustainability Appraisal Scoping report do not take account of the impacts 
on the ecological networks or reflect the work undertaken by the 
Lancashire Environment Records Network and the Lancashire Wildlife 
Trust to produce ecological networks maps.  These are requirements of 
the NPPF.  The work undertaken to map ecological networks has reached 
a certain stage and was published after adoption of the Core Strategy.  
Some elements of the ecological networks are included in the adopted 
policies and on the draft Proposals Map i.e. the designated sites.  The 
remaining elements, stepping stones and corridors, which do not have 
specific designation, would probably be covered by policies EN4 and 
DME3 generally and a possible way forward may be to prepare a 
Supplementary Planning Document to address these remaining matters.   
The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report includes an objective “to 
protect and enhance biodiversity” and the sub objective “to protect and 
enhance habitats and wildlife corridors”.  This matter will be addressed 
further through the Development Management process.   

 
5.15 In terms of infrastructure providers, there were no representations 

received which highlighted any provision constraints.  The Council intends 
to continue close liaison with these providers, and understands its Duty to 
Co-operate on these matters.  Whilst they had no concerns at Reg 18 
stage, a commitment has been to United Utilities that the Council will 
meet with the organisation before progressing to preferred options stage. 
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6.  Next stages  
 
 
 
6.1 The next stage in producing the HED DPD is to undertake Sustainability 

Appraisal testing of the options presented and the 33 alternative options 
that have been submitted during the consultation ‘call for sites’ process.  
Sustainability testing asses each of the potential housing and employment 
land options in terms of their social, economic and environmental 
sustainability, through a set of SA Objectives and sub-objectives.  Where 
necessary or appropriate mitigation solutions will be presented and an 
overall ‘residual score’ reached.  Any uncertainty on this will be ranked as 
being low, medium or high, and impacts that timing may have on delivery 
is also set out in terms of the possible impacts this may have on site 
information SA objective or sub-objective.  This will be categorised as 
being either ‘short’, ‘short-medium’, ‘medium’, ‘medium- long’ or ‘long’ 
term.    

 
6.2 Following the consultation and the Sustainability Appraisal testing, the 

housing and employment land options which are found to be the preferred 
option will be evidenced and taken forward to form the basis of the 
housing and employment land allocations for the borough in the 
Regulation 19 HED DPD report.  It is the information that will be set out in 
this stage document which will be presented at Submission Stage, along 
with any comments received on this during the Reg 19 consultation.  

 
6.3 The Regulation 19 report will be the first time that the allocation sites for 

housing and employment land will be set out, as the process moves on 
from the Regulation 18 scoping, or issues and options gathering stage.  
The Reg 19 HED DPD will not be the final version as consultation at that 
stage will allow for a further minimum 6 week public consultation period, 
prior to a submission (Regulation 22) stage of the document being 
produced.  Comments will again be invited on this version of the 
document, which will be considered, along with the HED DPD document 
and the final proposals map, by an Independent Inspector at an 
Examination in Public.   
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APPENDIX ONE: EVIDENCE OF REGULATION 18 
CONSULTATION   

 

 

 
The following information provides evidence of the consultation that took place at 
Regulation 18 stage.   
 
A copy of this letter was sent to everyone on the Council’s LDF consultation 
database. 
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Copy of letter sent out to Parish Councillor’s 
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 24 

Copy of letter sent to Borough Councillor’s 
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Compliment’s slip with info pack sent to members of Planning and 
Development Committee  
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Invite email to Registered Providers liaison meeting 
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Email to libraries on the borough relating to consultation 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dates and time of library document pack deliveries 
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 30 

Compliments slip included with document packs to libraries 
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Email to statutory consultee informing of SA Scoping Report 
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Email to statutory consultee informing of SA Scoping Report 
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Email to statutory consultee informing of SA Scoping Report 
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Press release in Clitheroe Advertiser (01/09/16) 
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Press release in Longridge and Ribble Valley News (01/09/16) 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 36 

Poster sent out to all Parish Council Clerks for display in their Pasrsh area/ 
on their public notice baords 
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Pages from the RVBC website relating to the consultation 
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APPENDIX TWO: OPTIONS FOR POTENTIAL HOUSING 
ALLOCATION (MAPS) 

 

As presented in the Regulation 18 HED DPD 
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APPENDIX THREE: OPTIONS FOR POTENTIAL ECONOMY 
AND EMPLOYMENT LAND ALLOCATION (MAPS) 

 

As presented in the Regulation 18 HED DPD 

 

 
 
Proposed Employment Allocation Options Site 1- Land at Sykes Holt, Mellor 
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Proposed Employment Allocation Options Site 2- Land at Grimbaldeston Farm, 
Longridge 
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Proposed Employment Allocation Options Site 3- Land at Higher College Farm, 
Longridge 
 

 
 
 



 59 

Proposed Employment Allocation Options Site 4- Land at Time Technology Park, 
Simonstone 
 

 
 


