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The Minutes of the last Planning Committee held on the 24th June 2026 were submitted 
for approval as a correct record. 
  
Recommended – That the minutes be received as a correct record.  
 

 
3.   Town and Country Planning Act 1990- Planning Applications for Determination   

 
 

 
4.   11/26/0191 - 1 Bamford Crescent, Accrington, Lancashire, BB5 2PQ  (Pages 7 - 22) 
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5.   Enforcement Update  (Pages 23 - 26) 

 
 

 
6.   Date and Time of next Meeting   
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PLANNING COMMITTEE 

 
 

Wednesday, 24th June, 2026 
 

Present:  Councillors Mike Booth, Loraine Cox, Ethan Rawcliffe, Judith Addison 
(Vice Chair), Stephen Button, Stewart Eaves, Paul Brown, Jordan Fox, 
Lance Parkinson, Steven Smithson, Kate Walsh and Munsif Dad BEM JP 
 

Apologies: Councillors Dave Parkins and Heather Anderson 
  
 
373 Appointment of Vice Chair 

 
With consent of the committee, item 3 was taken first on the agenda 
  
Councillor Judith Addison was nominated and voted in by majority vote to be Vice Chair of 
the Planning Committee 2026/27. 
 

374 Apologies for Absence, Substitutions, Declarations of Interest and Dispensations 
 
Apologies for Absence were given by Councillors Dave Parkins and Heather Anderson. 
  
Councillor Munsif Dad BEM JP substituted for Councillor Dave Parkins 
  
Declarations of interest were declared by Councillor’s Jordon Fox and Lance Parkinson in 
relation to item 11/25/0333. Both Councillors had made separate objections as Lancashire 
County Councillors. 
  
Councillor Loraine Cox declared that in her past role as a Lancashire County Councillor she 
regularly sat on the committee dealing with public rights of way, however Cllr Cox was 
happy that this would not impact her decision on item 11/25/0333.  
  
 

375 Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
The Minutes of the last Planning Committee held on the 15th of April 2026 were submitted 
for approval as a correct record. 
  
Resolved – That the minutes be received as a correct record. 
  
 

376 Town and Country Planning Act 1990- Planning Applications for Determination 
 

377 11/25/0175 - Land to the North East side of Burnley Road, Altham, BB5 5UB 
 
Mr Joshua Parkinson, Planning Manger (Development Mangement) presented the 
application to the committee. Informing that the application site relates to land to the east of 
Burnley Road (A678) The site comprises a flat area of land, which includes an agricultural 
building with a gravel yard to the front. There is an existing access with Burnley Road which 
is bound by hedgerows and trees.  
The proposal seeks full planning permission for the change of use from agricultural land to 
a mixed use, including one gypsy and traveller family pitch and agricultural storage. This 
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would involve relocating the existing access as set out in the comments of Lancashire 
County Council Highways. 
  
7 Objections had been received from neighbouring properties. 
Altham Parish Council provided objections to the application as per the report. 
Lancashire County Council proposed conditions as per the report. 
United Utilities requested conditions as per the report. 
No objections were received from Cadent Gas or Hyndburn Borough Councils 
Environmental Health Team. 
  
The application was recommended for Approval. 
  
Members discussed that the relocation of the access point to the site must be an 
compulsory condition in the interest of highway safety.  
  
Resolved – The application was approved subject to the conditions set out in the 
report. 
  
N.B. 1. Altham Parish Cllr Miles Parkinson – Spoke Against the application 
      

•       The number of vehicles seen on the application site exceeds the allowance.  
•       The proposed foul drainage could cause serious environmental and health issues.  
•       The proposal would involve the destruction of yet more Green Belt. It must be  

            protected in line with the Framework.   
•       The Emerging LP identifies sites that are not in Green Belt, and that are suitable for 

gypsies and travellers.   
•       The proposal would have a negative impact on the character and appearance of the 

area.  
•       The proposal would have a negative impact on the local community.   
•       Concerns about the lack of publicity, including neighbour notification letters.   
•       Additionally, raise concerns about previous breaches of planning control, harm to 

biodiversity and ecology and other matters, including fighting, fires and waste. They 
have concerns that planning control will continue to be breached.    

  
2. Michael Carr – Spoke in Support of the application   

       
         The development would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally  

undermine the purposes of the remaining Green Belt across the  
area of the plan  

         There is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed  
         The development would be in a sustainable location, with reference to paragraphs 

110 and 115 of the Framework 
         The development proposed meets the requirements set out in paragraphs 156 and 

157 of the Framework.   
 

378 11/25/0333 - Land Parcel, 50 Hodder Street, Accrington, Lancashire, BB5 6SX 
 
Mr Adam Birkett, Chief Planning and Transformation Officer presented the application to 
the committee. Mr Birkett informed that the application site consists of a plot of land to the 
south of Hodder Street, adjacent to the curtilage of No.48 Hodder Street. A public footpath 
passes through the site in parallel with the gable end of No.48 Hodder Street. It is 
understood that a slither of land within  
the application site is designated as a statutory allotment site held by statute of the 
Allotments This proposal is seeking a planning permission for the construction of a self-
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build 3-bed detached dwelling with associated hardstanding, and a re-routed public 
footpath. 
  
A total of 11 consultation letters had been sent to occupiers of the neighbouring properties 
and a site notice posted adjacent to the application site on 8th September 2025.  
Hyndburn Council’s planning department had received a total of 3 objection letters and 1 
letter of support as set out in the report. 
Lancashire County Council Highways and LCC Public Rights of Way team (PRoW) 
recommended conditions as set out in the report. 
Hyndburn Borough Councils Environmental Health department found that whilst this landfill 
is relatively old it is still of an age whereby gas production and contamination could still 
present a risk to sensitive human receptors and buildings. Where contamination is expected 
or the end use is residential, developers should provide proportionate but sufficient 
investigation information to determine  
the risk it may pose, so that the risks can be statistically reduced to an acceptable  
level. In the first instance, a phase one desk study will be required before commencement. 
This must be carried out by a competent person or company. Environmental Health Officer 
raises no objection. 
No objections were received by Cadent Gas. 
  
The application was recommended for approval with the conditions listed in the agenda. 
  
Members of the committee discussed the possible problems this application could cause 
through the building phase, highlighting that if the public footpath was inaccessible, this 
could cause problems for residents who regularly access the recreation ground directly 
behind. Questions were asked if this application would have an impact on the allotment 
holder’s access. Adam Birkett stated that allotment access would not be affected by this 
application, that temporary diversion of the footpath would be dealt with under a separate 
process and a condition is recommended regarding construction management. Members 
emphasised that it was imperative that the footpath was reinstated. Adam Birkett reassured 
the committee that this was prerequisite.  
  
Resolved – Members voted to approve the officer recommendation and grant 
planning permission subject to the conditions noted in the report.  
  
 

 
Signed:…………………………………………… 

 
Date: …………….………………………………………… 

 
Chair of the meeting 

At which the minutes were confirmed 
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HYNDBURN BOROUGH COUNCIL - COMMITTEE REPORT 

APPLICATION REF: 11/26/0191 

APPLICATION ADDRESS: 
1 Bamford Crescent, Accrington, 

Lancashire, BB5 2PQ 

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION: Full: Change of use from dwelling (use 

Class C3) to residential care for (Use Class 

C2) provision for one child. 

DATE REPORT WRITTEN: 10 August 2026 

Recommendation 

That planning permission be granted subject to the conditions at the end of the report.  

Description of site and Proposed Development  

The application relates to three-bed, terraced dwelling 1 Bamford Crescent, 

Accrington. It is situated on a corner plot adjacent to the junction of Bamford Crescent 

and Manchester Road. The existing house was originally built as the end property 

within a row of terraced housing and has been in domestic use since its construction 

in the 1800s. Originally identified as 129 Manchester Road and 1 Bamford Crescent 

in a differing configuration, the property forms the end terrace unit to a row of similar 

styled properties dating from the 1800s. 

The application site is situated within an established residential area. Although the 

housing stock fronting Bamford Crescent with Manchester Road is of an older nature, 

constructed to higher densities in a more traditional palette of materials, the majority 

of the properties along the remainder of Bamford Crescent are more modern, 

constructed in the latter half of the C20, 1950s-70s predominantly as single storey 

bungalows or two storey detached dwellings with private open space and off-road 

parking.  

The site is located within the Accrington Christ Church Conservation Area. 

The proposal is for the change of use of the existing dwelling to a residence providing 

care for one child of a low-risk nature with two associated live-in care workers akin to 

a family orientated environment in line with the Supported Accommodation (England) 

Regulations 2023. There will be no physical alteration to the property in terms of 

extension, conversion or alterations although a bin store is proposed to the front. 
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Consultation Responses/Representations  

Growth Lancashire – Heritage: 

Designations  

Growth Lancashire Conservation Comments 23 June 2026 Ref: 11/26/0191 Full: 

change of use from C3 dwelling to C2 residential care provision for one child with 

associated carers 1 Bamford Crescent Accrington Lancashire BB5 2PQ  

The proposed building lies within the Accrington Christchurch Conservation area.  

Comments I have reviewed the application documents and considered these against 

the relevant statutory duty(s) under the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990, the national policy contained in Chapter 16 of the NPPF and the 

Local Plan policy(s).  

The planning application includes existing and proposed plans and elevation drawings, 

application form, location plan, and design and access statement. I note a minor 

typographical error within the Design and Access Statement. Paragraph 1.2 states that 

“The property is not within a conservation area.” However, the site is located within the 

Accrington Christ Church Conservation Area. I recommend that this statement is 

amended to ensure the submitted documentation accurately reflects the site's 

designation and the proposal under consideration. Christ Church Conservation Area 

was designated in 1976 and extended in 1991.  

Its significance is derived from Oak Hill Park and Haworth Park, numerous listed 

buildings, and the mix of early and later 19th-century terraced housing around Christ 

Church and Manchester Road. I think the building's contribution to the character and 

appearance of the Conservation Area to derive primarily from its external character 

and appearance.  

The proposed change of use does not involve any alterations to the building's external 

fabric, as confirmed by the submitted plans, elevations, and Design and Access 

Statement. However, the proposal does include some external site works, comprising 

a timber-clad bin store, new hedging along the front boundary, and the reconfiguration 

of existing paving. I note the front boundary hedges are a common feature of adjacent 

properties, considering this I think the proposed hedging to be in keeping with the 

established character and appearance of the area. The proposed paving is low-level 

in nature and will be largely screened by the existing stone boundary wall and 

proposed hedging.  

Considering this, I do not think would also have any material impact on the character 

or appearance of the Conservation Area. I note that the bin store will be finished in 
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timber cladding, which I think is an acceptable material choice. It will also be partially 

screened from road by the existing stone wall and proposed hedging. Given its limited 

scale, materiality, and screening, I do not think the bin store would appear incongruous 

or to cause harm to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area.  

As such, I do not think the change of use and associated works will result in any harm 

to the character or appearance of the Conservation Area.  

Overall, I consider that the proposal will cause no discernible level of harm to 

the character and appearance of the Accrington Christchurch Conservation 

area. As such the proposal complies with the objectives contained in Chapter 

16 of the NPPF and the Hyndburn Local Plan (Policy DM22) and I raise no 

objections from a heritage perspective. 

Lancashire County Council (LCC) Highways: The site was visited at 7.20am on 17 

June 2026. Having reviewed the documents submitted, together with site 

observations, Lancashire County Council acting as the highway authority makes the 

following comments.  

Site planning history 11/23/0448 - Certificate of Lawful Use proposed: Use of a 

dwellinghouse (use class c3) as a children's care home to accommodate up to 2 young 

people and 2 non-residential staff support carers. Refused.  

Car parking  

The development site is an end terrace property with no off-road parking, nor can any 

be provided. At the time of the site visit there was parking on both sides of Bamford 

Crescent from its junction with Manchester Road to 2 Worsley Street. However, further 

into the estate there was some spare capacity for on-road parking, and it was also 

noted that many of the properties had off-road parking provision.  

Public transport  

There is a bus stop outside No 127 Manchester Road, served by two commercial bus 

services – No 464 Accrington – Rochdale and X41 Accrington – Manchester. Both 

these services operate seven days a week, including Bank Holidays, with regular 

buses throughout the day with less frequent services early mornings, late evenings 

and on Sundays/Bank Holidays. Nevertheless, these provide the opportunity to 

replace some journeys with public transport thereby reducing the reliance on the use 

of private vehicles.  

Conclusion  
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Having reviewed the documents submitted, Lancashire County Council acting as the 

local highway authority does not raise an objection regarding the proposed 

development and are of the opinion that the proposed development is unlikely to have 

a significant impact on highway safety, capacity or amenity in the immediate vicinity of 

the site. 

Public Consultation: Neighbour notification letters have been sent and a site notice 

posted adjacent to the application site. The Local Planning Authority have received 

18 objections. The objection comments are summarised as follows:  

• Concerns regarding residential amenity, noise and disturbance, highway 

impacts, and the suitability of the location for the proposed use.;  

• There has been a history of police attendance and incidents associated with 

this property. There have been numerous police callouts to the address, which 

has caused concern amongst neighbouring residents and has impacted the 

peaceful enjoyment of their homes. Given this history, many residents have 

legitimate concerns that a more intensive residential use could result in further 

disturbances, increased activity, and additional demands on local services; 

• The proposal is likely to generate additional vehicle movements due to staff 

shift changes, visitors and service providers. Bamford Crescent is a quiet 

residential area with limited parking capacity, and further pressure on on-street 

parking could negatively affect both residents and highway safety; 

• The application would introduce a non-standard residential use into an 

established family housing area. The Council should carefully consider whether 

the site is appropriate for this use and whether the proposal would adversely 

affect the character of the neighbourhood and the amenity of existing residents; 

• The comings and goings associated with staff shift changes, often late at night 

or early in the morning, will create unacceptable noise and disturbance for 

immediate neighbours. Furthermore, the intensification of use—along with 

associated waste collection and delivery vehicles—will disrupt the peace and 

tranquillity of this residential area; 

• Due to the ever-increasing burden of patrons who attend The Victoria Public 

House, parking spots are already at a premium. I am aware that homeowners 

do not have an automatic right to park outside their home address, however 

this application will cause further parking congestion; 

• The application provides insufficient information to demonstrate how the facility 

would be operated, staffed, managed and serviced on a day-to-day basis. 

Without a clear management and operational plan covering parking provision, 
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servicing arrangements, hours of operation and staffing levels, neither the 

Council nor local residents can properly assess the true impact of the proposal. 

I would ask that the Council require this detail before any decision is reached; 

• Understand that Hyndburn already accommodates a significant number of 

children’s homes and supported accommodation facilities. The continued 

concentration of these uses within the borough raises concerns regarding 

whether the area is carrying a disproportionate share of such developments 

compared with neighbouring authorities; 

• A previous application for a materially similar proposal was refused because 

the proposed use did not fall within Class C3. In addition, it constituted a 

material change of use requiring planning permission; 

• The current application now accepts that the proposal falls within Class C2. 

However, it retains the same operational characteristics identified in the earlier 

refusal, including continuous staffing, shift changes, professional and agency 

visits, and ongoing operational activity; 

• No substantive evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that the planning 

impacts previously identified have been overcome or materially reduced; 

• Existing on-street parking problems on Bamford Crescent, close to the junction 

with Manchester Road where cars regularly park on the pavement to the 

detriment of pedestrians; 

• There is already over parking at this end of Bamford Crescent, creating highway 

safety issues. These will be exacerbated by this proposed use; 

• Concern about potential anti-social behaviour; 

• LCC Highway assessment was carried out at a time when most residents were 

at work. 

Relevant Planning History  

11/23/0448 – Certificate of lawful Use proposed: Use of a dwellinghouse (use class 

c3) as a children's care home to accommodate up to 2 young people and 2 non-

residential staff support carers – Refused: 1 March 2024. 
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Relevant Policies 

Hyndburn Local Plan 2040  

The Hyndburn 2040: Local Plan (Strategic Policies and Site Allocations) was adopted 

in July 2026. Following policies from the Local Plan are relevant to this proposal:  

Policy SP1 Spatial Development Strategy 

Policy SP10 Housing Provision (including affordable housing) 

Policy SP19 Heritage 

Policy SP20 Environmental Amenity and Air Quality 

Policy SP23 Sustainable and Safe Transport  

Policy SP26 Accrington (Central), Baxenden and Church  

Hyndburn Development Management Development Plan Document (DMDPD) 

Policy DM10 New Residential Development  

Policy DM22 Heritage Assets 

Policy DM25 Pollution Control 

Policy DM29 Environmental Amenity 

Policy DM32 Sustainable Transport, Traffic Management and Highway Safety  

(including GN8: Car Parking Standards) 

Hyndburn Children’s Residential & Supported Accommodations Supplementary 

Planning Guidance (SPG) (Children’s Home SPG) 

The Councils Children’s Residential & Supported Accommodation SPG was published 

by the Council in June 2025, following a six-week public consultation (between Friday 

21 March and Friday 2 May 2025) and the subsequent approval of the Council’s 

Cabinet meeting.  

This SPG document was produced in response to the sharp increase in numbers of 

children’s homes in the Borough since 2022, and the associated increase in the 

number of applications for planning permission and lawful development certificate (as 

proposed). It is acknowledged that the SPG document is a non-statutory guidance. 

The SPG may still be taken into account as a material consideration in determining 

planning applications, particularly if it relates to matters set out in the NPPF. 
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Material Considerations 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

National Planning Policy Guidance 

Observations 

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in 

accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. The NPPF is a material consideration (NPPF paragraph 2). The NPPF 

defines sustainable development (paragraph 8), sets a presumption in favour of such 

development, requiring that: proposals in accordance with an up-to-date development 

plan be approved without delay (paragraph 11); and, that decisions should be 

approached in a positive and creative way (paragraph 39).  

The NPPF (paragraph 61) says it is important that the needs of groups with specific 

housing requirements are addressed; and that (paragraph 63) the size, type and 

tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community, including housing for 

looked-after children, should be assessed and reflected in planning policies.  

The development plan sets out general policies regarding character, appearance and 

residential amenity. Additionally, the Council has prepared and published a 

Supplementary Planning Guidance for Children’s Home SPG in June 2025 to provide 

guidance on applications for children’s homes. The SPG is a material consideration. It 

makes the following guidance for new proposals:  

1 Development principle – meeting the needs of local communities;  

2 Site specific considerations;  

3 The application property is suitable for the number of children and carers 

proposed;  

4 There is sufficient off-street car parking for carers and visitors and that the     

development will not impact on highway safety; and 

5 The development will not result in a concentration or cluster of children’s 

care homes in that area. 
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Considerations 

Principle of development 

Paragraph 63 of the NPPF requires that the size, type and tenure of housing needed 

for different groups in the community (including looked after children) should be 

assessed and reflected in planning policies.  Footnote 26 of the NPPF suggests that 

evidence of need for looked after children can be found in the relevant Local Authority’s 

Children’s Social Care Sufficiency Strategy.  

In recent years, Hyndburn has experienced growth of children’s homes operated by 

agency providers, which has resulted in many children being moved to the Borough 

from their home communities. The Council has witnessed an increase since 2020 in 

the number of planning applications and applications for certificates of lawful 

development for the change of use of dwellings to children’s homes.  

The NPPF seeks to ensure that the needs of groups with specific housing 

requirements should be addressed, but that the overall aims should be to meet an 

area’s identified housing needs. In this context, the applicant has not convincingly 

demonstrated there is an identified local need for the accommodation proposed.  

It is acknowledged that the Planning Practice Guidance on housing supply and delivery 

(paragraph 026, reference ID: 68-035-20190722) states that housing provided for 

older people, including residential institutions within Use Class C2, should be counted 

towards the Council’s housing land supply. However, children’s homes within Use 

Class C2 are materially different in nature from elderly or adult care facilities. Children 

are not able to form independent households and as such the establishment of a 

children’s home would not facilitate the release of additional housing stock.  

Instead, it would result in the net loss of a Use Class C3 market dwelling. 

In conclusion, the proposal conflicts with Policy 1 of the Children’s Homes SPG. 

However, recent appeal decisions relating to children’s homes in Hyndburn, have 

given very limited weight to the Children’s Homes SPG. More detail on this is set out 

under the other considerations section of this report. 

Site-specific assessment 

To ensure the proposed children’s homes are being appropriately located and are not 

resulting in undue harm at the local level, Policy 2 (Site Specific Requirements for Care 

Homes) of the Children’s Home SPG sets out four criteria and states that such 

proposals would not be supported unless all criteria are satisfied. 
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i. General location 

The application site is located within an established residential area within the defined 

settlement boundary of Accrington and its townships. There are no identified 

environmental and planning policy constraints associated with this site to prohibit the 

provision of a children’s home in such location.  

ii. Suitability of the application property for the number of children (with carers) 

proposed.  

There are no changes proposed to the external scale and appearance of the building.  

This application proposes the change of use of this terraced, three-bed dwelling to a 

care home for one child (with two carers present at any one time). Given the scale of 

the existing dwelling, planning officers are of the opinion that the proposed 

development complies with the criterion ii of Policy 2 of the Children’s Home SPG.  

iii. Parking provision and highway safety  

There is currently no off-street parking spaces provided within the curtilage of the 

application property. During the Case Officer’s site visit, there was some capacity for 

parking on the surrounding highways before the afternoon peak. 

Whilst third party concerns about existing on-street parking problems are noted, 

occupation of this 3-bed property by 3 people would be similar, and possibly lower, to 

the 3-bed dwelling. It is therefore unlikely to generate more traffic than the existing 

use. Whilst there will be staff change overs and possible visits from other agencies, 

they would not be on a scale to cause a significant impact on highway capacity or 

safety and amenity around the site. 

In the consultation response, Lancashire County Council acting as the local highway 

authority does not raise an objection regarding the proposed development and are of 

the opinion that the proposed development is unlikely to have a significant impact on 

highway safety, capacity or amenity in the immediate vicinity of the site. 

iv. Whether the proposal would result in concentration or cluster of children’s care 

homes in the area 

The supporting text of Policy 2 (Paragraph 6.18 and 6.19) of the Children’s Home SPG 

particularly notes that it is important that groups of two or more children’s care homes 

do not have a cumulative adverse impact on a residential area, and new care home 

should not be closer than 400m from an existing home. This proposal would not result 

in conflict with the SPG advice.  

Page 15



 

Residential amenity impact  

The proposed children’s home would provide accommodation for one child to be cared 

for by two staff. The proposed change of use is unlikely to result in undue amenity 

impact by virtue of overlooking, overshadowing, or loss of privacy of the 

dwellinghouses within its immediate vicinity.  

A small children’s care home differs from a typical dwellinghouse in terms of its 

planning impacts. In particular, it would operate not only as a residence but also as a 

workplace, with routine comings and goings of staff, alongside visits from external 

professionals. 

It is acknowledged that a concentration of children’s homes within an area has the 

potential to affect social cohesion and erode the established residential character.  

Although concerns have been raised regarding noise, disturbance and anti-social 

behaviour, the planning system is unable to control the behaviour of individuals. The 

key consideration is whether the proposed use, in land use terms, is inherently noisy 

or likely to result in unacceptable levels of disturbance or anti-social behaviour.  

Paragraph 96 of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should aim to 

achieve places which promote safe and accessible environments where crime and 

disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion. 

The fear of crime arising from proposed development is only a material consideration 

where the use, by its very nature, would provide a reasonable basis for concern. 

There is insufficient evidence to support the view that care homes of this nature are 

intrinsically noisy or give rise to increased levels of anti-social behaviour, a position 

that has been consistently upheld by appeal Inspectors. Children’s homes are subject 

to a separate system of regulation to ensure that properties are suitable and that 

appropriate standards of care are maintained. There are legislative requirements for 

registering and operating a home as well as guidance to follow. It is reasonable to 

expect that other regimes will exercise effective control of the proposed use. 

In conclusion, the proposal would have an acceptable impact on residential amenity. 

It complies with policies DM25 and DM29 of the DMDPD insofar as they seek to 

achieve acceptable levels of amenity for all. 

Other considerations   

There have been two recent appeal decisions (November 2025) relating to similar 

proposals at  30 Bluebell  Way, Huncoat (APP/R2330/W/25/3372957) and 30 

 Epping Avenue, Accrington (APP/R2330/W/25/3372952). Both appeals were 

allowed, with the Inspector attributing limited weight to LCC’s Market Position 
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Statement on children’s care homes and the Council’s Children’s Residential and 

Supported Accommodation SPG. 

In the Bluebell Way decision, the Inspector confirmed that, whilst the SPG is a material 

consideration, it does not form part of the development plan and therefore does not 

carry the same weight as development plan policies. 

In respect of the LCC Market Position Statement, the Inspector noted that there is no 

requirement within planning policy for an applicant to demonstrate need, and that a 

lack of compliance with the County Council’s commissioning strategy does not, in 

itself, constitute a reasonable planning objection. The Inspector further acknowledged 

concerns regarding children being placed away from their home areas, as referenced 

in the 2023 Written Ministerial Statement, but emphasised that the identity or origin of 

future occupants is not a matter that can be controlled through the planning system. 

As such, any condition seeking to restrict occupancy to children from a particular area 

would be unreasonable. 

These appeal decisions are material considerations and must be weighed in the 

overall planning balance. In accordance with the appeal decisions, planning officers 

consider that only limited weight can be afforded to the SPG, and any identified conflict 

with it must be balanced against other material considerations. 

However, it is also recognised that appeal decisions do not establish binding 

precedent, as planning decisions involve the exercise of professional judgement 

having regard to site-specific circumstances. This is illustrated by a recent appeal 

decision (APP/2365/W/25/3361672) in the Borough of West Lancashire, where a 

similar proposal was dismissed. 

In that case, the Inspector acknowledged that neither national policy nor the 

development plan required a demonstration of need for a children’s care home. 

However, reference was made to national policy which emphasises the importance of 

delivering a suitable mix of housing in appropriate locations to meet identified local 

needs. The Inspector concluded that planning policy seeks to ensure that the right 

development comes forward in the right places. 

The evidence presented by the Council in that appeal demonstrated clear patterns in 

the distribution of children’s care homes and identified associated adverse impacts. 

These included the over-concentration of such uses within certain areas, the 

placement of children far from their home communities, pressures on local 

infrastructure, and difficulties in recruiting sufficient qualified staff. It was also noted 

that, although Lancashire has a high number of registered children’s homes, many do 

not serve children from the local area. 

It should be noted that appeal decision APP/2365/W/25/3361672 represents a clear 

outlier. Of the eleven planning appeals lodged against Hyndburn Borough Council’s 
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decisions to refuse permission for children’s homes since, only one has been 

dismissed, with Inspectors allowing the remaining ten appeals. 

This clear and consistent pattern demonstrates that Inspectors have, in most 

comparable cases, found no substantive planning harm sufficient to justify refusal. As 

such, the West Lancashire decision carries very limited weight in the determination of 

this application, as it does not reflect the prevailing direction of decision-making. 

Significant weight should instead be afforded to the consistent body of appeal 

decisions which support such proposals. Taken together, these decisions indicate that 

concerns typically raised in relation to children’s homes – such as lack of identified 

need or potential clustering – have not been found to outweigh the benefits of the 

development or justify refusal in planning terms. Accordingly, reliance on the West 

Lancashire decision to resist the current proposal would not be well-founded and 

would be unlikely to be sustained at appeal. 

Third party comments have highlighted that permission for a children’s home for 2 

children was refused in 2024. This was not a planning application. It was an application 

for a Certificate of Lawfulness where the applicant was making a case that the 

proposed change of use did not require planning permission. The planning merits of 

the use do not form part of the consideration of Certificate of Lawfulness applications. 

The refusal was simply on the basis that the Council considered the proposal to be a 

material change of use that required planning permission.  

Planning Balance and Conclusion  

In conclusion, the provision of accommodation and care for looked-after children is 

both necessary and of significant social value. Having regard to the characteristics of 

the application site, together with the scale and intensity of the proposed use, the 

development is considered to accord with Policy 2 (i), (ii) and (iii) of the Council’s 

Children’s Residential and Supported Accommodation SPG. 

Furthermore, although LCC Children’s Services have in the past raised concerns 

regarding the lack of evidence of local need and the potential for additional pressure 

on public services, it is clear from recent appeal decisions – including that relating to 

30 Bluebell Way – that there is no requirement within planning policy to demonstrate 

need, and that non-compliance with LCC’s Commissioning Strategy does not, in itself, 

constitute a sustainable reason for refusal. 

In this case, any identified harm arising from the proposal, including the limited conflict 

with the SPG, is not considered to significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefits 

of the development. This conclusion is reinforced by the consistent pattern of recent 

appeal decisions within the Borough, where Inspectors have supported similar 

proposals and found that such concerns do not justify refusal. 
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Accordingly, when assessed in the round and having regard to all material 

considerations, it is concluded that the proposal is acceptable in planning terms. It is 

therefore recommended that planning permission be granted. 

Recommendation 

That the application be granted subject to the following conditions:  

1. The development hereby approved shall be commenced before the expiration of 

three years from the date of this permission.  

Reason: In accordance with with section 91 of the Town and County Planning 

Act 1990 (as amended).  

2. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the following 

documents, all received 6 May 2026:  

- Location Plan;  

- Cellar and GF Level Proposed; 

- Upper Floor Plans Proposed; and 

- Proposed Elevations.   

Reason: For the avoidance of double and to enable Hyndburn Borough Council 

to control the development and to minimise its amenity impact.  

3. The property shall only be used as a children’s care home (for the 

accommodation of no more than one child as described in the application) and 

for no other purpose including any other purpose with Use Class C2 of the First 

Schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (or in any 

provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument revoking and re-

enacting that Order with or without modification). 

Reason: To ensure that any intensification of use is appropriately assessed to 

ensure an acceptable impact on living conditions and parking provision in 

accordance with policies DM25, DM29, DM32 and DM33 of the Hyndburn 

Development Management Development Plan Document.  

4.    Prior to the use commencing, a detailed Operational Management Plan shall be 

submitted and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The Plan shall 

clearly set out timings of the staff shift changes along with any specific regular 

visits by other staff or agencies. The use shall then be operated in accordance 

with the approved Operational Management Plan. 
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Reason: To ensure that any intensification of use is appropriately assessed to 

ensure an acceptable impact on living conditions and parking provision in 

accordance with policies DM25, DM29, DM32 and DM33 of the Hyndburn 

Development Management Development Plan Document.  

Informative Notes 

1. Conditions 

This consent is granted subject to conditions, and it is the owner and the person 

responsible for the implementation of the development who will be fully 

responsible for their compliance throughout the development and beyond. 

2. Building Regulations may be required 

The enclosed approval is issued under the Town & Country Planning Act 1990.   

You may also require Building Regulation approval which is dealt with by this 

Department's Building Control Section (Tel: 01254 380194).  You must ensure 

that all necessary permissions are obtained BEFORE starting work, otherwise 

abortive expense may be incurred. 

End. 
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Late Update Sheet – Planning Committee – 19 August 2026 

 

Item 4: 11/26/0191 - 1 Bamford Crescent, Accrington, Lancashire, BB5 2PQ 

1. Consultation response – Lancashire County Council Children’s Services 
A consultation response has been received from Lancashire County Council’s 
Children’s Services, raising the following concerns: 

 
• Lancashire County Council's Children's Services objects to this planning 

application as there is not a local need for any further agency children's 
homes in Lancashire County Council's boundaries. 

 
• There has been no discussions between Lancashire Children's Services 

and the provider about the need for this home and its use for Lancashire 
children. 

 
• There are 2 other Ofsted registered children's homes within a mile of this 

proposed home. 
 
Notwithstanding the above objection, officers do not consider that this 
consultation response would result in a change to the recommendation set out 
in the published Officer Report. 

 
As set out in the report, previous appeal Inspectors have afforded only limited 
weight to the Council’s Children’s Residential and Supported Accommodation 
Supplementary Planning Guidance. Furthermore, there is no requirement 
within planning policy for an applicant to demonstrate a need for the proposed 
children’s home. A lack of compliance with the County Council’s 
commissioning strategy does not, in itself, constitute a reasonable planning 
objection. 

 
2. Proposed staff shift patterns 

Further information has also been provided by the applicant regarding the 
proposed staff shift patterns. Shift handover would take place at 10:00am, 
with a typical duty pattern as follows: 
 

Shift handover would take place at 10am, so a typical duty plan would look 
like; 
 

• 1000-2300 On duty 
• Sleep In; Same Staff Remain On Site 
• Next Shift 0800-2300, same staff 
• Sleep In; Same Staff Remain On Site 
• Finish following morning, 1000 handover 

 
This allows for a 48-hour continuous presence for each shift with a 10am 
handover, so no late night exchanges which may cause unnecessary 
noise or aural disruption within the locality.  
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Having regard to the additional information provided by the applicant, officers 
consider that there is no longer a requirement to impose recommended 
planning condition 4 of the Officer Report should the Committee resolve to 
approve the application in accordance with the officer recommendation. 
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HYNDBURN BOROUGH COUNCIL - COMMITTEE REPORT 

REPORT TITLE: Enforcement Update 

DATE REPORT WRITTEN: 9th July 2026    
 
Purpose of the Report 
 
To update the Planning Committee on the work of the Planning Enforcement Service.  
  
Enforcement Cases 
 
As of 30 June 2026, there were 383 live enforcement investigations. Progress continues to be 
made in reducing the caseload from 692 live investigations in September 2023. 
 

 
 
In the most recent quarter (1 April 2026 to 30 June 2026) the service received 47 new 
enforcement complaints, while 61 cases have been closed.  
 
The open cases have been reduced from 397 on 31 March 2026 to 383 on 30 June 2026.   
 
These figures demonstrate continued progress in reducing the overall number of open 
investigations to a more manageable level. This will enable officers to focus more effectively 
on new cases, resolve complaints more promptly, and take formal enforcement action where 
it is expedient to do so. 
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The Council’s Planning Enforcement Plan adopted in December 2025 establishes how the 
Planning Enforcement Service will prioritise complaints, with each complaint receiving a 
priority classification as follows: 
 

Priority 1:  
Development causing significant or irreparable harm including:  
 

• Demolition or unacceptable alteration of a Listed Building.  
• Development in a Conservation Area where immediate, irreparable damage 

would be caused to special architectural or historic interest.  
• Works to trees protected by a Tree Preservation Order or within a Conservation 

Area.  
• Development that would result in significant or irreparable harm to the interest of 

statutory protected archaeological or ecological sites.  
 

Priority 2:  
Development where there is a risk of substantial harm to the environment, public 
safety and/or amenity 
 

• Development in the Green Belt or countryside areas.  
• Development of residential sites (including residential caravans).  
• Development in a Conservation Area where the character and appearance of 

the area may be harmed (not falling within Priority 1).  
• Building works which are ongoing at the time of the submission of the complaint 

and action could prevent unacceptable development from being completed.  
• Other development, or breach of planning controls or conditions, that cause 

substantial harm to the environment, public safety and/or amenity.  
 

Priority 3:  
Cases where there is a risk of minor harm to the environment, public safety 
and/or amenity including: 
 

• Development, or breach of planning controls or conditions, that cause minor 
harm to the environment, public safety and/or amenity.  

• Other development which is clearly contrary to established policies and would 
be unlikely to receive planning permission.  
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Priority 4:  
All other complaints such as minor technical breaches where very little or no 
harm arises, and those relating to developments that are already complete or 
uses of land which already exist at the time the complaint is made including 
those that do not fall within any other category above: 
 

• Development causing concerns which may be resolved by limited modification.  
• Advertisements, satellite dishes and minor works including boundary treatments 

(except those caught by the categories above)).  
• Small-scale uses or development that cause limited or no demonstrable harm.  

 
The Priority Categorisation of cases determines the relevant timescale for a site visit to be 
carried out. The Planning Enforcement Plan sets out the following targets: 
 

• Priority 1: Site visit carried out within 1 working days of receipt of complaint  
• Priority 2: Site visit carried out within 10 working days of receipt of complaint  
• Priority 3: Site visit carried out within 20 working days of receipt of complaint  
• Priority 4: Site visit carried out within 25 working days of receipt of complaint  

 
The priority ranking of complaints received from Priority 1 (high) to Priority 4 (low) between 1 
April 2026 – 30 June 2026 are displayed in the table below. 
 

 
 
The majority of complaints received in the quarter were categorised as Priority 3 and 4 where 
harm to the environment, public safety and/or amenity was considered to be minor or caused 
limited or no demonstrable harm. 
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In June 2026, the Planning Inspectorate dismissed an appeal relating to land at Wood Street, 
Church. The breach of planning control involved the laying of concrete across the site without 
the provision of adequate drainage. As the appeal was dismissed, the Enforcement Notice 
has now taken effect. Although the compliance period has not yet expired, the case will be 
closely monitored and, should the requirements of the Notice not be met within the prescribed 
timescale, prosecution proceedings will be commenced. 
 
In January 2026, the Planning Inspectorate dismissed an appeal relating to land at Jaucourt 
Street, Accrington, where mesh fencing had been erected around an area of unadopted 
highway without planning permission. The appeal decision upheld the Enforcement Notice, 
which required the removal of the fencing and the restoration of the land to its former 
condition by 21 April 2026. 
 
As the requirements of the Notice have not been complied with, the Planning Enforcement 
Team is currently preparing prosecution proceedings. 
 
Upcoming Priorities and Next Steps 
 
Work is continuing to improve the monitoring and reporting of planning enforcement activity. 
Future performance reports will include a more detailed analysis of enforcement 
investigations, including the reasons why cases have been closed and a breakdown of 
complaints received by priority level (Priority 1 to Priority 4). This additional information will 
provide Members with a clearer understanding of the volume, nature and complexity of 
enforcement work undertaken by the service. 
 
To further strengthen service delivery, an additional part-time Planning Enforcement Officer 
was appointed during this quarter. This additional resource will increase the team's capacity, 
support the continued reduction of the enforcement caseload and enable a more proactive 
approach to investigating breaches of planning control. 
 
Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985: 
List of Background Papers  
 
N/A 
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