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Closing statement – Rule 6 Party 

Introduction and summary 
This is the closing statement for the Rule 6 Party, which is Broughton-in-Amounderness Parish 

Council. I would like to summarise our case, outline our main objections in the light of evidence 

heard in the Inquiry, and to assess the claimed scheme benefits. 

The Parish Council covers a significant rural area to the north of Preston including the application 

site. After listening closely, we are even more convinced that the development is contrary to the 

policies in three adopted, up to date plans, even more convinced of the harms being multiple and 

even more convinced the harms are at the high end of the scale. Having heard the evidence from the 

city council and applicant we know: 

• The benefits were merely assumed and accepted by the case officer at face value with no 

scrutiny and little or no supporting evidence.  

• That the applicant was not interested in the rural context of the site, or its allocation as 

open countryside in the adopted development plan, and that they did not consider 

consultation with the local community over either the site or design important. 

Amongst the beneficiaries there is confusion at to what functions would be included, and there is no 

evidence even on the maximum number of people that might be on site which makes an accurate 

estimate of potential traffic and other effects impossible. The lack of consultation with either the 

City Council or Parish Council over need, potential uses (before the RIBA competition), the site itself, 

or alternatives is concerning. 

The local plan led approach is democratic, and it sets rules for all development to follow. No special 

treatment or unequal treatment can arise by implementing such an approach which is subject to 

round after round of consultation. As the local MP Ben Wallace stated ‘Rules is Rules’. 

The development would harm the landscape and listed heritage assets. The development can either 

have no landscape impact or be iconic. Common sense suggests it cannot be both. Jumping the M55 

into designated open countryside to the north is clearly wrong on every level. If approved the local 

and neighbourhood plans may as well be discarded and Localism abandoned. How many areas 

would choose to create a Neighbourhood Plan if the careful, inclusive approach of the Parish 

Council, and the clearly expressed views of the local community could be so casually ignored? 

Approval would be contrary to the very principle of local plans and localism. 

A more suitably located mosque would come with all the benefits and none of the harms that are 

apparent on this site. The Parish Council should not be bullied into accepting an unpopular proposal 

that on every level: policy, spatial, visual, cultural, practical, highway, heritage, and rural open 

character is wrong. 

The Parish Council has and continues to reach out. Whatever the result of this Inquiry, the Parish 

Council want to build bridges with Parishioners who feel excluded by the lack of a facility for prayer 

locally. They would like to talk to the Muslim community about potential use for prayer and other 

activities of their new community centre at the Toll Bar Cottage.  

A more cordial, consensus approach is ahead. It currently feels there is an impasse, but that 

consensus is not actually that far out of reach. But this necessitates a refusal, and setting aside any 

thoughts of judicial review, for a more ideal solution to be found to resolve disagreement. 
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I would now like to say a little bit about the Parish Council, the current status of the site and then 

cover the six matters this Public Inquiry is examining: 

• Consistency with the development plan. 

• The effect on the significance of designated heritage assets.  

• The effect on highway safety by way of traffic generation, car parking and the Guild Wheel.  

• Design quality.  

• Effect on the character and appearance of the area, including the countryside and 

Broughton village. 

• Planning balance including need and the benefits of the scheme. 

Parish Council. 
The Parish Council is a very active one, and we described the recent, extensive public consultation 

exercise to determine the needs and wishes of everyone in the area, which culminated in the 

adoption in December 2018 of a Neighbourhood Plan. We explained the further exercise in 2020 

that involved every household to check If the priorities in the Parish Action Plan were up to date. 

No-one has provided any evidence that either the Neighbourhood Plan or Parish Action Plan are 

anything other than up to date and prepared in accordance with all relevant legislation including the 

Equalities Act. The Parish did all they were required to, and more, to engage the local community 

and find out the needs and views of local residents. Cllr Hastings explained the huge amount of care 

taken with plan preparation, and the intention behind various plan policies. She stated that no-one 

had come forward requesting a facility for any faith either during the NP process or Parish Action 

Plan consultation even though there was ample opportunity. 

Current Status of the site 
Secondly, a quick comment of the nature of the site. In this Inquiry the applicant has variously 

considered it to be ‘vacant’, ‘derelict’, or ‘previously developed’. Before temporary use for by-pass 

construction it is agreed the site had been in agricultural use with a small part of it under farm 

buildings. After the bypass was completed, the site was levelled and seeded and is currently 

grassland subject to a management plan – this is consistent with some of the rough ground 

underfoot. Permitted development rights in part 4 of the GPDO 2015 require the land to be 

reinstated to its condition before the temporary development was carried out. and Lancashire 

County Council (email 8 August 2022) suggest that that ‘this requirement has been complied 

regarding the removal of buildings / plant and surfacing materials and replacement of soils.’ In 

addition, Preston City Council do not consider that it is ‘previously developed’. The site is green and 

open, and certainly not derelict. It contributes to the separation of the rural village of Broughton and 

the built-up area of Preston. 

When the site was auctioned, any potential purchaser would have been aware that it was 

designated as open countryside under a very restrictive policy and that prospects of securing 

consent for any development that didn’t meet the policy exemptions were remote. This is esentially 

a speculative planning application. 

It was suggested at the Inquiry that the site abutted the edge of the built-up area of Preston. But this 

is patently not true on the ground. It is separated from the village of Broughton by the green enclave 

that includes the brook, church, and other listed heritage assets. To the south the M55 provides a 

major barrier that separates it from the NW Preston Development area and the wider built-up area 

of Preston – and indeed the M55 acts as a barrier to anyone who would want to access the Mosque 

from Preston, particularly on foot but also by car. 
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Turning to the matters the Inspector wished to examine: 

a) Is the proposed development is consistent with the development plan?  
To rehearse the evidence in our submission in detail would be to waste everyone’s time. Jackie 

Copley agreed with the Case Officer and the applicant that the development is in conflict with Core 

Strategy Policy 1(f) and Local Plan Policy EN1. Her view is that these are the most important policies 

at play in the Development Plan as they seek to direct development to urban areas and away from 

open countryside. 

The proposed development would harm the intention to provide a clear limit to the City of Preston. 

Although the site area is small the proposed development is promoted as a landmark structure and 

is considered to be a major development. 

Broughton Neighbourhood Development Plan was only adopted four years ago. It is a material 

consideration, and the development proposal has been progressed without due regard to policies 

within it including: 

• Policy NE2 – Visual Impact of New Development; 

• Policy CF1 – Guild Wheel, Public footpaths, and bridleways; and, 

• Policy HE1 – New developments close to Heritage Assets. 

Again we presented detailed evidence on these policies both from Cllr Hastings who explained the 

exhaustive process that led to them, and the intent behind them, and Jackie Copley who assessed 

their significance. Again, I do not propose to repeat our points here. 

But suffice it to say all three development plans say directly and indirectly that this is an 

inappropriate place for this development. The Parish Council simply asks that the application should 

be determined in line with these DPs – otherwise what is the point of a plan-led system? 

The applicant suggested that there was a ‘gap’ because the NP did not specifically provide for 

worship. However, the NP is not silent. There are several policies to encourage and control 

development that may not have been anticipated, and the current proposal runs clearly counter to 

these. There is therefore no need for NPPF 84d to speak into a gap that doesn’t exist. In any case 

NPPF 84 is concerned with the rural economy, and Broughton is a semi-rural village just outside 

Preston. 

I do not want to counter the applicant point by point – we have had a full discussion at the Inquiry. 

But late in the process the ‘Goosnargh’ appeal was raised. In my view this certainly does not aid the 

case for the development here. While the Goosnagh Inspector’s interpretation (para 42) is that the 

primary purpose of EN1 is to ‘support the spatial strategy in directing development to more 

sustainable higher order centres’, he also states that it is ‘axiomatic that a restriction on built 

development in the open countryside would protect openness and character’. We would agree with 

both of these sentiments. If there is a need for a Mosque, then policy EN1 is correct in directing it to 

a more sustainable higher order centre. And it is also axiomatic that preventing this large and 

intrusive major development in the open countryside would protect its openness and character. We 

fail to see how this helps the applicant’s case – indeed it feels more like sabotaging it. Indeed both 

appeals were turned down as being contrary to EN1, both because they were in designated open 

countryside and because of the change they would make to the character of the village. 
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b) the effect on the significance of designated heritage assets, in particular the 

Church, Broughton School and the Church Cottage Museum;  
There was agreement between all three parties that there was harm in the category ‘less than 

substantial’ to the setting of the Grade 2* listed church and that this should be weighed in the 

planning balance. Cllr Hasting demonstrated the rigour with which policies related to the heritage 

assets in the NP was created. A detailed Heritage and Character Assessment was commissioned for 

the NP. This was produced in full knowledge of bypass construction but before the bypass was 

finished. While the new road has affected the setting, the removal of trees has opened up additional 

views which are a benefit in some ways, and this makes the cluster more vulnerable to domination 

by the proposed Mosque.  

While the road introduced an urbanised feature into a rural context, and some urbanisation of the 

setting, it does not mean the rural character stops. There is a residual rural character that goes 

through to D’Urton Lane and the application site. The contention of the applicant that the bypass 

had urbanised the area is simply unsupportable. After the bypass was built, the quiet nature of 

D’Urton Lane, the scattered dwellings and the application site provide a mitigation which retains a 

rural character and provides a rural context. 

The council and applicant only considered the church in their assessment. However Rob Burns 

contended that other listed structures formed part of the setting as they were experienced in a 

group, and that direct visual contact was not necessary as, for instance standing in the churchyard 

you would be aware of the church and the assets would be experienced as a group. 

Mel Morris, the applicant’s heritage witness made several points Mr Burns felt could not be 

supported.  

• She disagreed that the church area was the historical village centre. But Broughton means 

‘Settlement on a Brook’, and the original church is medieval. The museum and original 

school are 16th century. It is perfectly clear the church enclave is the original village core. 

• She suggested that locally listed buildings on D’Urton Lane are ‘all experienced from the lane 

and are not affected by the development’. However they are immediately adjacent to the 

development site, and you would see the Mosque as you walked past these heritage assets. 

• She didn’t think that the setting of undesignated heritage assets needed to be assessed even 

though NPPF 194 is clear that all heritage assets require assessment. 

• She seemed unaware that D’Urton Lane would gain a 3m wide raised cycleway with various 

traffic management markings and equipment and potentially separated by bollards (to 

prevent fly parking). 

• She did not accept that that the proposed 30m minaret would tower over the ‘leafy lane’. 

In response to the suggestion that mills and chimneys were a feature of urban Preston and not of 

the surrounding rural villages like Broughton, she stated that mill chimneys were a ‘regional 

characteristic’ and also cited Cromford. But Cromford is in Derbyshire – in the midlands rather than 

our region, and the fact remains that the hinterland of Preston, including Broughton has never had 

this sort of mill or chimney. 
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c) the effect on highway safety by way of traffic generation, car parking and the Guild 

Wheel cycling and walking route;  
The transport assessment was based on 150 parking spaces and 248 prayer mats reserved for men 

only. It was accepted by the applicant that the development did not meet the parking standards 

required by the local plan. 

Women do not have to pray on Friday, but many will no doubt choose to, and presumably many 

children will be on site too. There was a suggestion that at progressive Mosques more women are 

driving, and no doubt this trend will continue and is a very good thing. 

But it does mean that there will be an undetermined number of additional people including women, 

children, and people to manage the building and car parking. Some of these may be counted in the 

248, but others may not be – for instance a car parking attendant might supervise parking at both 

sessions, or need to stay on duty to supervise late arrivals. The bottom line is that the maximum 

number of people on-site is not known but could be considerably higher than 248.  

The resultant access and parking arrangements are convoluted, and the plans assume a heroically 

high level of car sharing and walking and bus access that even the applicant concedes is ‘… more 

controlled than any similar facility that I have come across’. Our evidence suggests D’Urton Lane 

could become a chaos of cars, pedestrians, cyclists, and fly parking. 

Our transport witness, who is experienced in traffic planning and parking around Mosques, agreed 

that there were no concerns about traffic on the general highway network, and it was possible that 

the car parking management solution might work in theory.  

However he expressed concern that there was no slack at all in the proposals and that there was a 

specific issue that he had experienced at other Mosques that the imperative to pray would mean 

that people without bookings would still arrive, and park anyway. While other Mosques might have 

a safety valve of sides streets or alternative car parks, this was not the situation here. The theoretical 

solution is that worshippers would need to be turned around either before or after the barrier – but 

in practice they would cause traffic congestion and fly-park in D’Urton Lane out of sight of the 

stewards or in the wider residential area. 

One of the 3rd party submissions supporting the Mosque identified that the site would be ideal for 

people driving on the M55 stopping off to pray. While this is not the intention of the promoters, it is 

easy to see the attraction, and the potential to cause further problems. 

While theoretically heavy-handed traffic enforcement might work, this would be difficult in practice. 

Mr Millership summarised the issue as ‘We can’t allow to happen things that we know will fail’. 

He also envisaged a situation where emergency services might have difficulty accessing the building.  

It was suggested that people might walk to the Mosque. But from north of the M55 (where most 

demand will arise), a walking route would require a tortuous and unpleasant crossing under the 

M55. There are relatively few potential attendees from north of the M55, but access to the Mosque 

from this direction would also require crossing either the four-lane bypass or a major roundabout. 

In summary, the unusual nature of the development from a traffic generation and parking point of 

view and the strict nature of the arrangements needed to mitigate these mean that there are still 

significant residual transport issues and very little headroom to solve them. 
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Guild Wheel 
The applicant and City Council claimed that a new shared footway/cycleway will be a scheme 

benefit. However neither have counted or surveyed users, and this ‘benefit’ is derived from a 

general request for segregated facilities along the whole route. The raised route past the application 

site is a response to a planning application which proposes a significant increase in traffic on a 

currently quiet rural cul-de-sac with little traffic. The changes are really just mitigation for the 

increase in inconvenience and danger posed by this increase in traffic and cannot be regarded as a 

genuine benefit. 

Mr Millership regarded it as inevitable that while the shared footway/cycleway was raised, it would 

also need to be protected by further measures such as bollards or wands to prevent fly-parking.  

d) Design quality  
In parts of Preston this building could be an asset. However we do question the architectural brief, 

the exclusion of the local Broughton community from it, and the obviously cramped and 

inappropriate site. 

The intention of the design is to mimic mills and their chimneys. While these may be typical of the 

urban town of Preston, mills and their chimneys of this sort have never existed in Broughton or its 

immediate surroundings. They form no part of the local context. What the site represents is residual 

rural elements – important in landscape and spatial terms for its rural nature. It is nonsense to say 

that the design has been shaped by its context. 

Mr Carter, the applicants’ design witness was part of the RIBA competition panel. He had not visited 

the site, or the surrounding area. He was unaware of the site designation within the local plan as 

open countryside or that the rural surroundings of Preston did not have a history of mills or 

chimneys. He considered that the minaret was a crucial part of the design and that removing the 

minaret or making it less prominent would compromise the design. Mr Carter suggested that the 

scheme might even be of ‘national importance’ and confirmed that the intention was that it should 

be a landmark building. All the more reason for it to conform to national policy. 

Mr Cassidy implied that the RIBA competition process meant it was not necessary to use the 

approach specified in NPPF and the Central Lancashire Design Guide. Covid was also invoked as a 

reason for lack of local consultation. This did not seem to prevent an exhibition being held of designs 

for the potential congregation. It has to be emphasised again that the RIBA panel is NOT a review 

panel, and the process they went though is NOT a Design Review. As Mr Burns, who IS experienced 

in the Design Review process explained, it is simply not true to assert as Mr Carter did, that ‘it 

worked very much as a Design Review panel would’. The RIBA panel member is there for process 

reasons, not evaluation. 

Design guidance within NPPF is clear that developments should be sympathetic to local character 

and history, including the landscape setting (130) and should be subject to appropriate design 

review (133) and should be open to proactive and effective engagement with those communities 

affected (132). Despite this, Mr Carter did not think that a Design Review process was necessary. 

And finally, the Preston City Council Case Officer mistakenly thought the design had been Design 

Reviewed by RIBA, which is just wrong. She did not seek any sort of assessment or advice either 

within or outside the Council which seems strange for such a major, iconic proposal. 
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e) the effect on the character and appearance of the area, including the countryside 

and Broughton village; 
LP Policy AD1 requires that the design and scale of development should be sensitive to and in 

keeping with the character and appearance of the area. But the design brief makes no mention that 

the site is within the setting of a highly graded heritage asset and locally listed buildings and the 

landscape context of the site is not mentioned. It is not surprising that the final design does not take 

account of the character and appearance of the area. 

The development has been designed as a prominent, iconic, structure that by definition will 

dominate. Yet it is claimed it will not affect the residual rural and open character and appearance of 

the site and its surroundings. The developer cannot have it both ways. It cannot be an iconic 

structure that is also unobtrusive in the landscape.  

f) planning balance including need and the benefits 

Need 
Only after this application was presented to the planning committee and was deferred did the 

applicant produce a map showing which Muslim households would have the application site as their 

nearest Mosque. The great majority of the potential users live south of the M55 and very few in 

north of the M55. Of course it is not known how many of the households plotted would transfer. The 

City Council Case Officer confirmed that she had not carried out any checking or validation of this 

data and had just accepted it. 

We heard several 3rd party submissions from local Muslims who said they would use a new Mosque, 

and these were heartfelt. But these submissions are anecdotal and do not objectively establish need.  

It was said that the Mosque would provide a base for a Muslim Scout troop, but also confirmed that 

the group does not need to be based at a Mosque. It is understood that there is capacity to base a 

troop at the existing scout hut in Broughton. Indeed this might be preferable from a community 

integration point of view. 

Third party contributors suggested that there was a need for a faith School and also childcare - 

potential uses that are not part of the application. This confusion suggests that more research is 

required on need, after which a search for a suitable site could be made. 

In summary, the developer has not proven a need for their scheme. There may be a need for 

enlarged or more mosques overall for the Muslim community in north Preston, but if you believe in 

planning, this should be a joint exercise with the City Council to identify appropriate areas and land. 

At no time during the three separate, extensive consultations on the three development plans of 

which the local Muslim community would have been well-aware has the plan making process 

identified a need for a Mosque. The work undertaken by the applicant at the behest of the planning 

committee, is simply an exercise to justify a site they had already speculatively chosen. 

Wider community facilities 
There has been much discussion about use by the wider community. In the other Preston Mosques 

this is limited due to the traditions of the Islamic faith. The wider community of Broughton may visit 

on open days, but any other wider use will inevitably be limited.  

The need for a community facility set out in the 2018 NP has been met by the Toll Bar Cottage 

community meetings rooms and café, the use of the school halls and the Broughton club concert 

hall, as well as by the Marriot & Ibis hotels. There is currently no un-met wider community need. 
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Sustainability 
The Case Officer confirmed that she had no specific expertise in sustainability, BREEAM, climate 

change or renewable energy and had accepted the claims of the applicant without checking with 

anyone else inside or outside the Council who might have had those skills to see if the claims were 

justified. The claims were not backed up with any sort of quantification such as carbon calculations. 

During the course of the Inquiry, it was confirmed that the building would meet BREEAM ‘very good’, 

which is the middle of the scale, and that this was just policy compliant. This is disappointing given 

that the Cambridge Mosque has achieved ‘Excellent’. Policy Compliance is not evidence of excellence 

or innovation. 

Digging further it was clear that the only committed ‘sustainable’ features were solar panels of 

unknown rating, and a passive ventilation stack (although a gas boiler was still required). There was 

an aspiration to provide a horizontal ground-source heat pump which was subject to feasibility and 

funding. These need a large underground area which might interfere with the drainage 

arrangements, and are inefficient when shaded, so its provision must be in doubt even if was 

funded, which it isn’t. 

We think the applicant has failed to demonstrate that this is anything other than a very ordinary 

‘business as usual’ building that will have a high carbon footprint in both its concrete construction 

and be a fossil-fuelled and car-based operation with a minimal level of renewable energy. 

Drainage 
We agree that surface water could be adequately dealt with by condition. However the applicant 

cannot connect to the foul water drainage system and there is significant uncertainty as to the 

maximum occupancy of the Mosque, both during prayers and for other events. No calculations have 

been provided as to the amount of foul water, or how this would be stored and treated to a 

standard that it could be discharged to surface water drainage. In the absence of these details, we 

do not think the applicant has shown that foul water could be effectively dealt with within the site. 

Conclusion 
Broughton Parish Council has tried to work constructively with the city and the applicant on 

this application and would support a consultation in conjunction with the other rural 

parishes to identify an appropriate site for a new Mosque in North Preston.  

The applicant identifies need, community facilities, architecture, sustainability, and the guild 

wheel cycle route as positive in the planning balance and the local planning authority simply 

took these as given without checking. But none of these benefits are proven, and do not 

make up the exceptional circumstances that would be necessary to over-ride the three 

adopted development plans for the application site. 

One of the Mosque supporters talked about ‘values and Principles’, and the contribution of the 

Muslim community to Britain. We agree wholeheartedly and would think that the Muslim 

community should have the facilities it needs. But this is a sensitive site that is not only not allocated 

for development but where planning policies actively deter development. 

The bottom line is that this development is on an open, green site that would run counter to the 

policies in three adopted and up to date development plans that seek to protect open countryside 

and heritage assets. It falls into none of the policy exemptions. It would appear as an overly 

dominant addition in the landscape, cause harm to heritage assets, cause parking issues, and is 
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cramped and shoehorned into its plot. Nothing that we have heard has changed our opinion that 

this is a speculative application on a piece of land in designated open countryside that the promoters 

happened to own. 

The development should be refused. 


