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PRESTON CITY COUNCIL  

 

 

 

 

 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

 

 

ADDENDUM TO THE STATEMENT OF CASE 

SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF  

THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY 
 

 

Appeal Sites: 

A – Goosnargh Cottage, 826 Whittingham Lane and land to the south/rear of Chingle 

Hall Cottage, 780-818 Whittingham Lane and Goosnargh Cottage, 826 Whittingham 

Lane 

B – Land south of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh 

C – Land at Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh 

D – Land north east of Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh 

E – Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Goosnargh 

 

Inspectorate/Preston City Council Refs: 

A – APP/N2345/W/20/3258890 / 06/2018/0811 

B – APP/N2345/W/20/3258894 / 06/2019/0311 

C – APP/N2345/W/20/3258896 / 06/2019/0773 

D – APP/N2345/W/20/3258898 / 06/2019/0772 

E – APP/N2345/W/20/3258912 / 06/2018/0884 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This addendum to the Statement of Case is submitted by Preston City Council 

in respect of the appeals lodged by Mr Gary Willis, Setantii Holdings Limited; 

Mr M Wells; and Mr G Gornall and Community Gateway Association against 

the Council’s decision to refuse five outline planning applications on land 

surrounding Goosnargh village.  

 

1.2 This addendum is in response to a request from the Inspector in the Case 

Management Conference on 18th January 2021 for clarity in respect to the 

Council’s second reason for refusal, based on cumulative impact. For the 

avoidance of doubt, this addendum also seeks to address the questions posed 

in correspondence from Shoosmiths acting on behalf of Mr Gornall and 

Community Gateway Association (Appeal E). 

 

 

1.3 The Council discusses the issue of cumulative impact of the above five sites 

in its Statement of Case, at paragraphs 6.21-6.26. From the point at which 

the appeals were lodged, the Statement of Case was the first opportunity 

the Council had to outline its position in this regard, which had been directly 

informed by the decision for all appeals to be considered at the same time 

in a joint inquiry. All five sites were recommended for refusal because the 

proposals failed to comply with the development plan. Given that all five 

sites were to be considered during one Planning Committee meeting officers 

considered whether or not the cumulative impacts of the five proposals 

should be assessed. However it was decided at the time there was little 
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merit in analysing the cumulative impacts because all five applications were 

recommended for refusal.  On 18th December 2020, the Council received 

correspondence from the Inspector requesting confirmation on whether the 

Council was introducing a second reason for refusal based on cumulative 

impact in terms of landscape and visual impact. 

 

 

1.4 On 7th January 2021, the Council presented an urgent business item to the 

Planning Committee seeking authorisation to pursue a second reason for 

refusal based on cumulative impact and not landscape and visual impact. This 

was presented to the committee at the first available opportunity following the 

correspondence received from the Inspector. The Planning Committee resolved 

to authorise the second reason for refusal to the above five appeals, which 

reads as follows: 

 

“The cumulative impacts of the proposal and other proposals adjacent to 

Goosnargh, which are the subject of current planning applications/appeals, 

would result in a radical change to the character of the rural village. Not only 

would the scale of development proposed by the application proposal and other 

proposals collectively destroy its character as a rural settlement and its intimate 

relationship with the surrounding countryside, by surrounding the village on all 

sides with suburban new development, but they would also represent rapid and 

unsustainable unplanned growth, which would be inappropriate and contrary to 

the aims of Policy 1 of the Core Strategy and Policy EN1 of the Local Plan, 

which seek to limit development in such rural locations to small scale, infill 

development. The need to promote sustainable development, set out in 
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paragraph 8 of the Framework, involves bringing forward land of the right type 

in the right place with accessible services. By virtue of the location of application 

proposal, and other proposals adjacent to Goosnargh, the proposed 

development would demonstrably fail to do this. The proposed development is 

contrary to Policy 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy, Policy EN1 of the 

Preston Local Plan 2012-26 (Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies) and the National Planning Policy Framework.” 

 

1.5 On 8th January 2021 the Council confirmed via email to the Planning 

Inspectorate that the Planning Committee had authorised the inclusion of the 

second reason for refusal and confirmed this second reason did not relate to 

landscape or visual impact. 

 

2. CASE FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY 

 

2.1 The five appeal sites were submitted separately as planning applications 

between July 2018 and July 2019 (with the exception of Appeal C and Appeal 

D which were submitted together). Prior to their submission in 2018/2019, none 

of the applicants engaged in pre-application discussions with the Council, 

therefore the Council was, in 2018/2019, unaware of the level of speculative 

development that was to be proposed around Goosnargh village. Furthermore, 

as all the applications were submitted over a period of 12 months they were all, 

with the exception of the two applications at Swainson Farm, first considered at 

different committee meetings. Appeal A was first considered in December 2018, 

Appeal E was first considered in January 2019, Appeal B was first considered 
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in September 2019 and Appeals C and D were first considered in November 

2019.  

 

2.2 As outlined in the Council’s Statement of Case at paragraph 6.22, the origins of 

the village of Goosnargh date back to the early thirteenth century and, as a 

settlement, the village has grown organically since. At the time of the last 

census the population of the village was 1,072. Currently within the rural 

settlement boundary (as defined on the Policies Map of the Local Plan) the 

number of dwellings within the village is 532. In total, the five sites propose an 

additional 412 dwellings on sites which adjoin the village, and given all these 

sites could be granted planning permission by the Inspector simultaneously 

they would rapidly and unsustainably increase the number of dwellings in 

Goosnargh if approved. This cumulative result would be a radical change to the 

character of the rural village. Goosnargh would essentially become a historic 

village encircled by suburban development, thus destroying its character as a 

rural settlement and its intimate relationship with the surrounding countryside. 

It is inconceivable that this is an approach which would be countenanced 

through the development plan process.  

 

2.3 Not only would the scale of development proposed by the these five sites 

adjacent to Goosnargh collectively significantly impact on the character of 

Goosnargh as a rural settlement, but they would also represent rapid and 

unsustainable unplanned growth, which would be inappropriate and contrary to 

the aims of Core Strategy Policy 1 and Local Plan Policy EN1, which seek to 
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limit development in such rural locations to small scale, infill development. The 

need to promote sustainable development, set out in paragraph 8 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework, involves bringing forward land of the right 

type in the right place. By virtue of the location of the appeal proposals, and 

other proposals adjacent to Goosnargh, the proposed development would 

demonstrably fail to do this., If this volume of growth were required, it should be 

managed sustainably, in accordance with the spatial strategy for growth, 

especially where that spatial strategy can sufficiently accommodate the growth 

proposed, as is the case with CS Policy 1. The harm resulting from the appeal 

proposals collectively is not only therefore limited to the physical character of 

Goosnargh, but also to the Development Plan spatial strategy for growth. 

 

2.4 It is the Council’s view that this is a matter which would, not least because of 

the objections raised by Interested Parties to the appeals, require due 

consideration through the inquiry process regardless of whether or not the 

Council incorporated it within its case. It is thus inconceivable that the 

appellants for appeals A to E would not need to consider the implications of this 

volume of contemporaneous development on this rural village.  

 

2.5  The Council considers that given that the proposals are all being considered at 

the same inquiry and there is a prospect that the Inspector may grant planning 

permission simultaneously for some or all five proposals, the cumulative impact 

of adding up to an extra 412 new dwellings to all edges of the rural village of 

Goosnargh cannot be ignored and it is appropriate to assess the cumulative 
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impact of all five proposals upon the character of the adjacent village. As a 

consequence, and whilst the Council’s approach has been criticised by the 

appellants, the Council considers that this is a point that will inevitably be 

addressed as part of the inquiry process and it is reasonable for the Council to 

present its position to the Inspector. 

 

2.6 For the avoidance of doubt, the Council is not seeking to make a cumulative 

impact case based on any technical matter such as lack of infrastructure, 

landscape/visual amenity or access to services; its case is that the overall 

character of Goosnargh village (that being of a small rural settlement as 

described in paragraph 6.24 of the Statement of Case and paragraph 2.2 

above) would change should more than one (or more than one) of the appeals 

be allowed. The Council does not intend on calling any additional witnesses to 

defend this issue and is satisfied it can be dealt with by the planning 

witness(es). 

 

 

 


