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1. Introduction

1.1. This Proof of Evidence is submitted on behalf of Setantii Holdings Ltd in support of their

appeals against Preston City Council’s refusal of the following two applications. It relates

to site specific policy evidence and the planning balance in relation to these two specific

appeals.

Appeal 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. Appeal ref. APP/N2345/W/20/3258890, LPA ref. 06/2018/0811.

Appeal B: Land south of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh. Appeal ref:

APP/N2345/W/20/3258894, LPA ref. 06/2019/0311.

1.2. I am also instructed by all the appellants at the conjoined appeal inquiry to provide

evidence on certain strategic planning policy matters which are of common ground for

all the appeals. This evidence has been provided in a separate Proof.

Qualifications

1.3. I am Alexis De Pol, Director at De Pol Associates Ltd – Chartered Town Planning

Consultants, based in Farrington, Leyland. I have a BA honours degree in Town

Planning & Economic Development, a diploma in Town & Country Planning and I am a

corporate member of the Royal Town Planning Institute. I have 22 years professional

experience in the field of town planning and have worked in both Local Authority and

private practice.

1.4. I am familiar with the details of the case and the policies of the development plan, and I

have been involved with sites in Central Lancashire for 20 years.

1.5. I declare that the evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal in this

Proof of Evidence is true and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the

guidance of the Royal Town Planning Institute. I confirm that the opinions expressed are

my true and professional opinions. I understand my duty to the Inquiry and have

complied, and will continue to comply, with that duty.



Conjoined Appeals A (3258890) and B (3258894)
Alexis De Pol – Site Specific Policy Proof 2

1.6. My evidence refers to background information set out in the Statements of Common

Ground (SoCG), statements of case (SoC) and evidence provided by the following

witnesses, who are also providing evidence on behalf of all the appellants.

• Mr Ben Pycroft (Emery Planning) re. housing supply

• James Stacey (Tetlow King Planning) re. affordable housing

• Gary Holiday (FPCR) re. settlement character impact

1.7. The appellants’ have also commissioned work on the issue of cumulative impact and a

report titled ‘Cumulative effect; rural character & function’ has been prepared by Mr Rob

Hindle of Rural Solutions. This addresses the cumulative impact issue concerning the

history of Goosnargh’s development and the adequacy of the settlement infrastructure

to absorb the development proposed in the appeals. This report is submitted as part of

the appellants’ evidence and my Proof makes reference to it.
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2. Background

Site Descriptions

2.1. Appeal sites A and B are sited adjacent to one another on the southern boundary of

the settlement of Goosnargh/Whittingham, south of Whittingham Lane.

2.2. Appeal site A lies to the rear of existing dwellings known as Chingle Hall Cottage, nos.

780-818 Whittingham Lane and Goosnargh Cottage (no. 826 Whittingham Lane).

Goosnargh Cottage is included on the Council’s list of non-designated heritage assets

(the local list). Appeal site A is therefore bordered to the north by residential properties

fronting Whittingham Lane and their domestic gardens. Appeal site B is located to the

east of the site and agricultural fields are sited to the south and west. A private road /

farm access track runs immediately parallel with the western site boundary. The site

itself is agricultural land (improved grassland) extending to circa 3.04 hectares with

boundary hedgerows, mature trees and associated dry ditches, together with two

ponds located on the southern boundary. The site is not within or adjacent to a

conservation area, there are no tree protection orders associated with the site, nor is

the site subject to any statutory ecological or landscape designations. The site is not

within an area at risk of flooding.

2.3. Appeal site B extends to circa 3.23 hectares and is located to the west of appeal site

A and comprises part of a larger agricultural field (improved grassland). The site is not

within or adjacent to a conservation area, there are no tree protection orders

associated with the site, nor is the site subject to any statutory ecological or landscape

designations. The site is not within an area at risk of flooding. As with appeal site A the

site is located to the rear of properties fronting Whittingham Lane, which in this instance

include the Trinity Methodist Church to the north west of the site, the Stags Head public

house to the north east and residential properties. Agricultural fields are sited to the

south, whilst the former Whittingham Hospital redevelopment site is located to the

east/south east, separated by a private road, boarded by trees, from which there is an

existing access to appeal site B.

2.4. Figure 1 to Mr Holliday’s Proof contains a plan showing the location of appeal sites A

and B in the context of the surrounding area and the other appeal sites.



Conjoined Appeals A (3258890) and B (3258894)
Alexis De Pol – Site Specific Policy Proof 4

2.5. The adjacent Whittingham Hospital site comprises the former hospital complex which

closed in 1995, although the main former hospital buildings have now been demolished

except for the Grade II listed St. John’s Church, the Hermitage (retained by the NHS)

and the North Lodge. There is also the Whittingham and Goosnargh Sports and Social

Club, comprising a club house, football pitch, cricket pitch, bowling green, camping and

caravan pitches and event space. The site is allocated for both housing and

employment use in the Preston Local Plan, estimated to deliver 650 dwellings

(allocation HS1.15) and 1.4 ha of employment land (allocation EP1.1). Outline planning

permission (ref. 06/2007/0946) was granted for the redevelopment of the site to provide

up to 650 no. dwellings, up to 9,000 sqm (Class B1) office/light industrial use, a primary

school, senior playing pitch, tennis court, relocation of the bowling green and

recreational and play facilities, together with open space, landscaping and associated

infrastructure (including retention of existing cricket pitch and pavilion). Planning

permission was then granted in June 2014 for an extension of time limit (ref.

06/2013/0779) and in October 2014 reserved matters approval was granted for 150

dwellings / apartments on phase 1 (ref. 06/2013/0779). This has been built by Taylor

Wimpey.

2.6. However, in September 2020 the Council granted outline permission for an alternative

redevelopment of the site (excluding phase 1) for 750 dwellings (ref. 06/2019/0365).

This represents an additional 250 dwellings above the original outline approval and the

Local Plan allocation. This has been achieved by removing the previously approved

and allocated employment site and replacing it with housing, together with approving

housing on areas of greenfield land which were formerly approved for open space /

green infrastructure. This includes the land to the north west corner of the application

site which neighbours appeal site B. The approval includes the reservation of land for

a primary school together with financial contributions to the design and/or construction

of a new sports and social club. Financial contributions have already been secured

from the previous permissions.

2.7. Further descriptions of the appeal sites are provided in the material in support of the

subject applications, which is also included in the appeal submissions and core

documents.
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Proposed Development

2.8. Appeal A seeks outline permission for up to 65no. dwellings with all matters reserved

other than site access. The proposed development would utilise a section of the

front/side garden to Goosnargh Cottage (no. 826 Whittingham Lane) to create a new

access into the site from the south side of Whittingham Lane. The ecological

assessments submitted with the application also proposes the creation of a 5 metre

wide wildlife habitat corridor along the southern site boundary measuring

approximately 2,750 square metres, which will include the retained ponds and provide

habitat for amphibians and other wildlife. Full details are to be provided in a Landscape

and Ecological Management Plan to be secured by way of condition.

2.9. Appeal B seeks outline permission for up to 80 no. dwellings, with all matters reserved

other than access, which also involves the creation of a new site access off

Whittingham Lane in the same location as for the adjacent appeal site A proposal. It is

proposed that the existing access on the eastern boundary of the site (accessed via a

single track road to the Whittingham Club), will be utilised for emergency vehicle

access only, but will allow pedestrian access to and from the site. As part of the

development it is proposed that a section of the site will be gifted as a car park to the

adjacent Trinity Methodist Church. It will comprise 12no car parking spaces and will be

accessed via the existing Church access off Whittingham Lane.

2.10. For both appeals A and B the appellant proposes 35% on-site affordable housing

provision which will be secured in a legal agreement, together with financial

contributions for the improvement of bus services and towards education provision.

Application Determination

2.11. The subject application for appeal A was validated in July 2018. At this time the Council

accepted that they did not have a deliverable five year housing land supply (5YHLS)

based on the housing requirement set in their Development Plan (CS policy 4). As

explained in Mr Pycroft’s evidence, whilst CS policy 4 was over five years old the

Council were treating the policy as having been subject to review in 20171.

2.12. The appeal A application was then presented to Planning Committee on 6 December

2018 and the officer report [CD AC1] recommended that the Framework ¶11d titled

1 the Central Lancashire authorities commissioned the production of a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and then signed a

Memorandum of Understanding (MoU1) which agreed that the housing requirement figures should continue to be applied prior to or
pending adoption of a replacement local plan
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balance was engaged and that despite the conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1

planning permission should granted as:

“the harm of the proposed development would not significantly and

demonstrably outweigh the benefits”.

2.13. The Committee resolution was in line with the positive officer recommendation,

although the Council was prevented from granting planning permission under Article

31 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)

(England) Order 2015, whilst the Secretary of State (SoS) considered whether the

application should be referred to him for determination.

2.14. The application for appeal site B was then validated in March 2019 and this was

presented to Committee in September 2019. This OR (CD BC1) also received a

positive resolution to approve subject to s.106 obligations and conditions, on the same

basis as the appeal site A application. The OR also confirmed that the appeal B site is

adjacent to the appeal A, that the Council had already resolved to grant outline

planning permission for up to 65 dwellings on this adjacent appeal A site and that the

application proposals would share the same proposed access. The Committee

resolved that planning permission should be granted in line with the OR

recommendation.

2.15. On 13 December 2019 an appeal decision was issued relating to an outline planning

application for up to 100no. dwellings at land to the South of Chain House Lane within

the neighbouring administrative area of South Ribble. As highlighted in in Mr Pycroft’s

evidence, this appeal Inspector had concluded that a review of CS policy 4 had not

been undertaken in 2017, that the policy was out of date and that the standard method

Local Housing Need (LHN) should be used to calculate whether there is a 5YHLS. This

led to the three authorities eventually entering into MoU2 in April 2020, although prior

to this Preston switched to the use of the LHN, resulting in them concluding that they

could demonstrate a 5YHLS.

2.16. In light of this, and notwithstanding the fact that the aforementioned applications had

positive resolutions, the applications were then presented back to Committee for

reconsideration on 13 February 2020. The updated ORs [CD AC3 and CD BC3]

referred to the aforementioned Chain House Lane appeal decision and stated that the

Committee should consider the planning applications afresh before the decisions were



Conjoined Appeals A (3258890) and B (3258894)
Alexis De Pol – Site Specific Policy Proof 7

issued. They stated that in light of the new 5YHLS position the polices of the

Development Plan most important for determining the application need not be

considered out-of-date and the titled balance need not apply. The Committee resolved

that both the appeal A and appeal B applications should be refused in line with the

officer recommendation, as quoted below (hereafter referred to as RfR1):

“The application site is located in the open countryside as shown on the

policies map of the Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations and

Development Management Policies). The proposed development would be

contrary to the hierarchy of locations for focussing growth and investment at

urban, brownfield and allocated sites, within key service centres and other

defined places. It fails to accord with the management of growth and

investment set out in Policy 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and

consequently it would lead to the unplanned expansion of a rural village.

Furthermore the proposed development is not the type of development

deemed permissible in the open countryside under Policy EN1 of the

Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations and Development

Management Policies), hence the loss of open countryside for the

development proposed is contrary to that policy. The proposed development

is contrary to Policy 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and Policy

EN1 of the Preston Local Plan 2012-26 (Site Allocations and Development

Management Policies).”

2.17. Whilst the Committee resolutions were made on 13 February 2020 the decision notices

were not issued until 6 March 2020.

2.18. The Chain House Lane appeal decision, which was the basis of the Council’s decision

to switch from using CS policy 4 to LHN in calculating whether there is a 5YHLS was

then quashed by the High Court in August 2020.

2.19. Appeals were lodged in relation to appeal sites A and B and it was agreed that these

appeals should be considered at a conjoined inquiry together with other appeals on

the edge of Goosnargh/Whittingham and Longridge.

2.20. In December 2020 the Council submitted their appeal SoC1 [CD HD1], wherein they

confirmed their intention to defend RfR1 but also introduced a new reason for refusal

relating to cumulative impact (hereafter referred to as RfR2).

2.21. Planning applications were resubmitted in relation to appeal sites A and B.

2.22. At the case management conference in January 2021 the Council was required to

provide further clarity on their new RfR2, which I refer to as SoC2 [CD HD2].
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2.23. The resubmitted applications for appeal sites A and B were refused in March 2021,

with the decision notices citing RfR1 and RfR2.

2.24. On 9 March 2021 the s.78 appeal decision letter was issued for a residential

development on land at Cardwell Farm, Barton, which is also within the administrative

boundary of Preston [CD B23]. This granted outline planning permission for up to 150

dwellings despite conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1. The Inspector concluded

that the housing requirement in CS policy 4 should continue to be used to calculate

whether there is a deliverable 5YHLS. The Inspector also concluded that as Preston

did not have a deliverable 5YHLS that the Framework ¶11d tilted balance was

engaged.

2.25. Thus the policy and housing supply position is therefore now the same as when the

Council resolved that both appeal applications A and B should be approved on the

basis that:

“… the harm of the proposed development would not significantly and

demonstrably outweigh the benefits”.



Conjoined Appeals A (3258890) and B (3258894)
Alexis De Pol – Site Specific Policy Proof 9

3. Policy Context

Development Plan

3.1. The SoCG [CD HD3] sets the Development Plan context and relevant policies therein.

My evidence refers specifically to the following elements of the Development Plan.

Central Lancashire Core Strategy [CD HA1]

3.2. The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CS) sets out the spatial strategy for the sub

region to 2026. It is a joint CS between Preston City Council, South Ribble Borough

Council and Chorley Borough Council and covers these three administrative

boundaries. It was adopted in July 2012.

3.3. The SoCG identifies the policies of relevance to the subject applications and confirms

that it is common ground that with regards to appeals A and B the only conflict is with

CS policy 1, which sets out the spatial strategy for the housing market area of Central

Lancashire and  Goosnargh/Whittingham falls within criterion (f) of the policy, where

development will typically be small scale and limited to appropriate infilling, conversion

of buildings and proposals to meet local need, unless there are exceptional reasons

for larger scale redevelopment schemes.

3.4. My evidence also refers to CS policy 13 ‘Rural Economy’ and CS policy 21 ‘Landscape

Character Areas’ which require new development to be well integrated into existing

settlement patterns, appropriate to the landscape character type and designation

within which it is situated and contribute positively to its conservation, enhancement or

restoration or the creation of appropriate new features. It also makes reference to CS

policy MP which sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Preston Local Plan (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD)

[CD HA2]

3.5. The Preston Local Plan (LP) was adopted in July 2015 and sets out development

management policies and allocates or protects land for specific uses in line with the

Core Strategy.

3.6. It is common ground that the only conflict with the LP is with policy EN1. This policy

states that:
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“Development in the Open Countryside, as shown on the Policies Map, other

than that permissible under policies HS4 and HS5, will be limited to: a) that

needed for purposes of agriculture or forestry or other uses appropriate to a

rural area including uses which help to diversify the rural economy; b) the re

use or re habitation of existing buildings; c) infilling within groups of buildings

in smaller rural settlements.”

3.7. My evidence also makes reference to LP policy V1 which sets out a presumption in

favour of sustainable development.

Central Lancashire Local Plan

3.8. The three Central Lancashire authorities are currently working towards the preparation

of a replacement Central Lancashire Local Plan (CLLP). This is at a very early stage

of production with the stage 1 consultation on Issues & Options (I&O) having closed in

February 2020. The February 2020 Local Development Scheme predicts the stage 2

Preferred Options being published for consultation between June/August 2021 and the

stage 3 Publication Draft consultation occurring between October/December 2022. It

expects the submission of the draft Plan to the Planning Inspectorate in March 2023,

with adoption circa November/December 2023.



Conjoined Appeals A (3258890) and B (3258894)
Alexis De Pol – Site Specific Policy Proof 11

4. Planning Balance

4.1. Technical Matters and Infrastructure / Services

4.1.1. To avoid repetition, the following is common ground between the appellant and Council

with regards to both appeals A and B. Subject to the proposed conditions and s.106

obligations:

• Highways. The proposed access arrangement is acceptable and the level of trips

generated by the proposed developments can be acceptably accommodated

within both the local and strategic road network.

• Ecology. The appeal sites do not form part of a statutory or non-statutory

designated site for nature conservation, nor would the appeal proposals

detrimentally affect a statutory or non-statutory designated site. Furthermore, the

appeal proposals would not result in unacceptable adverse impacts on protected

species or their habitats.

• Flood Risk / Drainage. The appeal sites are located within Flood Zone 1 and

surface water can be appropriately managed to avoid an increased risk of flooding

on and off site.

• Air quality. The appeal proposals would not have an unacceptable impact on air

quality.

• Heritage Impact. Whilst the appeal proposal would utilise a section of Goosnargh

Cottage’s garden so as to provide the site access, it is common ground that the

development would not have a detrimental impact on the significance of this locally

listed heritage asset, nor any other heritage assets.

• Infrastructure and Services. There are no constraints relating to infrastructure

and services which would make the appeal proposals unacceptable.

4.1.2. Subject to the s.106 obligations and conditions there are no objections from the

statutory consultees to the grant of planning permission for either appeal A or appeal

B, on solus or cumulative grounds, which relate to technical issues or infrastructure /
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services. There is also no suggestion that there are any such issues which would

warrant the refusal of appeal A or appeal B, either on a solus or cumulative basis in

the Council’s RfR or in their appeal SoC.

4.2. Accessibility

4.2.1. To avoid repetition, the following is applicable to both appeals A and B.

4.2.2. The evidence in Mr Hindle’s Report highlights how the linked settlement of

Goosnargh/Whittingham functions as a commuter satellite of Preston and wider

Lancashire. That the population benefits from some local services and community

facilities and it is common ground that both the appeal A and B sites are within walking

distance to these existing facilities, which include:.

• A Londis convenience store with Post Office, together with other convenience /

local shops in the village;

• Pharmacy;

• Hairdresser;

• Two public houses (also serving food) and a wine bar;

• Hot food takeaway;

• Village Hall with kitchen facilities, which according to its web site hosts weekly

events such as yoga classes, weight watchers, art classes, dancing sessions, an

over 60s Club, baby and toddler groups and other clubs. It is also available for

private hire;

• An existing primary school together with land reserved for another primary school

on the Whittingham Hospital redevelopment site;

• Two churches;

4.2.3. There is also a Village green / recreational area, a tennis club, childrens’ formal play

area, the Whittingham & Goosnargh Sports & Social Club with bowling green, football

pitch and cricket pitch.

4.2.4. Mr Hindle’s report highlights that higher tier services are available in Longridge some

3 miles to the west and the City of Preston. These include a wide range of

supermarkets, convenience stores and specialist food shops, extensive retail areas,

secondary schools, primary health care, community and teaching hospital (with A&E),

higher education and university, and employment areas.
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4.2.5. Mr Hindle’s report  highlights the  extensive employment areas situated a short way to

the west of the village around Junction 31a of the M6, at North Preston and within the

City of Preston. The cluster of employment sites at Junction 31a is just 5 miles or a 16-

minute drivetime from the village and includes the existing Red Scar Business Park,

Preston East Employment Area, Millenium City Park on Bluebell Way, together with

new allocations in the Local Plan totalling over 50ha of employment land.

4.2.6. As confirmed in the SoCG there is a twice an hour bus service linking the village to the

higher order settlements and employment opportunities and all of the appeals are

making a financial contribution towards improving the existing bus service. Both appeal

sites are within walking distance of existing bus stops.

4.2.7. Mr Hindle’s report highlights from ¶4.12 that:

“This effective functionality as a commuter satellite has enabled the local planning

authority to grant consent for a significant volume of new housing without

concerns around the sustainability of the settlement as a location for

development.

It is of note in this regard that the approved scheme for up to 750 new houses at

Whittingham Hospital granted in 2020 included the replacement of the 9,000 sq

m of workspace (B1) previously consented with 250 new homes.

It is also of note that each of appeal proposals A to E has previously been

recommended for approval by council officers subject to affordable housing,

public open space and financial contributions to education and the provision for

the improvement of bus services2.

No objections were raised by the council or statutory consultees around matters

related to Goosnargh and Whittingham as a suitable location for development

across any of these applications.”

4.2.8. When the appeal A application was first considered and received a resolution to

approve the OR [CD AC1] stated in the section titled ‘Highways and parking’ that:

“Given the sites location adjacent to the existing village, it is considered the

development would be located in a sustainable location within walking distance

of existing facilities within the village”.

4.2.9. The same comment was made in the OR for appeal site B [CD BC1]. Ultimately the

Council must have considered both appeal sites to be suitably accessible to facilities,
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services and public transport opportunities as they previously resolved that both appeal

applications should be granted planning permission.

4.2.10. It is also noted that the Cardwell Farm appeal Inspector states in ¶65 of the decision

letter [CD B23] that:

“Although Barton has limited facilities reflecting its lowly position in the

settlement hierarchy, there are two primary schools and a few eating and

drinking establishments in the village, a regular bus service along the A6

linking Barton to Preston, Garstang and Broughton, and a secondary school

and convenience stores in the latter some 2 km to the south. The private

vehicle would be used for most journeys but alternatives exist and journeys

to access services would not be long. Despite its development plan status

as a small village, there have been a number of housing allocations and

permissions in recent years. The locational and accessibility policies set out

in the Framework are a neutral consideration in this case.”3

4.2.11. For reasons set out in Mr Hindle’s cumulative impact report and given that the Council

have previously resolved to approved both appeal developments, the proposals are

considered acceptable in locational and accessibility terms.

4.3. Residential Amenity and Reserved Matters

4.3.1. Whilst the subject applications seek outline permission with all matters other than

access reserved for future approval it is common ground that the basic design

principles as set out in the Design and Access Statements would enable suitable

detailed schemes to be secured at reserved matters stage in compliance with relevant

Development Plan / Framework policy. This includes incorporating a satisfactory

amount of on-site green/open space and avoiding unacceptable impacts on the

amenities of neighbouring properties, including matters relating to privacy, overlooking,

loss of light and overshadowing. It is not part of the Council’s case, as set out in their

RfR and appeal SoC, that either appeal A or B warrants refusal on any matter relating

to impact on residential amenities or detailed design matters.

3 As with Goosnargh/Whittingham the bus service is a twice hourly service
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4.4. Landscape / Visual Impact

4.4.1. The original December 2018 OR for appeal A [CD AC1] considered Framework ¶170

under the heading ‘Impact on landscape character and visual amenity’, alongside CS

policies 13 ‘Rural Economy’4 and 21 ‘Landscape Character Areas’. The OR states:

“Policy 13 of the Core Strategy requires development to conserve and where

possible enhance the character and quality of the landscape. Policy 21 of the

Core Strategy seeks to ensure that new development is well integrated into

existing settlement patterns, appropriate to the landscape type and

contributes positively to its conservation or restoration or the creation of

appropriate new features. The Framework says that the intrinsic character

and beauty of the countryside should be recognised, with the planning

system contributing to and enhancing the natural and local environment. It

does not seek to protect all countryside from development; rather it

concentrates on the protection of “valued” and “distinctive” landscapes, and

seeks to encourage development on previously developed land.

The submitted indicative site layout indicates how the site could be laid out

whilst retaining important landscape features such as the boundary

hedgerows, mature trees and ponds. 2750sqm of land would be reserved on

the southern boundary of the site for the creation of new habitats. The

Development Framework Plan indicates the indicative layout would have a

lower housing density than the existing village, at 22 dwellings per hectare

to allow for substantial areas of the site to be landscaped and the dwellings

set in from the site boundaries. The Submitted Design and Access Statement

concludes that a high quality development can be achieved on the site whilst

retaining the established hedgerows in order to present a soft boundary to

the surrounding land.

Whilst precise details of public open space and landscaping would be dealt

with at reserved matter stage, it is considered the proposed development

would not have a significant detrimental impact on the landscape character

of the area or visual amenity. The proposal therefore complies with the

aforementioned polices.”

4 CS policy 13 isn’t technically a relevant policy as it relates to employment development
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4.4.2. The OR also made the following comment under the heading ‘Impact on Area of

Separation (AOS):

“The proposed scheme would not result in the merging of the settlements of

Goosnargh, Broughton and Grimsargh. As such, it is considered the

effectiveness of the AoS gaps would be maintained and the identity and

distinctiveness of the village preserved. It is therefore considered that the

proposal would not cause harm to the effectiveness of the AoS and would

not conflict with the above policies5”

4.4.3. Under the heading ‘Planning balance – Compliance with the Framework’ the OR

stated:

“….In terms of the environmental objective, the proposed development would

result in the loss of an existing field and would introduce built development into

what has been identified as open countryside that has local value. The site is

not however of any notable landscape value in terms of its character and

appearance and the impact of the proposal is therefore not considered to be

significant…….

It is considered that there would be no adverse impacts as a result of the

proposed development that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the

benefits of the scheme or direct the Local Planning Authority to refuse the

application.”

4.4.4. In summary, the clear recommendation in the December 2018 OR for appeal A is that

whilst the Framework requires the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside to

be recognised it does not seek to protect all countryside from development; rather it

concentrates on the protection of “valued” and “distinctive” landscapes. It is clear that

the OR does not consider the appeal site to be a valued and distinctive landscape in

this regard, which is also common ground at this appeal, and it recommends that whilst

it may introduce built development onto open countryside which is locally valued, the

site has no notable landscape value in terms of its character and appearance. The

5 The policies referred to are CS policy 19 and LP policy EN4 relating to Areas of Separation
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recommendation was that the proposed development would not have a significant

detrimental impact on the landscape character of the area or visual amenity.

4.4.5. The same recommendations were contained within the OR presented to Committee in

September 2019 with regards to the appeal B application [CD BC1], with the OR

recommending that the proposed development would not have a significant detrimental

impact on the landscape character of the area or visual amenity. The Planning Balance

section of the OR goes so far as to state that:

“… the visual impact of the development is considered to be acceptable ...”

4.4.6. When the two applications were reconsidered by Committee in February 2020 and

ultimately refused permission, the updated ORs [CD AC3 and CD BC3] still made the

same recommendations in relation to this matter.

4.4.7. Since the refusal of these applications the Council granted outline planning permission

at Whittingham Hospital site for an additional 250 dwellings which includes housing

sited to the north west corner of that site. Consequently, the appeal A and B sites now

have existing and proposed built development to the north and east, as demonstrated

below.

Appeal A

Appeal B

Whittingham

Hospital Approval
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4.4.8. The Council confirm in their SoC2 that they are not presenting any case in relation to

landscape / visual impact and there is no suggestion that they are reneging on the OR

recommendations that the proposed developments would not have a significant

detrimental impact on the landscape character of the area or visual amenity.

4.4.9. Mr Holliday’s evidence also demonstrates that neither appeal site is at a prominent

location that would fundamentally change the character of the settlement, nor

significant view. He also demonstrates that whilst there would be more built

development there would not be any notable loss of significant landscape features (the

landscape fabric) as the schemes can protect most of the vegetation within the sites,

such as the boundary hedgerows and trees. He confirms that the overall effect on the

landscape around Goosnargh Whittingham would also not be significant and that the

new schemes provide the opportunity to provide a softer more successful settlement

edge against the surrounding countryside than currently exists.

4.4.10. It is acknowledged that the Framework requires the intrinsic character and beauty of

the countryside to be recognised and that the appeal schemes will result in a level of

landscape and visual harm. However, this is the case with all greenfield or settlement

edge development and for the reasons highlighted the level of harm caused by the

appeal A and B developments would be limited. Indeed, it is common ground at this

appeal that there is no conflict with CS policy 21.

4.4.11. In the Cardwell Farm appeal decision, which also involved the loss of greenfield

countryside land on the edge of a CS policy 1f) rural village, the Inspector concludes

in ¶58 that:

“There would also be some limited harm to the character and appearance of

the area, noting that the Framework recognises the intrinsic character and

beauty of the countryside.”

4.5. RfR2 Cumulative Impact

Impact on Character of Goosnargh

4.5.1. In their appeal SoC1 the Council introduced a new reason for refusal wherein ¶2.2

states that the cumulative impact of approving the appeals is that:
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“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”.

4.5.2. There was notably no suggestion of any such impact in the ORs relating to the

applications for appeal sites A and B when the Council resolved that both should be

approved. Instead, both of the respective ORs confirmed compliance with CS policy

21 which the ORs quote as seeking to:

“… ensure that new development is well integrated into existing settlement

patterns, appropriate to the landscape type and contributes positively to its

conservation or restoration or the creation of appropriate new features.”

4.5.3. The ORs also confirmed compliance with CS policy 13 which they quote as:

“requiring development to conserve and where possible enhance the

character and quality of the landscape”.

4.5.4. There was certainly no reference in either OR to either development harming the

character of Goosnargh as a rural settlement or its intimate relationship with the

surrounding countryside.

4.5.5. It is also noted from the Council’s SoC2 that this alleged harm is not something caused

by any of the appeal sites when considered on a solus basis and is instead an alleged

cumulative impact that would only be caused should more than one appeal be

approved. This is clearly the Council’s stated position in their SoC2, which was

specifically provided to give more clarity with regards to the Council’s new RfR2. This

SoC2 states at ¶2.6 that:

“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
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witnesses to defend this issue and is satisfied it can be dealt with by the

planning witness(es).” (emphasis added)

4.5.6. In their SoC2 the Council suggest that as the subject applications were submitted as

separate planning applications between July 2018 and July 2019 and none of the

applicants engaged in pre-application discussions and the applications were

considered at separate Committee meetings, the Council was unaware of the level of

speculative development proposed around Goosnargh.

4.5.7. However, when the appeal site B application was first considered by Committee in

September 2019 the OR [CD BC1] made it clear that the site was adjacent to appeal

site A which had already received a resolution to approve in December 2018. When

describing the proposal in ¶3.2 the OR refers to the proposal access being the same

as that considered under application 06/2018/0811 for the development on the

adjacent field to the west. In ¶3.3 the OR then lists appeal site A as a relevant planning

application and highlights that there has been a resolution to approve 65no. dwellings

on this site.

4.5.8. It is clearly evident that the case officer when preparing the OR for appeal site B, and

the Committee when considering the application, were well aware of the fact that

adjacent appeal site A already had a positive resolution for a development of up to 65

no. dwellings. There was no suggestion in the OR of any cumulative impact should

both sites be developed and the appeal site B application received a positive resolution

to approve in full acknowledgement that this would mean the development of both

sites. Consequently, there can be no reasonable suggestion by the Council that RfR2

would apply to appeals A and B if considered together, as they patently didn’t hold this

view in September 2019.

4.5.9. The Council have in fact previously resolved to approve every individual application at

Goosnargh and for the following reasons it is inconceivable that when the individual

officer reports were being prepared, and the Committee decisions being made, the

Council were unaware of the level of speculative development they were approving at

Goosnargh/Whittingham.

• The application for appeal site A and the original application for appeal G were

validated just a month apart (July and August 2018 respectively), both had the

same Council case officer (Mr James Mercer) and both were considered at the
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same Planning Committee in September 2018. Had the cumulative impact of

approving both applications been a genuine concern of the Council they had a

very clear opportunity to raise this matter at that point. Instead, both received

positive recommendations in the respective OR and the Committee resolved that

both applications be approved at the same Committee meeting.

• As already highlighted when appeal B was considered the OR report made it

expressly clear that the site was adjacent to appeal site A which already had a

resolution to approve. This presented a further clear opportunity to raise

cumulative impact had it been a genuine concern.

• The applications for appeals C and D are sited adjacent to one another, were both

validated at the same time, both had the same case officer (James Mercer) and

both were presented to Committee at the same time (November 2019). Again,

every opportunity was therefore available to consider cumulative impact but this

wasn’t raised and both applications were recommended for approval and both

received positive resolutions.

4.5.10. As highlighted in the table below, 5 of the 6 Goosnargh/Whittingham appeal

applications were considered by the same case officer and in addition to some of the

applications being considered at the same Committee meetings, other applications

were often considered within 1 month of each other. For example, the Committee

resolved to approve appeal site E in the January 2019 Committee, which was the

meeting immediately following their approval of appeal sites A and G in the December

2018 meeting..

Goosnargh/Whittingham application timeline

A G E B C D

Validation July 18 Aug 18 Mar 2019 July 2019

Resolution to

approve

Dec 2018 Jan 2019 Sept 2019 Nov 2019

Case officer James Mercer Ben Sandover James Mercer

4.5.11. It is inconceivable that by the time appeal applications C and D received a Committee

resolution to approve in the November 2019 Committee meeting neither the case

officer preparing the ORs (who had considered the previous applications for appeal
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sites A, B, and G), nor the Committee, were aware that there had already been positive

resolutions to approve development at appeal sites A, B, E and G.

4.5.12. Notwithstanding the above point, even if it was considered that cumulative impact was

not an issue that could have been considered by the Council at these times, there was

undeniably an opportunity for the Council to consider cumulative impact when all the

applications were presented back to Committee in February 2020 for reconsideration.

However, no reference is made to cumulative impact in any of the updated ORs relating

to the applications. This is so notwithstanding the Council’s duty under Article 35(1)(b)

of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order 2015

that requires a LPA:

“… where planning permission is refused, the notice must state clearly

and precisely their full reasons for the refusal, specifying all policies and

proposals in the development plan which are relevant to the decision”

(emphasis added)

4.5.13. The fact is that when the Committee resolved that appeal applications C and D should

be approved in November 2019 they had clearly accepted that all of the appeal

developments were acceptable and that there was no cumulative impact that

warranted the refusal of any of the applications.

4.5.14. Notwithstanding, the Council’s suggested cumulative impact on the character of

Goosnargh should more than one of the appeals be approved is addressed by Mr

Holliday in his evidence, which demonstrates that development of all the appeal

schemes together would not have a significant or unacceptable effect on the landscape

character or setting of the settlement and would not have a material harmful effect on

the character of the settlement itself. It is also addressed in Mr Hindle’s report.

Unplanned Growth Contrary to CS Policy 1 and LP Policy EN1

4.5.15. The Council’s RfR2 also refers to the collective approval of the appeals representing

rapid and unsustainable unplanned growth which would be contrary to the aims of CS

policy 1 and LP policy EN1, which seek to limit development in such rural locations to

small scale, infill development. The Council refer to Framework ¶8 and its reference to

bringing forward land of the right type in the right place with accessible services. They

state that the proposed development would demonstrably fail to do this by virtue of the

location of the appeal proposals adjacent to Goosnargh.
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4.5.16. Whilst the CS policy 1 strategy is driven by considerations of sustainability, it was a

policy choice and variations on this strategy are not necessarily unsustainable in terms

of the Framework. For reasons highlighted later it is my opinion that the appeal A and

B proposals comprise sustainable development and this was clearly the Council’s

opinion when they originally resolved that planning permission should be granted.

There is also no suggestion in the 2020 ORs for the respective applications that the

developments were considered unsustainable when the applications were ultimately

refused. The Planning Balance section of the 2020 OR for appeal site B [CD BC3]

states that:

“The application site is located in the open countryside as shown on the

policies map of the Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations and

Development Management Policies). The proposed development would not

cause harm to the effectiveness of the Area of Separation and would not

result in the loss of a valued or distinctive landscape. The proposed

development would deliver 35% on site affordable housing, include open

space and provide sustainable access to local services. The proposed

dwellings would be energy efficient and be supplied with electric vehicle

charging points. There would be no unacceptable harm to protected species

and their habitats due to mitigation measures that could be secured by

condition, and the proposal would potentially help to improve biodiversity.

Any harm arising from potential contamination and flood risk could be

mitigated by condition. Furthermore, the education and highways impacts of

the proposed development could be successfully mitigated by conditions

and/or planning obligation. Whilst these are considered to be benefits

resulting from the proposed development, that the majority of these benefits

are generic and no more than would be expected from any major housing

development, and as such they attract limited positive weight, which accords

with the Inspector’s approach at paragraph 95 of her decision.

Whilst the above demonstrates that the proposed development could

achieve some of the three overreaching objectives of sustainable

development (Paragraph 8 of the Framework), they are not criteria against

which every decision can or should be judged. Paragraph 10 of the

Framework states that at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in

favour of sustainable development. However paragraph 12 of the
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Framework states that the presumption in favour of sustainable development

does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting

point for decision making. As stated above the planning application conflicts

with the Council’s up-to-date development plan, in such circumstances

permission should not be granted. In accordance with Section 38(6) of the

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, planning permission should

therefore be refused.”

4.5.17. Thus the OR was not disputing that the appeal proposals comprise sustainable

development based on the Framework, rather that this in itself, together with the

benefits of the development, does not outweigh the conflict with CS policy 1 and LP

policy EN1 in the context of the titled balance not being engaged and full weight being

given to these two policies.

4.5.18. Furthermore, and as highlighted in my Strategic Policy Proof, whilst CS policy 1 seeks

to limit development in rural locations these policy 1f) villages have nevertheless been

deemed appropriate for growth and their expansion is now an inevitable outcome of

the planning permissions granted. In this regard:

• At Barton, taking into account the recent Cardwell Farm appeal decision granting

permission for 151 dwellings, planning permission has been granted for four

greenfield settlement extensions within the Preston administrative boundary

totalling 353 dwellings (despite conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1), whilst

Wyre has approved and/or allocated a further 174 dwellings on the edge of that

part of the settlement which falls within their administrative boundary. This totals

527 dwellings without taking into account any smaller approvals.

• At Grimsargh planning permission has been granted for five greenfield settlement

extensions into the countryside, totalling 375 dwellings, all of which were granted

approved despite conflict with policy CS policy 1 and in most instances LP policy

EN1. The number of dwellings approved is likely to be higher when other smaller

planning approvals are taken into account.

• At Broughton planning permission has been granted for four greenfield

settlement extensions into the countryside totalling 362 dwellings, all approved
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despite conflict with policy CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1. This total does not take

account of any smaller planning permissions.

4.5.19. As such, whilst development at Goosnargh/Whittingham may be unplanned in the

sense that it does not come forward as part of allocations in a development plan

process, this is not different to the approved growth of the other rural settlements above

and Mr Hindle demonstrates in his Report that further change arising from the appeal

proposals would simply continue the current direction of travel already set for the

settlement of Goosnargh/Whittingham.

4.5.20. Furthermore, it also common ground that:

“There are no constraints relating to infrastructure and services which would

make any of the appeal proposals unacceptable, either individually or

cumulatively subject to S.106 Contributions” (SoCG para 7) and

“There are no technical matters which would warrant the refusal of any of

the appeals” (SoCG para 8).

4.5.21. As previously highlighted, the Council’s RfR2 only appears to relate to cumulative

impact and the credibility of that case is entirely undermined by the fact that cumulative

impact has never previously been mentioned in any of the ORs relating to the original

subject applications6 and the Council originally resolved that all of the applications at

the conjoined appeal inquiry should be approved.

4.5.22. In light of this, and the fact that it is also common ground that there are no constraints

relating to infrastructure, services or any technical matters that would warrant the

refusal of the appeals either on a souls or cumulative basis, the onus is on the Council

to provide tangible evidence as to the alleged significant harmful impact which is

incapable of being mitigated. It is considered that the Council’s SoC is too vague in

this regard.

4.5.23. Consequently, it is acknowledged that the appeal proposals conflict with CS policy 1

and LP policy EN1 and this conflict is addressed in my Strategic Policy evidence. This

policy conflict is also addressed in my planning balance later in this Proof. However,

6 I refer to the original application for appeal G rather than the resubmitted application
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given the fact that all the appeals have previously had positive resolutions to approve,

together with the lack of clarity and absence of any tangible evidence of cumulative

impact provided by the Council in their SoC, together with the evidence of Mr Holliday

and Mr Hindle’s Report, it is my opinion that the Council’s RfR2 on cumulative impact

is unsubstantiated and cumulative impact would not warrant the refusal of permission.

4.6. Benefits of the Appeal A and B Proposals

4.6.1. Most of the benefits for appeals A and B are similar and to avoid repetition these are

highlighted below. Where there is a distinction between the two sites it is highlighted.

Social and Economic Benefits of Market Housing

4.6.2. The Framework confirms how delivering housing is a key component in delivering the

economic and social objectives of sustainability.

4.6.3. The Framework Chapter on ‘Building a strong, competitive economy’ confirms in ¶80

that planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which

businesses can invest, expand and adapt, with significant weight placed on the need

to support economic growth and productivity. In this context ¶81c) goes on to refer to

addressing potential barriers to investment, which includes inadequate infrastructure

and housing. For reasons expanded upon later this is particularly pertinent given the

purpose of the City Deal.

4.6.4. Framework ¶8 identifies ensuring a sufficient number and range of homes as an

essential part of supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities

4.6.5. Framework ¶83, under the heading ‘Supporting a prosperous rural economy’, also

states that policies and decisions should enable, inter alia, the retention and

development of accessible local services and community facilities, such as local shops,

meeting places, sports venues, open space, cultural buildings, public houses and

places of worship.

4.6.6. It is logical that on occupation new housing will increase the customer base for local

services and in so doing generate economic benefits. This is reflected in Framework

¶78 in so far as it states that to promote sustainable development in rural areas:
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“housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of

rural communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages

to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. Where

there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may

support services in a village nearby.”

4.6.7. New housing development also generates economic benefits during the construction

period both in terms of the direct stimulus to the local economy and in terms of indirect

benefits to local enterprise requiring a local labour force.

4.6.8. With regards to these appeals, Mr Pycroft’s evidence highlights that it is the starting

position of the appellants that there is not a 5YHLS. Furthermore, in the Cardwell Farm

appeal decision the Inspector gives “significant weight” to the social benefits of

boosting the supply of housing in a situation where there is no five-year supply. This is

also in the context of recognising the Council’s performance against the housing

delivery test between 2017 and 2020, the upward curve in housebuilding in the City in

recent years and the fact that the housing supply is only marginally below a five years

supply.7

4.6.9. The Cardwell Farm Inspector also considers the benefits which the provision of new

housing would bring in terms of construction and supply chain jobs, places for the

economically active to live, increased local spend and greater choice in the local

market. The Inspector notes that these benefits have not been quantified and would

apply to any housing development of this scale but states that they “are still

considerable” (¶59). The Inspector goes on to give “moderate weight” to these

economic benefits in ¶61.

4.6.10. Notwithstanding, at the time of preparing this Proof the Council’s position with regards

to the Cardwell Farm appeal is unknown. If they are intending to still advance a case

that there is a 5YHLS based on LHN then it is my opinion that even in this scenario

significant weight should still be given to the social benefits of boosting the supply of

housing and moderate weight to the economic benefits for the following reasons.

4.6.11. NPPG states under the heading ‘When might it be appropriate to plan for a higher

housing need figure than the standard method indicates?’ that the Government

supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth. It goes on to state that the

7 CD HB23 ¶61
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standard method provides the minimum starting point in determining need but does

not attempt to predict the impact that future Government policies, changing economic

circumstances or other factors might have on demographic behaviour. It confirms that

there may be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether “actual

housing need is higher than the standard method indicates”. The sort of circumstances

identified in the NPPG as to when this may be the case include situations where

increases in housing need are likely to exceed past trends because of growth

strategies for the area, such as where funding is in place to promote and facilitate

additional growth and where strategic infrastructure improvements are likely to drive

an increase in the homes needed. The NPPG states that authorities will need to take

this into account when considering whether it is appropriate to plan for a higher level

of need than the standard model suggests.

4.6.12. These circumstances clearly apply to Preston given the Preston, South Ribble and

Lancashire City Deal. This has secured substantial public money to deliver key

infrastructure identified as critical to enabling significant housing and commercial

development. Much of this key infrastructure is underway or recently completed and

¶6.8 of the now abandoned MoU2 (CD HA19) stated that

“To date, the City Deal has unlocked the development potential of land in

Preston and South Ribble and will continue to support significant housing

growth in both authority areas.”

4.6.13. As highlighted in my Strategic Policies Proof, the purpose of the City Deal is to harness

the economic growth potential of the City, which includes significant housing delivery.

The City Deal confirms that the significant benefits and opportunities in Lancashire are

offset by economic challenges which have included, inter alia, the need for key

infrastructure and a lack of suitable housing, including both affordable and executive

homes. As part of the City Deal substantial public money has already been secured to

deliver key infrastructure identified as critical to enabling the full development of

significant housing and commercial development. The City Deal, and the need for this

critical infrastructure to deliver large-scale housing development, has also been used

to justify the compulsory purchase of private land. In entering into the City Deal and

justifying the release of significant public monies, Preston and South Ribble committed

to delivering a greater amount of housing than that required by the adopted Core

Strategy and delivering this over a quicker timeframe. This commitment also

significantly exceeds that of the standard method based LHN.
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4.6.14. The Central Lancashire Local Plan I&O consultation document [CD HA13] also

confirms that the CL Authorities are treating the standard method based LHN as the

starting point for the housing requirement for the Local Plan review and that the final

requirement has yet to be established. It also confirms that whilst significant areas for

development have already been identified as part of the City Deal:

“more land is needed as well as ensuring those areas outside the City Deal

are not left behind.”

4.6.15. Mr Pycroft’s evidence demonstrates that the City Deal housing delivery commitments

are not being met.

4.6.16. As highlighted in the evidence by Mr Pycroft, the Central Lancashire authorities also

entered into the now abandoned MoU2 on the basis that applying the standard method

LHN figure to each individual authority would be significantly at odds with the

distribution of people, jobs and services.

4.6.17. In this context, even if it is considered that the CS policy 4 housing requirement is out

of date and the Council have a 5YHLS based on the standard method based LHN, the

appeal proposals would still make a valuable contribution towards the City Deal

commitments and the social objective of delivering homes to meet the needs of present

and future generations. It would still have positive economic consequences for local

services in Goosnargh and the neighbouring rural villages, as well as generating

economic benefits during the construction period. Consequently, in my opinion

significant weight can still be given to the social benefits of boosting the supply of

housing and moderate weight to the economic benefits. This is especially case in the

context of Framework ¶59 identifying a clear objective to significantly boost the supply

of housing.

4.6.18. In support of this I refer to the following appeal decisions where significant weight was

still given to the contribution towards boosting the supply of housing despite the

presence of a 5YHLS. This is also without the City Deal commitments which are

applicable to Preston.

4.6.19. At Rilshaw Lane, Winsford in October 2015 (CD HB24), the Council’s case (Cheshire

West and Chester) stated:
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“6.6 None of the policies relating to the supply of housing can be said to be

out of date. It follows that the ‘classic’ planning balance of benefits versus

disbenefits applies. The policy imperative of boosting the supply of housing

is being met in Cheshire West and Chester so there is no pressing need to

bring forward the appeal site to meet any shortfall.”

4.6.20. In this context the Inspector states that:

“11.49. It is therefore necessary to consider whether there are material

considerations which indicate that permission ought to be granted,

notwithstanding the conflict with the development plan. In so doing, it is

necessary to consider both the harm resulting from the conflict and the

broader planning benefits of the scheme. It is also necessary to have regard

to the need for, and effectiveness of, the conditions which the Council argues

are needed to resolve the conflict.”

4.6.21. The Inspector proceeds to assess the harms of the proposals in ¶11.50 before

assessing the benefits in ¶11.51, which stated:

“11.51 On the other hand, the appeal scheme would bring forward significant

market and affordable housing which would materially boost supply. At the

Inquiry there was no challenge to the Council’s evidence that it has a 5 year

supply of housing land. Nevertheless, bearing in mind the objectives of the

LP, the WNP and the Framework, this is a benefit which should be attributed

significant weight. Other material benefits would flow, including the provision

of additional public open space and green infrastructure, improved

pedestrian links and economic benefits.”

4.6.22. The Inspector therefore recommended that significant weight still be given to the

benefit of bringing forward market and affordable housing despite there being a

5YHLS. This was clearly accepted by the SoS who stated in ¶16 of the decision that

“…. It would bring forward significant market and affordable housing which

would materially boost supply and this benefit is attributed significant

weight.”
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4.6.23. More recently in July 2020 the SoS granted permission for a mixed-use development

at Nantwich which included 189 dwellings (CD HB5). The SoS decision confirms that

the proposals conflict with a recently adopted Development Plan (adopted in 2017),

that there was a 5YHLS ranging between 5.7 years to 6.6 years and that the

Framework ‘titled balance’ was not engaged (¶23). Nevertheless, the SoS concludes

in ¶28 that the delivery of significant numbers of market housing is a significant benefit,

stating:

“For the reasons given in IR414 and IR420 the Secretary of State agrees

with the Inspector that the delivery of significant numbers of market housing

in a sustainable location is a significant benefit. Whilst the Secretary of State

has concluded that the Council can demonstrate a 5 YHLS, he has taken

into account that nationally it is a government policy imperative to boost the

supply of housing, as set out at paragraph 59 of the Framework, and he

considers that this benefit should be afforded significant weight.

The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector at IR415 and IR420

that the scheme will include 30% affordable homes which will help meet the

need in Cheshire East. The Secretary of State agrees that this is a tangible

benefit and merits significant weight.”

4.6.24. This is also in the context of the 5.7 to 6.6 year HLS being based on a Local Plan

annual housing requirement which was adopted prior to the introduction of the standard

method and which is significantly higher than the LHN figure produced by the standard

methodology (¶IR339-340). It is also in the context of the Council’s 2019 Housing

Delivery Test result published in February 2020 being 230% (¶8).

4.6.25. Furthermore, in a s.78 appeal at Hamble-le-Rice in December 2018 (CD HB6) the

decision notice highlights the housing supply as being between 7.2 and 10 years and

confirms that there is a conflict with the adopted Local Plan and that the Framework

‘titled balance’ is not engaged. In this context, and within the ‘Planning balance and

conclusion’ section of the decision, the Inspector states at ¶64:

“As agreed by the Council, the economic and social benefits of the proposal

are worthy of significant weight. Given the national objective of significantly

boosting the supply of homes, the provision of market and especially

affordable housing carries significant weight. I appreciate the Council’s point
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that the economic benefits related to short term construction jobs, and the

longer term boost to local spending power, could arise from any similar

development. However that does not detract from the fact that this particular

development offers these benefits, which I accord significant weight.”

4.6.26. The appeal was approved and the LPA (Eastleigh Borough Council) challenged the

decision but the Judgement issued in July 2019 dismissed the LPA’s grounds for

challenge [CD HC7].

4.6.27. The above decisions demonstrate that significant weight remains to be attached to the

benefits of delivering market housing even where there is a deliverable 5YHLS due to

the national objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes and the economic

and social benefits arising from such development.

4.6.28. Indeed it is noted that when granting planning permission at Ingol Golf and Squash

Club in 2017 the OR [CD HB25] recommended on page 32 that the Council had a 5.5

year HLS but that the contribution to maintaining the 5YHLS was a material

consideration that should be afforded “significant weight”.

4.6.29. For these conjoined appeals it is also the fact that the Council only allege a 5YHLS

supply based on a standard method based LHN which is only intended to represent

the minimum starting point for establishing the housing need, and is not being

advanced as the actual housing requirement for the City by the Council (it is an interim

figure for the purposes of establishing if there is a 5YHLS). It is significantly less than

the City Deal commitments entered into by the Council, does not take into account

affordable housing need (addressed below), and is accepted by the Council as being

significantly at odds with the distribution of people, jobs and services within the HMA.

4.6.30. In summary, irrespective of whether there is deemed to be a 5YHLS and whether the

tilted balance is being applied, it is my opinion that the social benefits from contributing

towards delivering market housing carries significant weight and the economic benefits

carry moderate weight in the planning balance.

Affordable Housing.

4.6.31. CS policy 7 and the CL Affordable Housing SPD require new housing developments

within the rural area to deliver 35% on-site affordable housing.
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4.6.32. Mr Stacey’s evidence demonstrates that there is a clear and compelling need for

affordable housing now in Preston and states:

“I have no confidence that the council can see a sufficient step change in

the delivery of affordable housing to meet the new annual needs

requirements. It makes it even more important that suitable sites, such as

the appeal site, being granted planning permission in order to boost the

supply of affordable housing.

In light of the Council’s poor record of affordable housing delivery, the

anticipated levels and rates of future affordable housing delivery across

the authority and the level of affordable housing needs identified, there

can be no doubt that the provision affordable dwellings across the appeal

sites to address the authority-wide needs of the Preston City Council

administrative area should be afforded substantial weight in the

determination of this appeal.”

4.6.33. In this context both appeal site A and B will deliver 35% on-site affordable housing. In

my opinion this represents a benefit of significant weight in the planning balance,

particularly given the substantial affordable housing need across Preston.

4.6.34. In ¶7.2.5 of their SoC1 the Council suggest that this benefit, along with other benefits,

is:

“generic and no more than would be expected from any major housing

development anywhere within the borough and must, therefore, be

considered in the light of the 13.6 year housing supply”.

4.6.35. I disagree with the Council’s suggestion in this regard. I rely on Mr Stacey’s evidence

to demonstrate that there is a clear and compelling need for affordable housing

irrespective of whether there were deemed to be a 5YHLS based on the LHN. As Mr

Stacey demonstrates in his evidence, these are people in need of an affordable home

now.

4.6.36. As highlighted, the Framework seeks to “support strong, vibrant and healthy

communities, by ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided

to meet the needs of present and future generations” In this context the benefit of

affordable housing is significant, irrespective of whether the amount being provided is
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equal to the policy requirement and no more than what would be expected from any

major housing development.

4.6.37. In support of significant weight being given to affordable housing provision in this

context I refer to the following appeal decisions.

4.6.38. Cardwell Farm [CD HB23]. The weight to be given to contributions towards affordable

housing delivery in Preston was very recently considered in the Cardwell Farm appeal

decision where the appeal Inspector, when granting planning permission in March

2021, states in ¶60 of the decision letter that:

“A number of affordable homes are to be provided in Barton through existing

permissions. The assessments of affordable housing need through the

SHMA and CLHS have not been tested. However, it is likely that Preston’s

overall affordable needs are substantial and the evidence indicates that

delivery is not keeping up with the need. The new affordable dwellings would

provide homes for real people in real need.”

4.6.39. The Inspector goes on to refer to the proposal boosting the supply of housing in a

situation where there is no five-year supply and “an under-provision of affordable

housing” when concluding that “significant weight” should be given to this social

benefit. This is also in the context of the Cardwell Farm appeal proposal providing the

35% policy compliant amount of affordable housing.8

4.6.40. This was in the context of the Cardwell Farm Inspector concluding that there was not

a 5YHLS, which is also the appellants’ position at this inquiry. However, the appeal

examples below show that a policy compliant provision of affordable housing still

carries significant weight even if there is a 5YHLS.

4.6.41. Nantwich [CD HB5]. In the Nantwich appeal decision of July 2020 the SoS considered

the provision of a policy compliant amount of affordable housing (30%)9, in the context

of their being a deliverable 5YHLS10, and concluded that this affordable housing

provision “is a tangible benefit and merits significant weight”.

8 CD HB23 ¶52
9 ¶I415
10 ¶23
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4.6.42. Winsford [CD HB24]. In the Winsford appeal decision of October 2015 the proposal

included 30% affordable housing provision which reflected the policy requirement

(¶IR4.1) and the SoS states in ¶16 that the proposals “would bring forward significant

market and affordable housing which would materially boost supply and this benefit is

attributed significant weight.” This decision was also made in the context of there being

a 5YHLS (¶4.5).

4.6.43. Hamble-le-Rice [CD HB6]. In the Hamble-le-Rice appeal decision of December 2018

the Inspector states in ¶47 that “Overall, despite the presence of significantly more

than a five year supply, the provision of market and affordable housing weighs

significantly in favour of the proposal, in the light of the national policy to significantly

boost the supply of homes.” As highlighted in the quote this was in the context of there

being a 5YHLS. The proposed 35% affordable housing provision (¶8) was also the

Local Plan policy requirement.

4.6.44. In summary, both appeal A and appeal B will provide 35% on-site affordable housing

which is a benefit that affords significant weight in the planning balance irrespective of

the 5YHLS position.

Bus Service Contributions

4.6.45. Both appeals A and B will make financial contributions towards an enhancement of the

bus service in Goosnargh. Whilst the Council consider this is required to make the

development acceptable in planning terms it would still be of wider benefit to the entire

community and as such is a benefit of limited weight.

Car Park to Trinity Methodist Church

4.6.46. The appeal B proposals include a car park for 12 no. spaces being provided within the

site and gifted to the adjacent Trinity Methodist Church, to be accessed via their

existing Church access off Whittingham Lane. This is considered to represent a benefit

of limited weight in the planning balance.

On-site Open Space and Biodiversity .

Both appeals A and B will provide on-site public open space and potential for

biodiversity enhancement. However, I note that the Inspector at the Cardwell Farm

appeal treated these as neutral considerations.
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4.7. Sustainable Development

4.7.1. The Council clearly considered the appeal A and appeal B proposals to comprise

sustainable development when they originally resolved to grant permission.

Nevertheless, I summarise how the appeal proposals comprise sustainable

development below.

4.7.2. Framework ¶8 states that achieving sustainable development means that the planning

system has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and need to be

pursued in mutually supportive ways, so that opportunities can be taken to secure net

gains across each of the different objectives. These are grouped into an economic

objective, social objective and environmental objective and each are considered in

turn.

Economic Objective

4.7.3. Framework ¶8 broadly defines this as to help build a strong, responsive and

competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in

the right places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved

productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure.

4.7.4. The economic benefits which will be secured through the appeal proposals have

already been highlighted and these are benefits which would be secured irrespective

of the 5YHLS position.

4.7.5. Whilst Framework ¶170 refers to recognising the economic benefits of best and most

versatile agricultural land (BMV), it is common ground that the appeal sites do not

comprise BMV land. As such the economic impact from the loss of the current

underused agricultural land is neutral. It is common ground that there is no conflict with

CS policy 31 in this regard.

4.7.6. On balance, the appeal proposals would therefore comply with the economic objective

of sustainability and will secure net gains in this regard. Indeed, the economic benefits

weigh in favour of the grant of planning permission and carry moderate weight for

reasons already highlighted.

Social Objective

4.7.7. As highlighted, teh contribution towards the supply of market and affordable housing

attracts significant positive weight in terms of helping to deliver the social objectives of
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sustainable development as set out in the Framework, irrespective of whether there is

a deliverable 5YHLS.

4.7.8. As already highlighted, the appeal sites are suitably accessibility to facilities, services

and public transport. Appeal B will also be providing a car park for the Trinity Methodist

Church.

Environmental Objective

4.7.9. Framework ¶8 broadly defines this as to contribute to protecting and enhancing our

natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, helping

to improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and

pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low

carbon economy.

4.7.10. It is common ground that there is no harm to any heritage assets.

4.7.11. Whilst, the appeal developments would change the character of the appeal sites on

the edge of the village it is common ground that there is no conflict with CS policies 13,

19 and 21 or LP policy EN4. These policies include consideration of the degree to

which development would compromise the function of the Areas of Separation in

protecting the identity and distinctiveness of settlements; conserve and where possible

enhance the character and quality of the landscape; and be well integrated into existing

settlement patterns, appropriate to the landscape type and contribute positively to its

conservation or restoration or the creation of appropriate new features. As previously

highlighted the ORs also accept that the appeal schemes could be delivered in line

with the Framework objectives to secure good design and create high quality buildings

and places.

4.7.12. With regards to protecting and enhancing our natural environment, Framework ¶170

refers to planning policies and decisions contributing to the following objectives, which

are addressed in turn.

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological

value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified

quality in the development plan);

It is common ground that the appeal site is not a valued landscape, nor is it a site of

biodiversity / geological value.
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b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider

benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and

other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and

woodland;

It is common ground that the appeal site does not comprise BMV land. Furthermore,

there is no woodland on the appeal site and the appeal proposals present an

opportunity for net gain in terms of tree planting. For reasons already highlighted, whilst

the Framework requires the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside to be

recognised the level of harm caused by the appeal A and B development would be

limited. It is common ground at this appeal that there is no conflict with CS policy 21.

As highlighted in my Strategic Policy Proof the Council also continue to grant

permission for development involving the loss of countryside land.

c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public access

to it where appropriate;

This is not applicable to the appeal proposals.

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by

establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future

pressures;

It is common ground that neither appeal site forms part of any statutory or non-

statutory designated site for nature conservation and there are no biodiversity impacts

that would warrant refusal of the applications.

e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air,

water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever possible,

help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water quality, taking

into account relevant information such as river basin management plans;

There are no objections from statutory bodies relating to any of the above, nor does

the Council suggest that the appeal proposals are unacceptable in this regard.

f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable

land, where appropriate

Framework ¶117 also refers to making as much use as possible of previously

developed or ‘brownfield’ land, however, the Framework does not state that greenfield
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development is unsustainable. In any event, and as highlighted in my Strategic Policy

Proof, the Council are reliant on greenfield land to meet housing need and they

continue to grant greenfield planning permission even in the context of having an

alleged 5YHLS. The ORs confirm that the appeal proposals will make efficient use of

land in line with relevant policies.

4.7.13. It is common ground that the local highway and transport network can satisfactorily

accommodate the proposed development and that the site is accessible to local

services and facilities by walking and cycling. The financial obligation to bus service

enhancement will also promote public transport use. It is common ground that there

are no unacceptable environmental impacts including air quality and that the proposals

will be policy compliant with regards to providing vehicle charging points. For reasons

previously highlighted the appeal proposals comply with objectives to promote

sustainable transport. The proposals will also secure benefits for the wider community

in terms of an enhanced bus service.

4.7.14. With regards to mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low

carbon economy, the ORs confirm that the proposals would achieve the required

sustainability levels and the proposals would provide electric vehicle charging points.

Furthermore, the appeal proposals are not sited within locations at high risk of flooding.

4.7.15. In summary, whilst the proposals would result in the loss of greenfield countryside land

on the edge of a rural village on balance the appeal proposals comprise sustainable

development. This was evidently accepted when appeal proposals A and B were first

presented to Planning Committee, where it was resolved that planning permission

should be approved.

4.8. Appeal A Planning Balance

Tilted Balance

4.8.1. For reasons already highlighted in my Strategic Policies Proof my starting position is

that the Framework ¶11d titled balance is engaged, which means planning permission

should be granted unless:

i) The application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of

particular importance provide a clear reason for refusing the development

proposed; or
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ii) The impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the

benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.

4.8.2. It is common ground that i) above is not applicable to appeal A.

4.8.3. With regards to ii) above, the appeal proposals will secure the following benefits:

• contribution towards the supply of housing, which for reasons stated is a social

benefit of significant weight;

• contribution towards affordable housing, which for reasons stated is a social

benefit of significant weight;

• economic benefits, which for reasons stated carries moderate weight;

• contribution towards improvements to the bus service, which for reasons stated

carries limited weight.

4.8.4. It is common ground that appeal proposal A generally complies with the Development

plan other than its conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1. It is also common ground

that subject to the s.106 obligations and conditions there are no impacts relating to

technical issues or infrastructure / services which would warrant the refusal of the

appeal, either on a solus or cumulative basis.

4.8.5. The impacts set out in the Council’s RfR and in their SoC relate to:

a) The unplanned growth of Goosnargh in a manner which is contrary to CS policy

1. The weight to give to this policy conflict is tempered for the reasons stated in

my Strategic Policy Proof, particularly given that the appeal proposals comprise

sustainable development.

b) The development of designated open countryside contrary to LP policy EN1 and

the associated impacts on landscape and visual amenity. The weight to give to

this policy conflict is tempered for the reasons stated in my Strategic Policy Proof,

particularly given that the appeal proposals would only have limited to moderate

harm in terms of impact on landscape and visual amenity.

c) The cumulative impact on the character of Goosnargh, which is a RfR addressed

by Mr Holliday in his evidence and in Mr Hindle’s report.
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4.8.6. When the Council originally considered the appeal A proposals in December 2018 in

the context of there not being a deliverable 5YHLS and the tilted balance being applied

they concluded that the impacts of a) and b) above do not significantly and

demonstrably outweigh the aforementioned benefits.

4.8.7. The recent Cardwell Farm appeal decision also confirms that impacts in relation to a)

and b) above do not outweigh the aforementioned benefits in the context of there being

no 5YHLS and the tilted balance being applied.

4.8.8. For reasons previously stated, it is not considered that the Council’s newly introduced

RfR relating to cumulative impact would warrant the refusal of permission.

4.8.9. In conclusion, there are no impacts which would significantly and demonstrably

outweigh the benefits and as such outline planning permission for appeal A should be

granted. This reflects the Council’s original resolution. In my opinion this is the case

irrespective of whether the tilted balance is engaged due to the lack of a 5YHLS or the

basket of most important policies being out of date on other grounds, as set out in my

Strategic Policy Proof.

Flat Balance

4.8.10. Even in a scenario where there is a 5YHLS and that the basket of most important

policies for determining the appeal are not out of date, it is my opinion that the appeal

proposals should be approved under the flat planning balance.

4.8.11. The aforementioned appeal decisions provide a few examples of how conflict with

adopted Development Plans can still be outweighed by the type of benefits applicable

to the appeal A proposals in the flat planning balance. Furthermore, my Strategic

Policies Proof highlights how the Council themselves continue to grant permission for

housing development in conflict with the Development Plan despite alleging a 5YHLS

and the titled balance not being engaged.

4.8.12. In this instance the weight to be given to the conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy

EN1 is tempered even in the flat balance for reasons set out in my Strategic Policy

Proof. Furthermore, and for reasons stated, even in a scenario where there is a 5YHLS

the aforementioned social and economic benefits from contributing to the housing

supply still carry significant and moderate weight respectively. The contribution to
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affordable housing also still carries significant weight and the benefits from the

enhanced bus service carries limited weight.

4.8.13. Consequently, even in a flat balance it is my opinion that when the Development Plan

and material considerations are taken into account the balance of weight still falls in

favour of grant of planning permission for appeal A.

4.9. Appeal B Planning Balance

4.9.1. For the exact same reasons as set out for appeal A above, it is my opinion that the

appeal B proposals should also be approved irrespective of the 5YHLS position and

whether the tilted balance or flat balance is applied. The appeal B proposals have the

additional benefit of the proposed car park for the Trinity Methodist Church which is a

benefit carrying limited weight.
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5. Third Party Comments

5.1. There have been a number of objections from third parties and the Parish Council to

both appeals A and B. As there is a lot of repetition and comminaility in the objections

they are considered together.

5.2. A number of objections raise issues relating to technical matters including highway

impact / safety, ecological impact, noise and flood risk. The subject applications have

been supported by a range of technical surveys and assessments and as highlighted

there are no objections to the grant of planning permission by the statutory consultees

in relation to such matters, nor does the Council suggest that there are any technical

grounds to refuse permission either on a solus or cumulative impact basis.

5.3. A number of objections focus on the settlement not being recognised as a growth area

and the development not comprising the type of proposals considered acceptable for

the settlement in Core Strategy Policy 1. There are references to a lack of services,

facilities, employment opportunities and public transport making the development

unsustainable. This matter is already addressed in this Proof.

5.4. There are objections to the fact that the appeal sites are located outside the settlement

boundary and within the designated open countryside in conflict with LP policy EN1.

This matter forms part of the Council’s RfR and is already addressed in this Proof.

5.5. There are objections to the fact that the appeal sites are located within a designated

Area of Separation and that the development will lead to a merging of settlements in

conflict with LP policy EN4. Contrary to these suggestions it is common ground

between the Council and appellant that neither appeal proposal would result in the

merging of the settlements of Goosnargh, Broughton and Grimsargh, that the

effectiveness of the Area of Separation gaps would be maintained and that there is no

conflict with LP policy EN4 in this regard. This matter is addressed in the respective

ORs for the appeal site A and B applications.

5.6. There is refence to Preston’s housing requirement having fallen to 241 dwellings per

year, there being no more need for housing and adequate brownfield availability on

Whittingham Hospital site. Matters relating to housing requirement and supply are

already addressed in my Proof and the evidence of Mr Pycroft.
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5.7. There are concerns expressed over the cumulative impact should all the appeals in

Goosnargh and Whittingham be approved. Cumulative impact is already addressed in

this Proof and other evidence submitted on behalf of the appellants.
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6. Conclusion

6.1. Subject to s.106 obligations and conditions there are no objections from the statutory

consultees to the grant of planning permission for either appeal A or appeal B which

relate to technical issues or infrastructure / services. There is also no suggestion that

there are any such issues which would warrant the refusal of appeal A or appeal B,

either on a solus or cumulative basis, in the Council’s RfR or in their appeal SoC. This

includes matters relating to highways, ecology, flood risk/drainage, air quality, heritage

impact and infrastructure / services.

6.2. It is common ground that suitable detailed schemes could be secured at reserved

matters stage in compliance with relevant Development Plan / Framework policy. This

includes incorporating a satisfactory amount of on-site green/open space and avoiding

unacceptable impacts on the amenities of neighbouring properties.

6.3. In terms of accessibility the linked settlement of Goosnargh/Whittingham functions as

a commuter satellite of Preston and wider Lancashire. The settlement benefits from

some local services and community facilities and the appeal A and B sites are within

walking distance to these existing facilities. Higher tier services are also available in

Longridge some 3 miles to the west and the City of Preston. There are extensive

employment areas situated a short way to the west of the village around Junction 31a

of the M6, at North Preston and within the City of Preston. There is also a twice an

hour bus service linking the village to the higher order settlements and employment

opportunities and the appeals are making a financial contribution towards improving

the existing bus service. Both appeal sites are within walking distance of existing bus

stops. This settlement function as a commuter satellite has enabled the local planning

authority to grant consent for a significant volume of new housing without concerns

around the sustainability of the settlement as a location for development.  This includes

the original resolution to approve all of the appeal proposals at this conjoined appeal,

confirming that the proposals are acceptable in locational and accessibility terms.

6.4. The Framework requires the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside to be

recognised and the appeal schemes will result in a level of landscape and visual harm.

However, this is the case with all greenfield or settlement edge development and the

level of harm caused by the appeal A and B developments would be limited. Indeed, it

is common ground at this appeal that there is no conflict with CS policy 21.
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6.5. With regards to RfR2 regarding cumulative impact, the Council’s SoC2 confirms that

this alleged harm is not something caused by any of the appeal sites when considered

on a solus basis and is instead an alleged cumulative impact that would only be caused

should more than one appeal be approved. However, the Council have previously

resolved that all of the appeals should be approved indicating that the Council did not

previously consider there to be a cumulative impact that warranted the refusal of the

applications. There was also undeniably an opportunity for the Council to consider

cumulative impact when all the applications were presented back to Committee in

February 2020 for reconsideration. However, no reference is made to cumulative

impact in any of the updated ORs relating to the applications, nor in the decision

notices.

6.6. Notwithstanding, the evidence by Mr Holliday demonstrates that development of all the

appeal schemes together would not have a significant or unacceptable effect on the

landscape character or setting of the settlement and would not have a material harmful

effect on the character of the settlement itself. It is also common ground that there are

no constraints relating to infrastructure, services or any technical matters that would

warrant the refusal of the appeals either on a solous or cumulative basis.

6.7. It is acknowledged that the appeal proposals conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy

EN1 and this conflict is addressed in the planning balance. However, given the fact

that all the appeals have previously had positive resolutions to approve, together with

the lack of clarity and absence of any tangible evidence of cumulative impact provided

by the Council in their SoC, together with the evidence of Mr Holliday and Mr Hindle’s

Report, the Council’s RfR2 on cumulative impact is unsubstantiated and cumulative

impact would not warrant the refusal of permission.

6.8. Whilst the proposals would result in the loss of greenfield countryside land on the edge

of a rural village on balance the appeal proposals comprise sustainable development.

This was evidently accepted when appeal proposals A and B were first presented to

Planning Committee, where it was resolved that planning permission should be

approved.

6.9. Both appeal proposals will secure a number of benefits which are material

considerations in support of the grant of permission.
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6.10. Irrespective of whether there is deemed to be a 5YHLS and whether the tilted balance

is being applied, the social benefits from contributing towards the supply of housing

carries significant weight and the economic benefits carry moderate weight in the

planning balance.

6.11. There is also a clear and compelling need for affordable housing now in Preston and

both appeal A and appeal B will provide 35% on-site affordable housing which is a

benefit that affords significant weight in the planning balance irrespective of the 5YHLS

position.

6.12. Both appeals A and B will make financial contributions towards an enhancement of the

bus service in Goosnargh, which would be of wider benefit to the entire community and

as such is a benefit of limited weight.

6.13. The appeal B proposals include a car park for 12 no. spaces being provided within the

site and gifted to the adjacent Trinity Methodist Church,which is a benefit of limited

weight in the planning balance.

6.14. For reasons set out in my separate Strategic Policies Proof it is considered that the

Framework ¶11d titled balance is engaged, meaning planning permission should be

granted unless the impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh

the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.

6.15. The impacts set out in the Council’s RfR and in their SoC relate to:

a) The unplanned growth of Goosnargh in a manner which is contrary to CS policy

1. The weight to give to this policy conflict is tempered for the reasons stated in

my separate Strategic Policy Proof, particularly given that the appeal proposals

comprise sustainable development.

b) The development of designated open countryside contrary to LP policy EN1 and

the associated impacts on landscape and visual amenity. The weight to give to

this policy conflict is tempered for the reasons stated in my Strategic Policy Proof,

particularly given that the appeal proposals would only have limited to moderate

harm in terms of impact on landscape and visual amenity.

c) The cumulative impact on the character of Goosnargh, which is a RfR addressed

by Mr Holliday in his evidence and in Mr Hindle’s report.
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6.16. When the Council originally considered the appeal A and B proposals in the context of

there not being a deliverable 5YHLS and the tilted balance being applied they

concluded that the impacts of a) and b) above do not significantly and demonstrably

outweigh the aforementioned benefits. For reasons previously stated, it is not

considered that the Council’s newly introduced RfR relating to cumulative impact would

warrant the refusal of permission.

6.17. In conclusion, there are no impacts which would significantly and demonstrably

outweigh the benefits and as such outline planning permission for both appeals should

be granted. This reflects the Council’s original resolution. In my opinion this is the case

irrespective of whether the tilted balance is engaged due to the lack of a 5YHLS or the

basket of most important policies being out of date on other grounds, as set out in my

Strategic Policy Proof.

6.18. Even in a scenario where there is a 5YHLS and that the basket of most important

policies for determining the appeal are not out of date, the weight to be given to the

conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1 is tempered even in the flat balance for

reasons set out in my Strategic Policy Proof. Furthermore, even in a scenario where

there is a 5YHLS the aforementioned social and economic benefits from contributing

to the housing supply still carry significant and moderate weight respectively. The

contribution to affordable housing also still carries significant weight and the benefits

from the enhanced bus service and the proposed car park for the Trinity Methodist

Church each carry limited weight.

6.19. Consequently, even in a flat balance the Development Plan and material

considerations are taken into account the balance of weight still falls in favour of grant

of planning permission for both appeals A and B.
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