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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Michael Gary Holliday.  I have prepared this rebuttal evidence in response to the 

cumulative impact case for the council set out in section 9 of Christopher Blackburn’s (CB) proof 

of evidence. Mr Blackburn’s proof covers the totality of the case in respect of the relevant appeal 

sites. 

1.2 The evidence which I have prepared in this rebuttal and provide for this appeal is true and has 

been prepared and is given in accordance with guidance of my professional institution and I 

confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions, irrespective of by 

whom I am instructed. 

1.3 The council’s case on cumulative effects has never been clear to the appellants. The appellant 

team tried to narrow the issues by agreeing a Statement of Common Ground with the council, 

dealing with the cumulative effects on character and appearance. The council responded to the 

appellants on the 22 March 2021 stating,  

With regards to the Landscape SoCG, as landscape/visual impact did not form part of the reason 

for refusal, and we are not putting up a Landscape witness, we feel it will be hard to agree a 

SoCG on this issue. 

1.4 The council’s case is now set out in Christopher Blackburn’s proof. This is contained in pp84—94 

of which the first few pages appear to be devoted to the process of the Council and the last few 

pages are concerned with the development plan. I will leave these matters to others.  

1.5 This rebuttal responds to pages 86—91 under the headings, 

• Origins and Historic Form of Goonsargh,  

• Current Form of Goosnargh  

• Assessment.  

1.6 Whilst it is stated that the case for the Council is not one based on either landscape or visual 

harm this evidence can and indeed should in my view, be assessed from a landscape and visual 

perspective in analysing whether the collective effect of the proposals will be to “destroy its 

character as a rural settlement and its intimate relationship with the surrounding countryside. “  

2.0 RESPONSE TO §9.9 TO 9.12 - ORIGINS AND FORM OF GOOSNARGH 

2.1 In a number of respects the map regression provided as the appendix to Christopher Blackburn’s 

proof shows a similar evolution of the settlement to the maps contained in my proof of evidence. 

2.2 However, Mr Blackburn’s maps only show quite a restricted area, not the whole settlement 

including Whittingham. This can be seen on the maps in my proof.  

2.3 The wider mapping is required to provide the full picture of the development of the settlement, 

including the wider extent of the settlement itself as shown on the maps attached to Mr Mercers 

Proof of evidence at Appendix A (Goosnargh appeal sites) and Appendix C (Local Plan policies 

map Goosnargh).  

2.4 Paragraph 9.12 of Mr Blackburn’s proof suggests that development in Goosnargh has been 

“limited” since the 1970s.  



Cumulative Effects  - Rebuttal of Christopher Blackburn Proof  

 

K/9923/SOCG  

fpcr 

1 

2.5 This comment appears to ignore the development within the former Whittingham Hospital site at 

Henry Littler Way/Cameron Avenue, and the housing currently under construction at “Rear of 

Holme Fell Goosnargh Lane”. 

2.6 In addition, there are of course, the consented but not yet built schemes which I have identified at 

§2.10 and §2.11 of my proof of evidence. Accordingly, I would not agree that development since 

the 1970s has been as “limited” as Mr Blackburn appears to suggest and a change in character 

has been underway and is ongoing as my proof of evidence explains.  

3.0 RESPONSE TO §9.13-9.15 - CURRENT FORM OF GOOSNARGH 

3.1 The current settlement is not “contained by” the three roads described by Mr Blackburn, at his 

paragraph 9.13.  

3.2 There is already development beyond these roads, such as the developments described above. 

The consented but not built schemes at “Land opposite Swainson House Farm” and within the 

former Whittingham Hospital, will also be beyond these roads. This latter development is in my 

view, already part of the one settlement as described at §2.13 of my proof.  

3.3 However, even with the development of all the appeal schemes, the experience of the character 

and appearance of the settlement from the roads described by Mr Backburn will essentially be 

similar as the new development, will be introduced as short sections of new development on the 

road frontages, or the accesses to the appeal sites from the road frontages. Most development 

on the appeal sites will be behind existing houses. 

4.0 RESPONSE TO § 9.16-9.23 - ASSESSMENT 

4.1 In identifying the population of the existing settlement Mr Blackburn in my view both understates 

it and underestimates the level of inevitable change.  

4.2 At paragraph 9.17 of Mr Blackburn’s proof, he sets out numbers for the appeal proposals.  The 

numbers taken for the purposes of his comparison ignore the houses currently being built and the 

consented schemes.  

4.3 However, the numbers in themselves do not reveal the character and appearance of the 

settlement. In this respect what matters is how the developments will be experienced, by people 

on the ground, and not from some artificial bird’s eye view. 

4.4 A study of the maps, and plans provided in my proof and at Appendix A to Mr Mercer’s proof, 

show that the settlement has grown and changed, with a notable amount of new housing already 

consented. This will form the future baseline of the settlement to assess change against.  

4.5 In addition, none of the individual appeal sites were individually judged by officers to have an 

unacceptable impact on the character or form of the settlement. 

4.6  Mr Blackburn’s analysis that the character of Goosnargh is driven in part, “by the organic, small 

scale development which it has experienced over the course of several hundred years” is hard to 

comprehend when the currently consented schemes including the redevelopment of Whittingham 

Hospital are taken into account.  

4.7 At paragraph 9.21, Mr Blackburn suggests that the schemes would lead to “anyplace 

development”. In this respect :-  

• The detailed design of all the appeal schemes would be controlled at reserved matters stage;  
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•  This allegation has not been levelled at any of the appeal schemes individually, so there is no 

reason why it would apply cumulatively.  

4.8 My analysis considers how the settlement would be experienced on the ground and as you travel 

through it and this shows that the overall character of the settlement would in fact be little 

changed overall. No similar analysis has been provided by Mr Blackburn.  

4.9 Mr Blackburn goes on at paragraph 9.21 to use appeal sites C and D as an example for the 

“widespread implications” of the appeal proposals. The details of any response to this will be 

provided by the evidence relevant to those schemes. However, it is characteristic of Mr 

Blackburn’s proof that he completely ignores any reference to the consented scheme at “Land 

opposite Swainson Farm”, on Goosnargh Lane. This scheme includes development on the road 

frontage, with a new footway, lighting, traffic calming and even moving the speed limit. The 

apparent “start “of the village on this road will be established by that scheme which will clearly 

inform any assessment of character. 

4.10 Overall, none of Mr Blackburn’s conclusions are based on how the change would be 

experienced, by people “on the ground” and he seems not to have considered the changes that 

will take as a result of the already consented schemes.  

4.11 The sense of a place is not experienced by helicopter, but by how you move about and though 

the area and experience the environment. The fundamental relationship between the settlement 

and its context would not be harmfully changed. No evidence is provided to support the assertion 

that the schemes cumulatively would “destroy the character of Goosnargh and its intimate 

relationship with the surrounding countryside”.  


