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CONJOINED PUBLIC INQUIRY  

 CLOSING SUBMISSION ON CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

FOR APPELLANTS   

  

 

 Introduction 

1. In Opening this Inquiry 4 agreed main issues were identified by the Inspector. The fourth 

main issue is “the effect on the character and appearance of the area”.  

 

2. As between the main parties this issue simply does not arise in the context of the 

individual appeals as there is no such allegation made by the LPA. There is no solus 

reason for refusal that alleges that the supposed impact of any one of the proposals gives 

rise to an adverse impact upon character and appearance sufficient to withhold consent. 

The individual appeals will each respond to the issue in any event, as concerns in this 

respect are raised by third parties in relation to individual sites. However as between main 

parties the issue only arises in the context of the cumulative impact case. 

 

3. This is therefore the Closing Submission on behalf of Appellants in relation to 

cumulative impacts. This underlined in bold because it is lifted directly from the reason 

itself and is the allegation of harm to which the reason for refusal is addressed.  

 

 

 

4. In re-examining the point accepted by CB that the only relevant reference was within §8 

of NPPF (which has been identified in only rfr 2) and deals with bringing forward land 

of the “right type” , in the “right place” with accessible services - which it is said in rfr 2 
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that the proposed developments cumulatively would demonstrably not do -- arises in the 

context of economic objective. GCQC sought to impliedly criticise that GAG had 

somehow addressed what the LPA case was not. The force of this element of re-

examination was simultaneously misplaced and revealing  at several levels:-  

 

 

4.1 The reference to §8 NPPF only arises within this reason for refusal on the grounds 

of cumulative impacts. It is expressly part of the LPA case only in this part of the 

case; 

 

4.2  as no equivalent allegation is made within any of the reasons for refusal on each 

appeal on an individual basis;   

 

 

4.3 The only reference to bringing forward land of the right type in the right places 

arises in the context of achieving sustainable development within the economic 

objective of sustainable development. It is accordingly only within this context that 

this allegation of offending §8 NPPF should be assessed. For the avoidance of doubt 

the wording is as follows properly understood in that  context of NPPF §8 is as follows   

:- 

       
8. 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): 

 

a) an economic objective – 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; 

 

b) a social objective – 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; and by fostering a well-designed 

and safe built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that 
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reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and 

cultural well-being; and 

 

c) an environmental objective – 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. 

 

9. These objectives should be delivered through the preparation and 

implementation of plans and the application of the policies in this Framework; 

they are not criteria against which every decision can or should be judged. 

Planning policies and decisions should play an active role in guiding 

development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing so should take local 

circumstances into account, to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of 

each area. ‘  
 

 

4.4  Notwithstanding the wording of paragraph 8 and 9 these are the words relied 

upon by the LPA in the reason for refusal. for the purpose of the allegation that the 

proposals do not promote sustainable development. This arises in and only the 

context of addressing the economic objective and CB expressly acknowledged that 

he on behalf of the LPA has not elicited any evidence at all that the cumulative 

impacts of the proposals will harm the economic objective. Given the wording of 

this part of the reason for refusal states “ B(b)y virtue of the location of the 

application proposal, and other proposals adjacent to Goosnargh, the proposed 

development would demonstrably fail to do this”. The answer is very simple – the 

evidence of the LPA fails to demonstrate that this is so. 1 

 

4.5  In addition as CB acknowledged it is not part of the case of the LPA that the 

cumulative impacts of the proposals (in conjunction with the other development 

identified by the LPA at §2.3 of the SoC) in terms of accessibility, infrastructure and 

services give rise to such planning harm. Whilst Counsel for the LPA have used 

consummate skill in gradually seeking to a hint of repositioning of the case to make 

                                                           
1 This is clear and deals with the position under rfr 2. However, the economic benefits identified in each of the 
appeals raised only a difference on positive weight (in favour –  in terms of the planning balance) between the 
assessments of the respective town planners called by the main parties.  
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this concession subject to a qualification that such matters are conceded only as 

appropriate to a category 1f settlement - in fact this position is not warranted:-  

 

 4.5.1 there is no respect in which common ground is recorded other than in full 

recognition that the combined number of dwellings is acceptable and give rise to no 

planning harm (in the respects identified in the ScG) to justify refusal of planning 

permission adjoining this CS Policy 1 f settlement;  

 

4.5.2 accordingly aside from an acknowledged conflict with policy there is no 

evidence that the combined impacts identified as agreed to be acceptable are 

anything other than sustainable development in those respects notwithstanding the 

acknowledgement those impacts occur on the edge of a category 1 (f) settlement;  

 

4.5.3 whilst policy references are now provided in xx by the LPA to support the 

assertion that there are “more sustainable” places higher up the settlement hierarchy 

the LPA have provided no tangible evidence of the sustainability of the appeals 

collectively being deficient in terms of relative sustainability having regard to the 

location and impacts; 

 

 

4.5.4 in other words the fact that a single proposal in this 1 f settlement is acceptable 

in terms of impacts does not prevent other proposals being considered which 

conceivably could be more acceptable. Acceptable impacts are just that.   

 

4.5.5 The simple point in re - examination with which CB agreed was that if there 

was conflict with Policy 1 in permitting development in a 1 f village there was greater 

harm in permitting  more or all of it on a cumulative basis. However, that simply 

does not clarify the concessions made in a meaningful way. It simply shows that this 
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is only a policy case and there is no evidence of substantive harm in terms of 

cumulative impact underlying it. That substantive harm is absent both individually 

and cumulatively.  

 

 

 

4.6 The absence of any meaningful case beyond the policy conflict  has become 

increasingly clear that this is so as the Inquiry has proceeded. In his XX GCQC 

repeatedly XX RH on strategic policy status of Goosnargh and the direction of 

strategic growth. However, not only was RH not dealing with that element of the 

case for all of the Appellants and expressly said so ( see PoE §2.9 ) but that served 

to emphasise that the XX was in truth addressing only a policy case and not one that 

gives rise to real land use harm. The basis of XX was that nothing had materially 

changed since the position in 2005 and 2012 – it was a commuter satellite2 then and 

is now. Although it was and is and that is the Appellants case3, since then there have 

been both planning permissions generating growth and significantly improved bus 

services.  

 

4.7 However, the reason for calling RH was to examine what impact or harm arose 

from conflict with CS 1 beyond the agreed fact that the combined effect of the 

developments was to allow development at other than small scale which was not 

infill. As Mr Hindle made clear at §2.94 his report addressed :-  

 

                                                           
2 This was put to and accepted by Robert Hindle (MRICS) who was providing evidence on the role and function 
of Whittingham and Goosnargh which was not just a rural village but had evolved to also be a “commuter 
satellite” ( see §4.17). GCQC xx RH by reference to the Whittingham Parish plan (CD HD 21 ) which describes 
“the village”[p/3] in 2005 and in respect of transport it was noted that “ Over 75% of the working population 
work outside the village with Preston being the most common workplace” . However, the sustainability of non 
car modes has been shown by the evidence to this Inquiry to have materially improved since then ( see RX of 
RH). 
3 Which is not inconsistent with a settlement having rural character or being a village ( see evidence of GH to 
Inquiry ).  
4 See also §2.3  
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“matters associated with settlement character in terms of role and function but not 

associated with its place in the spatial strategy or settlement strategy set out within 

the local development plan. Those matters are addressed by Mr de Pol. “  

 

 

4.8 This point needs fleshing out. It is not disputed that Whittingham and Goosnargh 

is a flourishing rural village which lies within CS 1(f), with a good range of day to 

day services However, in order to evaluate any planning harm associated with this 

position it is necessary to understand what the planning harm is with allowing 

development at this scale adjacent to Whittingham and Goosnargh.    

 

 

Character and appearance 

 

5. The allegation arises in the context of the main issue identified by the Inspector namely 

the effect of the proposals on the character and appearance of the area. This Closing only 

addresses that issue in a cumulative sense.  

 

6. In addressing such an issue there one might reasonably expect the Council’s concerns are 

founded upon a robust evidence base generating a carefully  arrived at assessment which 

would in turn feed into and support an allegation of harm. Similarly whilst there is no 

hard and fast rule, one might reasonably expect that sort of evidence which might support 

such an allegation might entail consideration from the standpoint of expertise in 

infrastructure and landscape and visual matters perhaps supported by expertise in design.  

 

 

 

7. It may be the case that a heritage expert would need to be called in the context of an 

allegation of harm which was alleging harm to heritage interests in terms of harm the 

character and appearance of an area. To pause briefly within this potential tributary of 

such a case this is not relevant in the current appeals for the following reasons:-  
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7.1 The reason for refusal does not identify a historic character which engages any 

heritage harm arising from the combined effects of the proposals;  

 

7.2 The General Statement of Common Ground identifies the absence relevant 

detrimental impact in terms of heritage harm at §2.9;  

 

 

7.3 In XX CB acknowledged that heritage harm did not form part of the LPA 

assessment of harm.  

 

7.4 GH made clear that the prevailing character of the existing and emerging village of 

Goosnargh-Whittingham was already modern and this was not changed by any 

specific individual view that might be available that departed from that modern 

character.  

 

7.5 The XX of Mr Hindle sought to confirm the agreed and never disputed fact that we 

are here concerned with a rural settlement. It was, is and still will be a rural 

settlement in the event that each or all of the appeals proposals are allowed to 

proceed. However, in terms of role and function the difference between the main 

parties (in terms of the divergence between the evidence of Mr Blackburn and Mr 

Hindle) relates to the base line of the assessment.    

 

 

7.6 Mr Carter took the trouble to XX DH specifically to highlight the absence of the 

use of the word “historic” in the reason for refusal 2  within the site specific session 

for Appeal E. This discipline is appreciated and the point is agreed. However, the 

absence of any allegation of harm against any historical aspect was left in 
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ambiguous state by the written evidence of CB when he repeatedly referred to 

“historic form” to the village and the way it is viewed and the reference to historic 

and organic growth. Moreover, the Addendum to the Statement of Case at §2.2 

captures the case of the LPA in this way:-  

 

“Goosnargh would essentially become a historic village encircled by suburban 

development, thus destroying is character as a rural settlement and its intimate 

relationship with the surrounding countryside.”             [emphasis added]  

 

7.7 Fortunately it has become very clear that it is no part of the LPA case to allege that 

there is any harm to a historic quality in any conventionally understood planning 

sense of the word. This is now agreed to be the case between the main parties.   

 

 

8. Returning to the main-stream of assessment of harm to character and appearance in the 

context of town and country planning, harm to design is frequently raised in support of 

such a policy case. In other words substantive harm is identified in respect of  the ability 

of the proposals presented to provide design solutions which are contextually responsive 

to the locality of the proposed development. In this part of the case it is proposals in the 

plural.  

 

9. It is of course highly significant that no equivalent allegation of harm to the character and 

appearance of the area is made against any one proposal. Each of the proposals in 

themselves are not sufficiently harmful to the character and appearance of the area to 

warrant refusal. What is wholly unclear is whether the Council are alleging that to consent 

all of the sites gives rise to an unacceptable effect or whether it is more than one which 

might result in such an effect, let alone why that might be the case. 5 

                                                           
5 Different answers appeared to be given on related points at different points in inquiry for example CB took a 
very confusing approach to the combined effect of Appeals A & B in xx by JB. As can be seen from §11 below 
he took what must be an objectively contradictory approach when dealing with xx on reserved matter which 
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10. However, in this case the common ground between the main parties goes much further 

than that. Within the Statement of Common Ground it is recorded at 2.10  that:-  

  

“Although the Appeal applications are in outline, with design, appearance, layout and scale 

reserved for later consideration, the basic design principles as set out in the respective Design 

and Access Statements / Masterplans would enable suitable detailed schemes to be secured at 

reserved matters stage in compliance with relevant development plan / Framework policy. “ 

 

11. In XX CB accepted that in terms of responding to the context of the character and appearance 

of the area, including on a cumulative basis,  acceptable schemes could be brought forward at 

reserved matters stage by each of these applications. This is a very important concession. It 

means that the existing appearance of the settlement as a settlement can be respected by 

bringing forward all of the developments. 6The explanation for why this is so has been clearly 

set out in the evidence of Mr Holliday, which provides an explanation in sufficient detail to 

understand the basis upon that assessment has been made and the relevant conclusions reached.  

 

12. The XX of GH began to ask about place making and design but there was no case from the 

LPA to base that upon. GH agreed with the evidence of the SCG (HD3 at 2.10 – see also balance 

on design and layout ) previously agreed by CB.  

 

13. If CB had wanted to say the character and appearance of the village as a village could not be 

maintained within a design of all of the schemes he could have said so and adduced evidence 

                                                           
he accepted in the cumulative session could be dealt with in an acceptable manner and he accepted that this 
applied on a cumulative as well as solus basis.   
6 Also - as has been made clear in evidence of Mr De Pol and was emphasised by the answers of CB to SR in XX 
on cumulative impact there is no alleged conflict with CS Policy 21 in the cumulative sense. Given the 
importance of CS policy 21 to the environmental objectives of the CS and indeed the PLP this is significant.   
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to substantiate it. However, his evidence made no case on this basis. This is a matter upon which 

the main parties accordingly agree.  

 

14. At the very core of this case is the Council’s strategic policy point that this is development in a 

combined sense taking place adjoining a rural settlement (noting that CB invites the Inspector 

to disregard Whittingham when undertaking such an assessment – a point which is patently 

wrong but is made clear by the map regression exercise in CBs appx which ludicrously ignores 

Whittingham) within category 1(f) lying at the foot of the development hierarchy. This is not 

in dispute. However, it is clear that neither party alleges for the purposes of this appeal that the 

Inspector is concerned with other than a category 1(f) settlement and the LPA have presented 

no evidence to show that the effect of the proposals to extend the village will mean that that the 

village as so extended will have a character other than a rural village character.7 It will have a 

higher population and more households but will still be a rural village and the proposals can be 

sympathetically designed to ensure that fears of “anywhere “ development are addressed within 

the discharge of reserved matters as was agreed by CB in XX.  

 

15. In terms of landscape and visual harm CB made very clear that the LPA case was not a 

landscape and visual case. This is largely set out at paragraphs 2.16 to 2.20 of the SCG (HD 

1.3 ) the terms of which are important.  

 

16. The ScG fell short of saying that cumulatively the level of harm from a landscape and visual 

point of view would result in harm justifying refusal. The SCG accepted this on an individual 

                                                           
7 An inherently broad description which applies to a range of settlements as the explanatory text to the PLP ( 
CFD -HA 2   identifies this to be so - at §4.26 prior to AD1.  
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site basis. However, in XX CB accepted as the first a series of agreed concessions that this was 

also so cumulatively in respect of the position in landscape and visual terms .  

 

17.  With the exception of a discrete point taken by the promoters of site C - there is no 

disagreement that the proposals  (and accordingly their combined effect)  are other than small-

scale and are not infill.  

 

18. The developments individually may attract the label “large scale” (for the purposes of this part 

of the Closing it is agreed only that this applies to Sites A, B, D, E, and G) - but no evidence 

has been provided that this scale actually harms the character and appearance of this rural 

village or that the settlement, in the event of more than one appeal being allowed will be other 

than a rural village. Similarly no evidence has been provided that all of the developments do so 

collectively.  

 

19. Moreover, the evidence from GH made clear that the existing relationship between the 

developments collectively and the countryside beyond was not peculiarly intimate and more 

importantly that the individual proposals and the discharge of reserved matters offered 

opportunities to enhance the rural context in terms of the setting of the settlement in landscape 

and visual terms.  

 

20. The residue of the case presented by the LPA  

 

The Base Line  
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21. The residue of the case arose from the numerical increase in the rural settlement of both 

population and houses. In simple terms this amounts to an allegation of too much growth, 

without engaging with what the land use harm is that might arise as a result.    

 

22. The base line for that assessment will plainly inform the extent to which there has been a 

material change which in turn needs to be considered in terms of the effect on character. Only 

if the effect of the proposals have been shown to be harmful against a justified base line can 

this element of the case be said to justify withholding permission  

 

23. Within the written evidence of CB this base line was based on an assessment that:- 

 

23.1 considered “the village” to be contained by Goosnargh Lane in the north, Whittingham 

Lane in the south and Church Lane linking the two ( §9.13);  

 

23.2 considered that the 557 dwellings if allowed would represent a 105% increase in the 

number of dwellings (§9.17).  

 

24. In terms of the planning role and function of Whittingham and Goosnargh as a location for 

growth and the relationship with the spatial strategy this is addressed by the evidence of Mr de 

Pol and in Closing by Mr Barrett.  

 



 13 

25. For the avoidance of doubt - no case is or ever has been made that Goosnargh is not separately 

identified as a flourishing village within the hierarchy of settlements in terms of policy 1 f of 

the Core Strategy.  

 

26. Moreover, there is no dispute that the rural character being addressed in terms of the evidence 

provided by the Appellants assesses character and appearance of having regard to both parts of 

the settlement.  

 

27. Further, no case is made that the settlement should be recategorised within the settlement 

hierarchy or treated as such for the purposes of the appeal. The policy position is understood as 

is the fact that Whittingham Hospital was redeveloped as an allocation, albeit not a strategic 

one ( 1.18 of CD HA  1) as provided by HS 1.15 of the Preston Local Plan.  

 

28. The number of households in Goosnargh was 532 [ HD5 ] based on the 2011 census and 

certainly those households already exists beyond the three main roads of Goosnargh Lane 

Whittingham and Church Lane8 before further and additional relevant development is taken 

into account.9 

 

29. Moreover, CB accepted in XX that planning permissions capable of implementation should be 

taken into account. He later revised that answer to some degree for reasons that were not very 

clear but plainly that his original answer is right. The cumulative issue is one of character and 

change that is embedded sensibly should be used as a base line as to the character of the 

                                                           
8 Accepted in xx by CB  
9 Accepted in xx by CB  
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settlement for reasons that were set out and explained in the evidence of Mr Holliday and Mr 

Hindle.  

 

30. In tackling this GCQC focussed some questions on the position in 2012. However, the sites 

shown on Appendix 1 to the LPA Statement of Case 10– Goosnargh Appeals as “applications 

granted planning permission” shown in purple all were granted planning permission11 in the 

same strategic policy context in the period since that plan ( 2016-2019 permissions identified) 

clearly are relevant to the character of the place.     

 

31. In terms of assessing the issue of role and character the consented development identified at 

§3.7 of RH PoE12 amounting to an additional 1043 dwellings must be taken into account.  

 

32. CB accepted the additional 119 dwellings at §3.7 a and b should be taken into account. 

However, this concession alone  shows that not only was the development within the three main 

roads not the correct base line but that the policy boundary is also not the correct base line for 

the limits to the assessment of growth.  

 

33.  This is also true of the 24 at §3.7 c.  

 

34. This leaves Whittingham Hospital ( together with the Taylor Wimpey scheme). In respect of 

the policy boundary the Local plan policies map at HA5 does draw a single and continuous line 

                                                           
10 See CD HD 1 a.  
11 06/2018/1356 [ land opposite Swainston House Farm ], 06/2016/1039 [ Land to rear of Holme Fell, 
Goosnargh Lane ] & 06/2018/0590 [ Land at junction of Cameragh Lane and Camforth Hall Lane  
12 See HI 10 
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around both Goosnargh and the Whittingham Hospital site. The notation is unequivocal and 

admits of only one inference that the combined settlement encompasses both. The logic of this 

inference was a point that CB eventually agreed in XX.  

 

35. However, there are many reasons why the base line as to what comprises the settlement (and 

therefore the receiving baseline) really must include the Whittingham Hospital site, including 

its consents:-  

 

35.1 The witnesses from the local community unequivocally view the settlement as having 

two parts of a single whole, this was very plain from the evidence given on day 1; 

 

35.2 The document to which RH referred and was taken to in XX the Whittingham Parish 

Plan 2005 (HD 21) – shows on p 3  and 4 that the community existed as a single 

community then;  

 

35.3 The evidence of RH carefully sets out the evidence that shows why the community 

functions and is experienced as a combined settlement in terms of use of facilities, nature 

of clubs, events and so on. None of this has been placed in issue. 

35.4 Any other inference is so patently wrong that it is a naked attempt at case making. 

 

36. Moreover, the evidence from the LPA within these appeals has really sought to play two 

contradictory tunes to this Inquiry.  
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37. In dealing with meeting local affordable housing need Dr Bullock considered that supply from 

Whittingham Hospital should be taken into account in respect of that need.  

 

38. Further as CB accepted in XX by SR  within the rfr 2 session in week 1 of the Inquiry the 

delivery of affordable housing at Whittingham Hospital was being relied upon by Mr Mercer 

at §8.6 of his evidence on the planning balance on Appeal D 13- relies on the following 

evidence:-  

“Additionally, it is anticipated that the following residential developments, in the locality of 

Goosnargh [fn 17], will provide a significant number of affordable housing without any further 

consents being granted:  

 Land to the rear of Holme Fell, Goosnargh Lane, PR3 2BN – Full planning application 

for 93no dwellings ref.06/2016/1039) will provide 63 no. affordable dwellings, 

equating to 68% on-site provision – Approved September 2018 and currently under 

construction.  

 

 Land opposite Swainston House Farm, Goosnargh Lane, PR3 2JU – Outline planning 

permission for up to 26no. dwellings (ref.06/2018/1356) will provide 9 no.  affordable 

dwellings, equating to 35% on-site provision , equating to 35% on-site provision – 

Approved 6th November 2019.  

 

 

 Former Whittingham Hospital site, Whittingham Lane, PR3 2JE – Outline planning 

application for up to 750 no. dwellings (ref. 06/2019/0365) will provide the following 

on-site provision across the following phases: 

 30% on-site affordable dwellings in Phase 2;  

 5% on-site affordable dwellings in Phase 3; and  

 20% on-site affordable dwellings in Phase 4. 

                                                           
13 See CD DI1 



 17 

The outline application was approved for 248 dwelling (Phase 2) (ref.06/2020/1118) will 

provide 74 no. affordable dwellings, equating to 30% on-site provision-Approved 11th 

February 2021. “  

8.7 The above applications demonstrate that the affordable housing need in Goosnargh is being 

addressed by Preston City Council through the delivery of the Local Plan. “   

 

39. Accordingly, when the position in terms of household and population growth of the rural 

settlement is looked at more sensibly to reflect the position planned for and understood and 

experienced by the community then the base line for the level of growth used by the Members 

of the PCC to inform rfr 2 significantly changes. Instead of a base line of 532 households the 

base line that should be taken should be 532 + 1,043 = 1,575 using the same data as the LPA. 

When the super output data is considered this rises to 1,687 dwellings. This is the baseline 

against which the proposed changes arising from these developments should be judged. 

 

40. However, the assessment of the combined effect on character and appearance will not depend 

on an arithmetical calculation as the evidence of Mr Holiday has made clear in a manner which 

explains the basis of assessment and why conclusions have been reached. The physical location 

of the various sites in relationship to this settlement as is and taking account of other elements 

of the basis line is shown on the Appendix 1 plan. But, appreciation of this adds nothing to the 

case in terms of character as experienced by members of the public other than those with access 

to a helicopter or plane as GH identifies.  

 

 

 

41. Moreover, the level of growth against a base line figure of 532 is based on a base line of an 

unreal confinement of ones focus upon the village which the evidence shows has not been 

maintained and disregards growth that should be taken into account. On a revised base lane the 

arithmetical growth in households would increase from 1575 or 1687 to  2132 which represents 

a percentage increase of 26 - 35%.  
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42. The LPA have provided no evidence to show that the effect of this growth will be to create a 

settlement that is neither a village nor rural in character. Both can be achieved within properly 

designed schemes and no evidence has been offered by the LPA to the contrary. It will not be 

a small village, but it is not properly to be assessed as a small village, it is agreed not to be 

historic and the reference to organic growth is opaque. This all underpins the observations of 

Mr Holiday and Mr Hindle that the changes being referred to have already occurred.  

 

 

The Evidence of harm   

 

 

43. The XX of CB showed and confirmed that against a full range of the recognised ways in which 

development which could be harmful and thus properly to be regarded unsustainable the 

combined effect of these proposals was agreed to be acceptable.  

 

44. This is not contextualised in a way that says the agreement is relative to a class 1(f) settlement 

nor is it reached on a basis other than by reference to the full extent of the combined effect of 

the proposals.  

 

Conclusion  

 

45. Other than by reference to the agreed position of the sites outside a class 1 f settlement and the 

essentially agreed position in respect of the large scale of the proposals1415 for the LPA has 

ultimately aimed to address the “Aunt Sally “of can more (also) sustainable development 

proposals elsewhere be a location for this combined scale of development.  

 

                                                           
14 Subject to the resolution of the separate point made by the promoters of Site C.  
15 The policy case is dealt with by Mr De Pol and the closing on the issue of policy is dealt with by Mr Barrett.  
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46. This combined scale of proposals elsewhere are not before the Inspector and cannot determine 

these appeals or this issue which is concerned with impacts. 

 

47. The reality of the case for the LPA case on impact is that by reason of the location of the site 

in the countryside (spatially) this is not sustainable development.  

 

 

48.  However, the agreement on the evidence from the LPA has shown that actual planning harm 

does not arise in terms of accessibility, air quality, transportation sustainability (and so on) in 

the location of these combined proposals. In calibrating  the materiality of differentiation 

between other locations acknowledged to be further up the hierarchy and this location, the 

absence of evidence of harm across a full range of factors  and agreement in this respect is of 

the utmost importance.  

 

 

49. The Appellants consider and have shown that the settlement of Goosnargh does have many 

locational advantages, notwithstanding that it lies outside a class 1 (f) village. Moreover, the 

effect on the character and appearance of the village of the combined growth has been shown 

to be acceptable by the appellants’  evidence.   

 

 

 

50. The procedural history has shown why the second reason for refusal has arrived in the way that 

it has, this need not be rehearsed again, but the evidence of the LPA has fallen woefully short 

of demonstrating a robust case under the heading “cumulative impact “ and for the reasons 

explained in the evidence and set out in this Closing this element of the case should be rejected.  

 

PAUL G TUCKER QC  
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GARY A GRANT  

KINGS CHAMBERS  

MANCHESTER-LEEDS-BIRMINGHAM  

17th May 2021  
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