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1 .  INTRODUCTION  

1.1:  This appeal is  submitted aga ins t the refusa l of  consent by Ribb le Val ley Borough 

Counci l  (RVBC) for the refusa l of appl icat ion 3/2018/0303 for the erect ion of  

four new dwel l ings .  

1 .2 :  A deta i led just i f icat ion for the development to proceed was  provided with the 

appl icat ion and the appeal statement does not seek to repl icate or repeat this  

information .  

1 .3 :  This appeal statement responds to the reason for refusal and is  s tructured as  

fol lows:  

• Sect ion 2 of th is  statement addresses procedural matters ;   
 

• Sect ion 3 provides references to the planning pol icy pos it ion –  both loca l and 

nat iona l –  relevant to the grounds for appeal ;   
 

A fu l l  assessment of p lanning pol icy was presented in the p lanning s tatement 

accompanying the appl icat ion and sect ion 3 therefore, focuses on pol icy 

matters and changes s ince the submiss ion of the p lanning appl icat ion .  In 

part icular the new National P lanning Pol icy Framework (released 25 t h Ju ly 

2018) is  rev iewed, as is  the updated Nat ional P lanning Pract ice Guidance 

(NPPG);  
 

• Sect ion 4 of this  statement provides evidence to support the appeal with 

reference to a number of grounds of appeal .  The Local P lanning Authority ’s  

(LPA) determinat ion of and decis ion on the appl icat ion raise s concern in 

relat ion to the LPAs absence of appropriate reference to the pol ic ies of ,  the 

Nat ional  Planning Pol icy Framework (NPPF) as a whole ,  and its  fa i lure to 

correct ly apply the presumption in favour of sustainable development ;  
 

• Sect ion 5 provides detai ls  of a number of condit ions that we would ant i c ipate 

the planning inspectorate may attach to any decis ion to a l low the appeal ;  
 

• Sect ion 6 provides the conclus ions for the appeal and our c los ing arguments ;  
 

• Appendix 1, inc luded with in this  statement , includes a  compar ison of unbui lt  

but approved development and the refused development ;  
 

• Appendix 2 inc ludes a  l is t  of core documents submitted with the appeal ;   
 

• A costs appl icat ion is  included with in this  statement as Appendix 3;   
 

• Attached to this  statement are Appendices 4 and 5. These are the off icer  

reports on the appealed appl icat ion ( 3/2018/0303) and an ear l ier appl icat ion 

(2/2013/0571) which are both cons idered important reference points ;  and 
 

• A response from the architect to the points raised in a h ighways consultat ion 

response is  attached at  Appendix 6.  

 



APPEAL STATEMENT  PREPARED BY  

CROFTLANDS /  MS J  SEED AND MISS I  M SEED  RURAL SOLUTIONS LTD  

 
   

7 
   

2 .  PROCEDURAL MATTERS  

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED  
 

2.1:  A planning appl icat ion was submitted to RVBC on 4 t h Apr i l  2018 for the ‘Erect ion  

of four dwel l ings (three net new dwel l ings) ’ .  

 

2 .2 :  The appl icat ion was va l idated by RVBC on the 27 t h  Apr i l  2018.  The appl icat ion 

descr ipt ion was amended (without consultat ion) to the ‘erect ion of four new 

dwel l ings ’ .   

2 .3 :  Whilst the amended descr ipt ion is  not contended, i t  is  a matter of fact that the 

area proposed for development would include the s ite of a dwel l ing a l ready 

consented and that the proposal would result  in three net dwel l ings .   

2 .4 :  The impact of the as  yet unbui lt  property from an ear l ier planning consent 

(2/2013/0571) is  a cons iderat ion in the assessment of the appealed appl icat ion .  

This is  high l ighted further in the grounds of appeal .   

2 .5 :  Appendix 1 incorporates a plan showing the unbui lt  development and also 

over lays the unbui lt  development on the refused s ite plan.  

CONSULTATION RESPONSES  

2.6:  No communicat ion was received from RVBC dur ing the appl icat ion . A telephone 

ca l l  was made to contact the case of f icer (Stephen Ki lmart in) dur ing the course 

of the appl icat ion to discuss the highway of f icer ’s  comments on the appl icat ion 

and query whether any plan amendments were required .   

2 .7 :  A col league (Les ley Lund) noted that  the case off icer was absent on s ickness  

leave and suggested that the request would be put in wr it ing and she be copied 

in . This was done , and an emai l  was issued .  

2 .8 :  Whilst no response was received it  is  noted that RVBC has , correct ly in our view, 

not inc luded any highway matters as a reason for refusal ,  and it  should be noted 

that the loca l h ighways author ity did not raise any object ion to the scheme.  

2.9 :  A response from the arch itect of the scheme to the matters ra ised in that  

consultat ion response is  inc luded at Appendix 6 for the inspector ’s  attent ion .  

2 .10 :  Chipping Par ish Counci l  objected to the proposed development. I t  i s  noted that 

its  grounds of object ion are very s imi lar to those submitted on an ear l ier  

appl icat ion (2/2013/0571)  for three dwel l ings on a s it e , which over laps the 

appeal s ite , approved in 2013 (as may be noted Off icer reports on both 

appl icat ions as  Appendices 4 and 5) .  

2 .11 :  Five object ions were rece ived from local res idents and some of the issues raised 

are s imi lar to those ra ised on the appl icat i on approved in 2013.  

2 .12 :  The s ite s its  within the Forest of Bowland AONB.  

2.13 :  I t  should be noted that in te lephone discuss ions with the Forest of  Bowland’s  

AONB Unit ’s  Pr incipal  AONB off icer ,  fol lowing the decis ion,  i t  was conf irmed 

that the AONB unit had not been consulted by RVBC on the appl icat ion .  
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2.14 :  Indeed, the Pr inc ipal AONB off icer noted that he had rev iewed the appl icat ion 

dur ing his  proact ive review of appl icat ions  in the  des ignated area but had 

determined not to offer comment upon it  on the bas is  that he had no concerns  

in relat ion to it .  

2 .15 :  The reasons for refusal impact s on the development upon the AONB are 

therefore not supported by an object ion from the AONB unit .   

2 .16 :  For the avoidance of  doubt , i t  should also be noted a l l  o f Chipping is  washed 

over by the AONB des ignat ion.  

DECISION ON APPLICATION  

2.17 :  The appl icat ion was refused under delegated powers on 21 s t  June 2018. RVBC’s 

webpage 1 for this  appl icat ion refers ,  in the ‘Key Dates ’ sect ion to ‘Committee :  

21/06/2018’ .  However ,  i t  is  understood that no meeting of RVBC’s planning and 

development committee took p lace on the 21 s t  June 2018 and the decis ion was 

therefore a de legated one.  

2 .18 :  Four reasons for refusa l were inc luded on the decis ion not ice :  

1)  The proposal is  cons idered contrary to Key Statements DS1, DS2, and 

Pol ic ies DMG2 and DMH3 of the Ribble Val ley Core Strategy insofar that 

the grant ing of approval would lead to the creat ion of new res ident ia l  

dwel l ings within the def ined open countrys ide and Forest of Bowland 

AONB without suff ic ient or adequate just i f icat ion.  

2)  The proposal would lead to an unsustainable pattern of development 

adjacent to a Tier 2 locat ion, without suff ic ient or adequate just i f icat ion,  

that does not benef it  from adequate walkab le access to local services or 

fac i l i t ies -  plac ing further rel iance on the pr ivate motor -vehicle contrary to 

the aims and object ives of Key Statement DMI2 and Pol ic ies DMG2 and 

DMG3 of the adopted Core Strategy and the National Planning Pol icy 

Framework presumption in favour of susta inable development.  

3)  I t  is  cons idered that the approval of this  appl icat ion would lead to the 

creat ion of an anomalous , discordant and incongruous pattern and form of 

development that would fa i l  to protect ,  enhance or conserve the character  

and visual amenit ies of the AONB Landscape or charac ter of the area 

contrary to Key Statement EN2 and Pol ic ies DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble 

Val ley Core Strategy .  I t  is  further cons idered that the proposal would result  

in the introduct ion bui lt  form in the def ined open countrys ide and Forest 

of Bowland AONB to a degree and of a sca le that cumulat ive ly ,  would have 

a visua l suburbanis ing ef fect upon the landscape, resu lt ing in the eros ion of 

the sense of openness  that def ines the character of the area and being of 

s ign i f icant detr iment to the character , appearance and visual amenit ies of 

the def ined open countrys ide and protected AONB landscape.  

4)  The proposal ,  by virtue of the extent and sca le of proposed res ident ia l  

curt i lages , dr iveway areas and the l ike ly visual impact of associated 

domest ic paraphernal ia such  as sheds , washing l ines , ch i ldren's play 

equipment and fence l ines would represent a suburban v isua l encroachment 

                                                           
1 https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/site/scripts/planx_details.php?appNumber=3%2F2018%2F0303 

https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/site/scripts/planx_details.php?appNumber=3%2F2018%2F0303
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into the landscape, being of s ign i f icant  detr iment of the character , 

appearance and v isua l  amenit ies of the area and the Forest of Bowland 

AONB contrary to Key Statement EN2 and Pol ic ies DMG1 and DMG2 of 

the Ribble Val ley Core Strategy.  

2 .19 :  Fol lowing rece ipt of the decis ion not ice the LPA’s report on the appl icat ion (see 

Appendix 3) was requested and it  is  cons idered that th is  includes a number of  

notable omiss ions as addressed in this  appeal  statement .  

2 .20 :  Whilst not ing the four reasons for refusal i t  is  c lear from the review of the LPA 

report it  is  c lear that :   

•  There is  no adverse impact on neighbour amenity ;  
 

•  There is  no content ion that the approved development which covers  

part of the s ite has been commenced and that therefore a dwel l ing could 

be bui lt  upon the s ite as the appl icant ’s  fa l l -back pos it ion ;  
 

•  Whilst not ing some concerns raised by the local  highways off icer ,  no 

refusa l has been advanced upon th is  bas is ;  and  
 

•  The counci l ,  correct ly ,  has not taken a view that the smal l -sca le  

addit iona l development ( three net dwel l ings) would in any way const i tute 

overprovis ion of res ident ia l  development in Chipping. I t  is  estab l ished 

through numerous p lanning appl icat ion decis ions that there is  no in -

princ ip le cap on sustainable development and the LPA’s hous ing f igures 

are expressed as minimums.  

2.21 :  Fol lowing review of  the LPA’s report it  is  cons idered there are a number of  

cr it ical omiss ions (housing supply  cons iderat ion, a proper balancing exercise) and 

incons istencies with an ear l ier dec is ion approving an appl icat ion for res ident ia l  

development which covers part of the appl icat ion s ite .  

2 .22 :  These points are cons idered further in the grounds for appeal and an 

accompanying costs appl icat ion .  

2 .23 :  In the notes sect ion to the decis ion , the LPA states that :  

The Loca l Planning Authority operates a pre -planning appl icat ion advice 

service which appl icants are encouraged to use. The proposal does not 

comprise sustainab le development and there were no amendments to 

the scheme, or condit ions that  could reasonably have been imposed, 

which could have made the development acceptable and it  was therefore 

not poss ible to approve the appl icat ion .  

2.24 :  The LPA’s object ion to the scheme appears to be a ‘root and branch’ one.  

2 .25 :  However , i t  is  cons idered that RVBC could have acknowledged that  the use of 

condit ions could have mit igated some of its  concerns raised and therefore not 

attached four reasons for refusal .   

2 .26 :  This is  cons idered fur ther in the grounds of appeal .  Furthermore,  should the 

planning inspectorate also cons ider that non -standard condit ions are required ,  

some suggest ions of potent ia l  condit ions are provided in Sect ion 5.  
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3 .  PLANNING POLICY AND HOUSING LAND 

SUPPLY CONSIDERATIONS  

3.1:  As noted in Sect ion 1 , a deta i led just i f icat ion was made for the appl icat ion to be 

approved in the planning statement and other documents submitted  with the 

appl icat ion.  

  

3 .2 :  That just i f icat ion addressed adopted Local and National Planning Pol icy , guidance 

and the AONB Management Plan  cover ing the area .  

 

3 .3 :  The just i f icat ion in the Planning Statement cons idered housing supply 

cons iderat ions  and noted that :   

   

… i t  is  widely accepted that the ex istence or otherwise of a f ive-year  

land supply should not dictate whether a proposal for a sustainable 

housing development should be posit ively determined, part icular ly in the 

context of Government adv ice to s igni f icant ly boost ing the supply of  

hous ing. Loca l ly hous ing provis ion numbers are treated as minimums in 

accordance w ith Government gu idance.  

  

3 .4 :  However , s ince the planning statement was issued and dur ing the course of the 

determinat ion of the appl icat ion and subsequent to its  refusa l ,  there have been 

a number of changes in relat ion to housing supply and planning pol icy.  

 

3 .5 :  Some of these changes  ( in relat ion to housing land supply)  ought to have been 

cons idered dur ing the decis ion-making process . Amendments concerning the new 

National Planning Pol icy Framework may be cons idered dur ing the determinat ion 

of this  appeal .   

 

3 .6 :  These changes which are high ly relevant to the appeal are assessed below.  

 

HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

 

3.7:  An appeal 2 within the RVBC area was determined by the p lanning inspectorate 

on 22 n d  May 2018 , fo l lowing a hear ing sess ion held on 17 t h Apr i l  2018.   

 

The appeal concerned a res ident ia l  development at Longr idge  

3.8:  A number of paragraphs of the deta i led decis ion are important in terms of the 

counci l ’s  land supply pos it ion .  

  

3 .9 :  Prior to the release of this  dec is ion and as noted in our planning statement :  

 

                                                           
2 APP/T2350/W/17/3186969 
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4.10 :  Ribble Val ley Borough Counci l ’s  most recent Housing Land 

Avai lab i l i ty Assessment from October 2017 states that the Counci l  can 

demonstrate a 5 .9-year  supply of land  

 

3.10 :  The fol lowing paragraphs of the Inspector ’s  decis ion are cons idered of key 

relevance:  

 

19. The appl icat ion of  a 20% buf fer ,  rather than a 5% buffer ,  to the 

counci l ’s  updated posit ion submitted pr ior to the hear ing results in a 

hous ing land supply of approximate ly 4.7 years .  The remaining 

di f ferences between the part ies re late to the contr ibut ion of a l is t  of  

disputed s ites submitted as part of the appeal that I  deal with in turn 

below.  

 

and 

  

30. When having regard to my above f indings with respect to the 

disputed s ites ,  the Counci l ’s  hous ing land supply is  reduced by a further 

136 dwel l ings in tota l dur in g the f ive-year per iod. As a consequence, I  

f ind that on the bas is  of the evidence before me the del iverab le housing 

land supply demonstrated is  approximate ly 4.5 years ,  includ ing the 

appl icat ion of a 20% buffer ,  the exist ing shortfa l l  of del ivery , 10% 

s l ippage appl ied to s ites with p lanning permiss ion not started and a 

windfa l l  a l lowance,  in accordance with the Framework . In that respect ,  

even i f  the counci l ’s  predict ions relat ing to some of the s ites prove to 

be more accurate, i t  would not s ign i f icant ly a l ter the housing land supply 

pos it ion and would only margina l ly reduce the shortfa l l  within the range 

of  4.5 years and a maximum of 4 .7 years of del iverab le housing land 

supply.   

 

and 

 

31. Having regard to a l l  o f the above, I  conclude that the development 

would conf l ict  with Key Statement DS1 and Pol ic ies DMG2 and DMH3 

of the CS in terms of their object ives relat ing to the locat ion and supply 

of hous ing. However , the restr ict ions in those pol ic ies are not cons is tent 

with nat iona l pol icy object ives in the Fr amework to boost s ign i f icant ly 

the supply of hous ing in circumstances where a f ive -year supply of 

hous ing land has not been demonstrated and therefore , they are not up-

to-date .  In that respect ,  to conclude on the compliance of the proposal  

with the development plan and the Framework as a whole as part of the 

planning ba lance , i t  is  necessary to f irst ly cons ider any other matters that  

are relevant to the proposal .  

 

(emphas is  added) .  
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3.11 :  The appeal dec is ion conducts a planning ba lance exerc ise at Paragraphs 45 to 49 

and at Paragraph 46 conf irms that :   

  

Paragraph 14 of the Framework states that  for decis ion making this  

means where the development plan is  absent ,  s i lent or relevant pol ic ies  

are out-of-date , grant ing permiss ion unless any adverse impacts of doing 

so would s igni f icant ly and demonstrab ly outweigh the benef its ,  when 

assessed against the pol ic ies in the Framework taken as a whole ,  or 

speci f ic pol ic ies in the Framework indicate development should be 

restr icted .  

   

3 .12 :  We are not aware that the planning inspectorate’s  decis ion is  the subject of  

judic ia l  rev iew by RVBC.  

 

3 .13 :  Indeed, on the bas is  of the decis ion the LPA has written to a number of 

landowners who have submitted s ites for res ident ia l  a l locat ion , but not received 

an a l locat ion in the draft Hous ing and  Economic Development (DPD). The 

purpose of th is  contact ,  we understand from off icers ,  is  to ensure that addit ional  

s ites can be brought forward for res ident ia l  development , i f  required by the 

inspector examin ing the DPD.  

  

3 .14 :  RVBC has formal ly wri tten 3 to the planning inspectorate who is  examin ing the 

Housing and Economic Development DPD acknowledging the decis ion of the 

planning inspectorate in the appeal at Longr idge.  

 

3 .15 :  The letter ,  which is  ava i lable in the examinat ion l ibrary on the counci l ’s  website ,  

was written on 12 t h  June 2018, a number of weeks after the receipt of the appeal 

decis ion and a week and a ha l f  before the decis ion current ly be ing appealed was 

made.  

 

3 .16 :  In our grounds of appeal ( Sect ion 4) and costs cla im (Appendix 3) we highl ight  

the ent ire absence of reference to the counci l ’s  hous ing land supply pos it ion  in  

its  dec is ion making on the appl icat ion .  

 

REVISED NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK .  

 

3 .17 :  The revised National P lanning Pol icy Framework was the subject of consultat ion 

between the 5 t h March 2018 and the 10 t h May 2018 over lapping the 

determinat ion of the appl icat ion .  

  

3 .18 :  The f inal document was publ ished on the 24 t h  Ju ly 2018.  

  

                                                           
3  

https : / /www.r ibbleval ley . gov.uk/download/downloads/ id /11603/ let ter_ to_the_ inspect

or_from_the_counc i l_ june_2018.pdf   

 

https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/11603/letter_to_the_inspector_from_the_council_june_2018.pdf
https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/11603/letter_to_the_inspector_from_the_council_june_2018.pdf
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3.19 :  Relevant pol ic ies of the revised NPPF are addressed ful ly in our grounds of 

appeal .   

 

3 .20 :  However , in part icular i t  is  important to note the changes which h igh l ight the 

support for smal ler hous ing s ites in de l iver ing a supply of hous ing, and the 

introduct ion of pol icy which clar i f ies that opportunit ies to incorporate 

biodivers ity improvements in development should be suppo rted ‘especial ly where 

this  can secure measurable net ga ins for biodivers ity . ’   

  

3 .21 :  Whilst the document was the subject  of consultat ion at the t ime that  the 

appl icat ion was determined, i t  c lear ly ref lected the Government ’s  direct ion of  

trave l ,  in part icu lar in relat ion to the contr ibut ion of  smal l  hous ing s ites and 

could have been cons idered in the p lanning balance.  

  

3 .22 :  However ,  and as noted in our grounds of appeal ,  i t  is  cons idered that a proper 

balanc ing exercise is  absent from the LPA’s decis ion-making process .  
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4 .  GROUNDS OF APPEAL  

4.1:  The appel lants grounds for appeal are as fo l lows:   

•  Ground of Appeal 1 –  The LPA has erred in its  decis ion making through 

fai l ing to give any cons iderat ion to its  hous ing supply pos it ion which renders 

its  hous ing supply pol ic ies as out -of-date ;  
 

•  Ground of Appeal 2 - The LPA’s decis ion is  incons istent with an ear l ier  

decis ion which has approved res ident ia l  development on land ad jacent to 

the development s ite ;  
 

•  Ground of Appeal 3 –  The development does benef it  from adequate 

walkab le access to loca l services or faci l i t ies ;   
 

•  Ground of  Appeal 4 - The LPA has fa i led to take proper account of  

ecologica l and environmenta l benef its  ar is ing from the proposed 

development ;  
 

•  Ground of Appeal  5 –  The proposed development is  wel l -des igned and wil l  

pos it ively enhance the bui lt  environment of  Chipping and the Forest of 

Bowland AONB; 
 

•  Ground of Appeal 6 –  The assert ion that the proposed development wi l l  be 

of ‘s igni f icant detr iment to the character , appearance and v isua l amenit ies 

of the def ined open countrys ide and protected AONB landscape’  is  not 

considered correct ;  and 
 

•  Ground of Appeal 7 –  There is  no adverse impact ar is ing from the proposal  

which would s ign i f icant ly and demonstrab ly outweigh the benef its  of 

development .  

 

4 .2 :  These grounds of appeal are cons idered in -turn over leaf .   
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Ground of Appeal 1 –  The LPA has erred in i ts  decis ion making through fai l ing 

to give any cons iderat ion to its  hous ing supply pos it ion which renders its  

hous ing supply pol ic ies  as out -of-date 

4.3:  The LPA’s report on the appl icat ion and reasons for refusal make absolute ly no 

reference to the counci l ’s  hous ing supply pos i t ion.  

4 .4 :  The NPPF ’ s  approach to the del ivery of hous ing and boost ing the s ign i f icant  

supply is  of substant ia l  importance to any appl icat ion for res ident ia l  

development .   

4 .5 :  In the context of Government gu idance to ‘boost s igni f icant ly the supply of 

hous ing’ the benef its  of hous ing supply should have been g iven c lear  

cons iderat ion in a p lanning ba lance exerc ise even i f  the LPA was a ble to 

demonstrate a f ive-year supply of hous ing.  

4 .6 :  In this  regard our planning statement ind icated:  

8 .7 The development wi l l  contr ibute to boost ing the supply ing of hous ing 

on a part previous ly developed s ite that is  not in agr icu ltura l use. The 

proposal fa l ls  in l ine with the Government ’s  increas ing support for smal l  

scale housing s ites as seen in the rev ised NPPF consultat ion draft .  

4 .7 :  However , the LPA report makes no reference to the issues associated with 

increas ing the supply of hous ing and the social an d economic benef its  which 

housing br ings .   

4 .8 :  This would be a surpr is ing omiss ion in any scenar io .  

4 .9 :  However , as noted in Sect ion 3 of this  statement , an appeal dec is ion 4 was issued 

on the 22 n d  May 2018, which clear ly stated that the RVBC could not 

demonstrate a f ive-year supply of  hous ing land and that th is  rendered the   

counci l ’s  hous ing supply pol ic ies out -of-date .  

4 .10 :  Furthermore,  the appeal decis ion conf irms that with the counci l ’s  hous ing 

supply pol ic ies out -of-date an appl icat ion for  sustainable development , should 

be approved unless there are any adverse impacts ar is ing from the development 

which s igni f icant ly and demonstrably outweigh the benef its  of development.  

4 .11 :  The decis ion on th is  appl icat ion was made on the 21 s t June 2018 , over a month 

after the appea l decis ion.  

4 .12 :  In the context that the LPA is unable to demonstrate a f ive-year  supply of 

hous ing land and its  loca l supply pol ic ies are rendered out -of-date, to make 

absolute ly no reference to housing supply cons iderat ions is  a substant ive error .  

                                                           
4 APP/T2350/W/17/3186969 
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4.13 :  I t  is  common pract ice that the absence of a f ive-year hous ing land supply means 

that there is  a ‘ t i l ted balance’ in favour of a res ident ia l  development .   

4 .14 :  To make no reference to the housing land supply pos it ion and at the same t ime 

to give fu l l  weight to the counci l ’ s  Local Plan pol ic ies relat ing to the supply of  

housing is  a cr it ica l error .  

4 .15 :  In accordance with the Richborough, Suffolk Coasta l Distr ict Counci l  and 

Cheshire East Borough Counci l  cases ,  pol ic ies  for the supply of  hous ing should 

not be cons idered up to date when a f ive-year  supply of hous ing does not exist .   

4 .16 :  In the Longr idge appeal referenced i n Sect ion 3 the Inspector concluded , in 

accordance with standard assessment procedures , that local pol ic ies for the 

supply of hous ing are rendered out-of-date , by the absence of a f ive year  

hous ing land supply.  

4 .17 :  However ,  the LPA’s  report on the appel lants ’  proposal ,  wr itten a lmost a month 

after that dec is ion , does not give any cons iderat ion of the lack of ( ful l)  weight  

that could be g iven to these pol ic ies on the bas is  of the undersupply of hous ing ,  

nor does it  acknowledge the contr ibut ion to the supply of hous ing  that would 

ar ise from the appeal proposal .   

4 .18 :  I t  is  cons idered that the counci l  has erred in its  decis ion-making process and 

has fa i led to take proper account  of the relevant planning issues associated with 

the appl icat ion.  

4 .19 :  The LPAs assessment of the appl icat ion is  therefore cons idered to be cr it ica l ly 

f lawed.  

4.20 :  In ground for Appeal 7 we provide an indicat ion of why it  is  cons idered that 

there are no adverse impacts ar is ing from the proposal which s ign i f icant ly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benef its  of development.  

 

Ground of Appeal 2 -  The LPA’s decis ion is  incons istent with an ear l ier decis ion 

which has approved res ident ia l  development on land ad jacent to the 

development s ite  

4.21 :  The decis ion made by the LPA in th is  instance is  cons idered to be incons isten t 

with an ear l ier dec is ion which has approved res ident ia l  development on an d 

adjacent to the development s ite , which s its  with in a Tier 2 sett lement in the 

counci l ’ s  adopted sett lement hierarchy .  

4 .22 :  As noted in Sect ion 2 the proposed four houses represent a net addit ion of  

three new dwel l ings on the bas is  that the appl icat ion s ite inc ludes part of a 

previous ly approved s i te where one of three dwel l ings remains unbui lt  with a 

cleared bui ld ing area in place .  
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4.23 :  For clar ity Appendix 1 includes a plan of the unbui lt  third house and other  

bui ld ings and a lso inc ludes an over lay of the refused s ite plan with the unbui lt  

bui ld ings shown.  

4.24 :  The appl icat ion for the three houses was  approved in 2013.  

4 .25 :  Having rev iewed the reports as wel l  as outcomes on both appl icat ions we are 

concerned that there are number of incons istencies in the decis ion-making 

process .  

4 .26 :  First ly ,  the LPA has refused the appl icat ion being appealed with reference t o 

its  lack of adequate access to loca l serv ices or fac i l i t ies  (a matter cons idered 

further in ground of appeal 3) .   

4 .27 :  Reason for refusal 2 on this  appl icat ion references adopted Core Strategy 

Pol ic ies and NPPF pol icy which it  is  cons idered the decis ion is  in  conf l ict with .  

4 .28 :  Having reviewed the LPA’s report on the 2013 there is  absolute ly no reference 

to the three houses approved lack ing adequate access to loca l services or 

fac i l i t ies ,  nor is  there any conf l ict ident i f ied with the NPPF or Core Strategy 

Pol ic ies which whi lst  not adopted had reached the publ icat ion stage .  

4 .29 :  In terms of planning pol icy matters the 2013 report states that :   

I t  has been raised that the proposa l is  out with the Chipping sett lement 

boundary, i t  is  noted that current ly the sett lement bo undar ies as set out 

in the Ribble Val ley Dis tr ictwide Local Plan are  current ly out of date and 

therefore l imited weight can be given to their relevance and I cons ider 

that as the proposed dwel l ings wi l l  not be over ly isolated that  the 

demonstrable visua l harm is l imited.  

4 .30 :  As in 2013 where conf l ict with out -of-date Loca l Plan pol icy boundar ies was 

not cons idered a reason to refuse the appl icat ion,  in 2018 conf l ict with Core 

Strategy housing supply pol ic ies rendered out of date by the absence of a f ive-

year housing land supply ought to have attracted s imi lar ly ‘ l imited weight  to 

their relevance. ’   

4 .31 :  The three net addit ional  houses proposed here wi l l  s imi lar ly not be ‘over ly 

isolated’ in the context  of histor ic and recent ly bui lt  development.  

4 .32 :  No assessment was made that the three house scheme approved would be 

unsustainab le or it  would lead to an ‘unsusta inable pattern of development’ by 

virtue of i ts  relat ionship with Chipping .  

4 .33 :  The extent to which the current proposal would cause ‘demonstrable visual  

harm’ whereas the three approved houses was not cons idered to  any harm, is  

cons idered in grounds of appeal to fo l low.  

 



APPEAL STATEMENT  PREPARED BY  

CROFTLANDS /  MS J  SEED AND MISS I  M SEED  RURAL SOLUTIONS LTD  

 
   

18 
   

Ground of Appeal 3 –  The development does benef it  from adequate walkab le 

access to local serv ices  or faci l i t ies  

4.34 :  The LPA states in reason for refusa l 2 that the proposal ‘does not benef it  from 

adequate walkable access to loca l services or  fac i l i t ies . ’   

4 .35 :  No qual i f icat ion is  provided in the LPA’s report as to why it  cons iders this  to 

be the case .  

4 .36 :  I t  is  only in the reason for refusal  that this  is sue is  introduced. The matter is  

not cons idered in the assessment sect ion of the LPA report .  

4 .37 :  In many cases involv ing a  res ident ia l  development we would provide an 

assessment of the distance of a s ite from nearby services in the appl icat ion.  

4.38 :  However ,  based upon the approval of a prev ious appl icat ion which covers part 

of th is  s ite , without any concerns be ing ra ised over access to services , no such 

assessment was cons idered necessary in this  instance.  

4.39 :  I t  is  cons idered that the decis ion of the LPA in this  instance is  incorrect ,  even 

in isolat ion of i ts  ear l ier approva l of the 2013 appl icat ion . When that  decis ion 

is  taken into account , i ssues raised regarding access to services in 2018 seem 

highly contradictory .  

4 .40 :  Both decis ions were taken in the context of the NPPF prov id ing gu idance on 

access ib i l i ty  to services . Whilst the counci l ’s  Core Strategy was not adopted at  

the t ime that the ear l ier appl icat ion was determined, we are not aware that its  

pol ic ies now adopted provide any  technica l  guidance on d istance from services  

which the proposa l would be in conf l ict  with .  In any event it  is  cons idered the 

weight that could be appl ied to any pol ic ies i s  severely restr icted on the bas is  

of a hous ing undersupply , a lthough it  should also be noted that Chipping is  a 

sett lement with in the counci l ’s  adopted sett lement hiearachy.  

4 .41 :  Recent case law from a case in Bra intree has , subsequent to the approval in 

2013, a lso provided a more pragmatic assessment of what may be cons idered 

to be ‘ i solated ’ .   

4 .42 :  For the purposes of  this  appeal ,  however and to demonstrate that  the 

development is  appropriate ly located in relat ion to services , we have 

undertaken an assessment of nearby serv ices and their dis tance from the 

proposed development s ite , based upon the Chartered Inst itut ion for Highways 

and Transportat ion (CIHT) document ent it led ‘Provid ing for Journeys on Foot ’ 

which inc ludes the fol lowing walk ing d istances as shown in F ig ure. 4 :1 .  
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 Town Centres 

(m) 

Commuting/School/Sightseeing 

(m) 

Elsewhere/Local 

Services (m) 

Desirable 200 500 400 

Acceptable 400 1,000 800 

Preferred 

Maximum 

800 2,000 1,200 

    
F igure  4 :1 :  P re fer red Wa lk i ng  D is tances  (C IHT ,  2000[1] )  

 

4.43 :  The tab le below at Figure 4 :2 h ighl ights that the proposed development s ite 

provides a des irab le locat ion for res ident ia l  development in relat ion to services  

with in Chipping .  

 Proposed Site 

Service  Distance from 

service (km/miles) 

Time to walk to 

service (mins) 

CIHT distance guidelines 

(desirable, acceptable, 

preferred maximum, not 

within range) 

St Mary’s RC 

Church 

0.44 miles 8 mins Acceptable  

Congregational 

Church 

0.24 miles 4 mins Desirable 

St Bartholomew’s 

Parish Church 

0.35 miles 7 mins Acceptable 

Village Hall 0.26 miles 5 mins Acceptable  

Cafe 0.33 miles 6 mins Acceptable 

Farm shop 0.30 miles 6 mins Acceptable 

Tea room & shop 0.43 miles 8 mins Acceptable 

Brabin’s Endowed 

School 

0.46 miles 9 mins Acceptable 

St Mary’s RC School 0.30 miles 6 mins Desirable 

Bus Stop (Club 

Lane) 

0.39 miles 7 mins Preferred Maximum  

 

Bus Stop (Church 

Raike) 

0.40 miles 8 mins Preferred Maximum  

 

The Sun Inn Public 

House 

0.36 miles 7 mins Acceptable 

Tillotson’s Arms 

Public House 

0.40 miles 8 mins Acceptable 

F igure  4 :2 :  D is tance to  Se rv ices  in  Ch ipp ing  

 

Key:  

Desirable  

Acceptable  

Preferred Maximum  

Not within range i.e. over Preferred Maximum 

 

4.44 :  We have not ident i f ied any pol ices in the revised (or superseded) Nat ional  

Planning Pol icy Framework that the proposal would be in conf l ict with in terms 

of access to services .  
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4.45 :  Paragraph 103 of the revised NPPF states that :   

Opportunit ies to maximise sustainabl e transport solut ions wi l l  vary 

between urban and rural areas , and this  should be taken into account in 

both plan-making and decis ion-making .  

4 .46 :  The proposed dwel l ings wi l l  not be mater ia l ly di f fer ent to other establ ished 

propert ies in the vic ini ty ,  or other approved dwel l ings , including one s ited on 

the appl icat ion s ite .  

4 .47 :  In an appeal 5 e lsewhere in Chipping where dwel l ings were approved at not 

diss imi lar d istances from services , no issues were raised in relat ion to distance 

from services .  

4 .48 :  For the above reasons it  is  cons idered that the LPA has  taken an 

unsubstant iated and contradictory approach in refus ing th e appl icat ion on these 

grounds and that the proposed res ident ia l  development does benef it  from 

adequate walkable access to loca l services or  fac i l i t ies .  

 

Ground of Appeal 4 - The LPA has fa i led to take proper account of 

ecological and environmental benefits aris ing from the proposed 

development  

  

4.49 :  The proposed development incorporated a number of ecologica l and 

environmental benef its .  I t  is  cons idered that the LPA has fa i led to take proper 

account of the benef its  ar is ing from the proposed development .  

4 .50 :  In terms of ecolog ical benef its ,  as part of the appl icat ion an ecologica l  appraisa l  

was submitted . As conf irmed in the appl icat ion ( planning statement  Paragraph 

6.31) there wi l l  be a net increase of 289m of nat ive hedgerow plant ing :  

The accompanying ecolog ical appra isa l conf irms that there are no 

unacceptab le adverse ecologica l impacts ar is ing from the proposed 

development and conf i rms that the ecolog ical  value  of the land hold ing 

wi l l  be increased by 100%, with a loss of 17m of hedgerows increased 

to 306m.   

4.51 :  At paragraph 3 .9 of the statement it  is  conf irmed that :   

•  The post construct ion ecologica l value, a l lowing for estab l ishment of  

newly created habitat i s  therefore 0 .57 units better (100% increase)  

than ex ist ing result ing in enhancement of the immediate sett ing ; and 

 

                                                           
5 APP/T2350/W/15/3119224 
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•  There wi l l  be an increase in the length of hedgerow of 306m. This is  

aga inst a loss of 17m. Hedgerow is therefore increased by 1900%.  

 

4.52 :  The LPA report states that :   

The appl icant has submitted a B iodivers ity offsett ing statement ; the 

statement recommends that for every meter of hedgerow to be removed 

that 3 metres of new hedgerow should be undertaken 6.  The statement 

also proposed new tree plant ing a round the s ite and concludes that the 

newly created habitat  as a resu lt  of the hedgerow and tree p lant ing wi l l  

result  in a 100% increase in biodivers ity  /  ecolog ical up l i f t  on the s ite .  

I t  is  noted that no speci f ic deta i ls  have been provided in respect of  the 

proposed landscap ing  

4.53 :  I t  is  pleas ing to note that the fu l ly ev idenced documentat ion submitted with 

the appl icat ion on ecolog ical enhancements has been accepted as correct by 

the LPA.  

4.54 :  However , i t  is  disappoint ing that whi lst  reported as a matter of fa ct no weight  

has been g iven to the substant ia l  quant i f ied ecolog ical benef its  of development .  

4 .55 :  Government gu idance on the LPA dut ies concern ing AONBs states that :    

Under the CROW Act , you, the relevant Loca l Authority ,  must make 

sure that al l  decis ions  have regard for the purpose of conserv ing and 

enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB. Your decis ions and act iv it ies 

must cons ider the potent ia l  ef fect i t  wi l l  have with in the AONB and land 

outs ide its  boundary.  

4 .56 :  The Forest of Bowland conf irms 7 that the natural beauty for which it  is  

des ignated inc ludes a broad rang ing def init ion  inc lud ing ecolog ical concerns .  

’Natural Beauty’  is  not just an aesthet ic concept , and ‘Landscape’ means 

more than just ‘scenery’ .  I t  can include f lora ,  fauna and geologica l and 

phys iographic features .  The natural beauty of AONBs is  part ly due to 

nature and is  part ly the product of many centur ies of human modi f icat ion 

of ‘natural ’  features . Landscape encompasses  everyth ing –  ‘natural ’  and 

human –  that makes an area dist inct ive: geolog y, c l imate, so i l ,  p lants ,  

animals ,  communit ies ,  archaeology , bu i ld ings ,  the people who l ive in it ,  

past and present , and percept ions of those who vis it  i t .  

                                                           
6 This is correct; however, it should be noted that the report confirms in relation to the 3m replacement guideline: 

‘To adhere to guidelines, at least 51m of hedgerow should be incorporated into the design’ before going onto state 

that: ‘There will be an increase in the length of hedgerow of 306m. This is against a loss of 17m. Hedgerow 

is therefore increased by 1900%.’ 
7 https://forestofbowland.com/What-AONB 
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4.57 :  Whilst the impact of the development on the AONB is cons idered in relat ion 

to other matters in the LPA report ,  no cons iderat ion is  provided of the 

substant ia l  ecologica l benef its  ar is ing and there is  no indicat ion that ,  fol lowing 

acknowledgement of the ev idence,  i t  has been given any weight in the planning 

decis ion .  

4 .58 :  Government guidance advises that ‘opportuni t ies to incorporate b iodivers ity in 

and around developments should be encouraged; ’ .  Th is guidance was formerly 

incorporated in Paragraph 118 which was referenced on a number of occas ions 

in the submitted planning statement .  

4 .59 :  However , i t  is  important to note that Paragraph 118 guidance has been 

amended in the new NPPF in order that it  references ‘measurab le net gains for  

biodivers ity ’  with Paragraph 175 stat ing in part that :   

Development whose pr imary object ive is  to conserve or enhance 

biodivers ity should be supported; whi le opportunit ies to incorporate 

biodivers ity improvements in and around developments should be 

encouraged, especia l ly where th is  can secure measurab le net ga ins for 

b iodivers ity .  (emphas is  added)   

4.60 :  Paragraph 172 in terms of guidance on  enhancing wi ld l i fe in AONB is ident ica l 

to previous pol icy stat ing that :   

172. Great weight should be g iven to conserving and enhancing 

landscape and scenic beauty in Nat ional Parks , the Broads and Areas of  

Outstanding Natura l Beauty, which have the highe st status of  protect ion 

in relat ion to these issues . The conservat ion and enhancement of wi ld l i fe 

and cultura l her itage are a lso important cons iderat ions in these areas 

and should be g iven great weight in Nat ional Parks  (emphas is  added) .  

4 .61 :  I t  is  cons idered that contrary to p lanning pol icy and statute no weight has been 

given to the proven ecolog ical enhancement which the proposed development 

would br ing about .  

4 .62 :  In relat ion to the LPA report comment that no speci f ic deta i ls  were provided 

in respect of the proposed landscap ing it  is  noted that :   

i .  The submitted ecology appraisal states in the ‘Compensatory plant ing 

and habitat enhancement’ sect ion states that :   

a .  The landscap ing scheme should ut i l ise plants which are nat ive 

and wi ld l i fe fr iendly .  In part icu lar n igh t f lowering species 

would be benef ic ia l  to bats .  Wi ldf lower seed could be used to 

plant  verges to enhance the ecological va lue of the s ite and 

cont inu ity between the s ite and the wider area;  
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i i .  The ecolog ical enhancements sect ion of the submitted Design and 

Access Statement provide a clear indicat ion of the layout of new 

hedgerows and tree plant ing ;  

i i i .  The LPA, tak ing internal ecologica l adv ice could have engaged with 

the appel lants dur ing the appl icat ion process ;  and  

iv .  Landscape deta i ls  could have been adequately  dealt  with v ia p lanning 

condit ion and for the avoidance of doubt could have speci f ied the 

use of nat ive p lant ing.  

4 .63 :  In terms of wider environmenta l plant ing the new tree p lant ing wi l l  br ing about 

enhancements to the landscape through provis ion of addit ional new nat ive 

hedgerows and trees which rein force AONB character ist ics .   

4 .64 :  From comparison of approved and refused p lans at Appendix 1 it  is  cons idered 

that the development proposed wil l  inc lude a higher degree of landscaping than 

the approved and wil l  not de l iver new bui ld ings t ight up to a s ite boundary .  

4 .65 :  I t  is  therefore cons idered that the proposed development del ivers a more 

sens it ive and trans it ional landscaped edge to the sett lement .  

4 .66 :   Paragraph 8c) of the NPPF includes as an environmenta l object ive  

•  To contr ibute to protect ing and enhancing our natural ,  bu i l t  and 

histor ic env ironment .  

4 .67 :  I t  is  cons idered that the proposal inc ludes  ecologica l and landscape 

enhancements and wi l l  accord with this  object ive (the extent to which the 

development wi l l  enhance the bui lt  env ironment is  cons idered in the ground of 

appeal be low).  

4 .68 :  I t  is  cons idered that  RVBC has attached insuff ic ient weight to the ecologica l  

and environmenta l benef its  of development in the decis ion-making process .  
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Ground of Appeal  5 –  The Proposed Development is  Well -Designed and wi l l  

Pos it ively Enhance the Bui lt  Env ironment of Chipping and the Forest of Bowland 

AONB  

4.69 :  A great dea l of thought , s ite assessment , assessment of loca l vernacular and 

iterat ive des ign work, including l ia ison with an ecol ogica l consultant ,  has taken 

place in the formulat ion of the proposed development .  

4 .70 :  This is  cons idered to be sel f -ev ident from the submitted des ign and access  

statement , which inc ludes evidence of des ign iterat ion.  

4 .71 :  As noted in the des ign and access statement the intent ion behind the sens it ive 

des ign proposed has been provide a development that ref lects the tradit iona l  

bui ld ing techniques and vernacular  of the Area of  Outstanding Natural Beauty .  

This is  c lear ly demonstrated from the des ign and access statement , which 

just i f ies in some detai l  the proposed des ign approach via pages on s ite 

opportunit ies and assessment ; local vernacular study ; precedent studies ;  

mater ia l i ty assessment and deta i ls  of des ign development .   

4 .72 :  The s ite opportunit ies plan includes an ident i f ied opportunity as :  

To improve the appearance of the v i l lage as  viewed from the North -

West , with appropriate landscap ing to screen the bui ld ing l ine.  

4 .73 :  Furthermore,  the submitted planning statement notes :  

•  The vis ion of the Management P lan states that :   

The Forest of Bowland AONB reta ins i ts  sense of local  

dist inct iveness , notab ly the large -scale open moorland character 

of the Bowland Fe l ls ,  tradit iona l bui ld ings and sett lement patterns 

of v i l lages ,  hamlets and farmsteads . Natura l and cultura l her itage  

is  sympathet ical ly managed and contr ibutes to a sustainable and 

vibrant loca l economy. The management of the AONB has  

improved the qual ity of the landscape for a l l ;  and 

•  The proposal has been des igned with reference to tradit iona l bui ld ing 

forms and is  cons idered to respect the sett lement pattern of th is  area 

of Chipping when ad joining bui lt  development is  cons idered.  

4.74 :  The LPA’s report however takes issue with the des ign ethos put forward and 

states :  

The immediate area is  large ly def ined by a l inear pattern  of s ing le storey 

(bungalow) housing that runs south  east to north-west front ing Broad 

Meadow with the proposal s ite being located at i ts  northern extents .  

The major ity of the development in the area is  of a low - ly ing s ingle 

storey sca le with a number of  dwel l ings also incorporat ing l iv ing 

accommodat ion in the roof space .  
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and 

Taking account of the proposed layout  /  arrangement of  the 

development and taking into account that the dwel l ings wi l l  be two -

storey in scale I  (s ic) is  cons idered the proposal fa i ls  to take account of 

the inherent pattern, form and sca le of development in the vic inity .  By 

virtue of the car port arrangements and associated garag ing , in turn with 

the overa l l  s i te arrangement  / layout it  is  cons idered that the proposal  

wi l l  be read as anomalous and discordant g iven its  l ikely perceived visual  

dens ity .   

and 

Further concerns ex ist in relat ion to the s ign i f icant extents of res ident ia l  

curt i lage and its  encroachment into the def ined open countrys ide and 

protected landscape. The extents of cur t i lage proposed raises concerns 

in respect of the l ike ly visua l impact of domest ic paraphernal ia such as 

sheds , wash ing l ines , chi ldren’s play equipment and fence l ines , in that  

they would represent a suburban v isua l  encroachment into the 

landscape, be ing of s igni f icant detr iment of the character , appearance 

and suburban and visual amenit ies of the area.  

4 .75 :  A number of points must be made in response to this  assessment .  

•  The development proposal has been intent ional ly des igned not to 

repl icate l inear bungalow development. This  is  not a character ist ic of  

either Chipping or more general ly  the Forest of Bowland AONB’s 

histor ic vernacular ;  
 

•  The development has been des igned to ref lect a cluster of tradit iona l  

farmyard bui ld ings , showing sens it iv ity to the local ve rnacular and h igh-

qual ity des ign, therefore enhancing the loca l bui lt  env ironment and 

character of the edge of Chipping ;  
 

•  No object ion on des ign (or other grounds) has been rece ived from the 

Forest of Bowland AONB Management Team which has conf irmed i t  

reviewed the appl icat ion ;  
 

•  Two storey propert ies are seen to the west and north -east of  the 

appl icat ion s ite , as wel l  as more widely to the north on the edge of  

Chipping ;  
 

•  Car ports and garaging and the overa l l  layout of development has been 

des igned to ensure that cars are h idden from longer range views. This is  

cons idered preferent ia l  to the s ituat ion a long Broad Meadow where cars  

are high ly v is ib le in the street scene ;   
 

•  In relat ion to the extent of domest ic curt i lage, no request for these to 

be restr icted was rece ived dur ing the course of the appl icat ion . In any 
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event the planning of the s ite has been intended to ensure that there is  

a spacious gap between bui lt  development and a strong landscaped 

buffer including new trees and hedges a long the northern b oundary . This  

is  in marked contrast  to the approved development which inc ludes 

bui ld ings approved in very c lose proximity to the s ite boundary ; and 
 

•  The LPA could have addressed any concerns in relat ion to domest ic 

parapherna l ia such as sheds and fence l ines , which would in any event 

be screened by the landscaped buffer via the removal of permitted 

development r ights .     

 

4 .76 :  Paragraph 127 of the NPPF states that :   

127. Planning pol ic ies and decis ions should ensure that developments :  

a)  Wil l funct ion wel l  and add to the overal l  qual i ty of the area , not 

just for the short term but over the l i fet ime of the development;  
 

b)  Are v isual ly  attract ive  as a resu lt  of  good arch itecture , layout and 

appropriate and ef fect ive landscap ing;  
 

c)  Are sympathet ic to loca l character and h istory , inc lud ing the 

surrounding bui lt  environment and landscape sett ing , whi le not 

prevent ing or discouraging appropr iate innovat ion or change (such 

as increased dens it ies) ;  
 

d)  Establ ish or maintain a strong sense of p lace , us ing the arrangement 

of streets ,  spaces , bui ld ing types and mater ia l s  to create attract ive,  

welcoming and dist inct ive p laces to l ive , work and vis it ;  
 

e)  Optimise the potent ia l  of the s ite to accommodate and susta in an 

appropriate amount and mix of development ( inc lud ing green and 

other publ ic space) and support local faci l i t ies and transport 

networks ;  
 

f )  Create p laces that are safe , inc lus ive and access ib le and which 

promote health and wel l -be ing, with a h igh standard of amenity  for  

exist ing and future users ;  and where cr ime and disorder , a nd the 

fear of cr ime, do not undermine the qual ity of l i fe or community 

cohes ion and res i l ience.  

(emphas is  added)  

4.77 :  Paragraph 130 of the NPPF states :  

Permiss ion should be refused for development of poor des ign that fa i ls  

to take the opportuni t ies ava i lab le f or improving the character and 

qual ity of an area  and the way it  funct ions , tak ing into account any loca l  

des ign standards or style gu ides in p lans or supplementary planning 

documents . Converse ly ,  where the des ign of a development accords with 
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c lear expectat ions  in p lan pol ic ies ,  des ign should not be used by the 

decis ion-maker as a va l id reason to object to development .  

 (Emphas is  added)  

4.78 :  I t  is  cons idered that the des ign proposa ls for the s ite are visual ly attract ive,  

reference the loca l vernacular whi lst  in troducing larger openings and us ing good 

qual ity mater ia ls  and landscap ing. I t  is  therefore cons idered that the proposals  

wi l l  create a development that is  sens it ive to its AONB sett ing and could 

hopefu l ly be used as a des ign precedent by the AONB Manageme nt Team in 

the years to come.  

 

Ground of Appeal 6 – The assertion that the proposed development wi l l  

be of ‘s ignif icant detr iment to the character,  appearance and visua l  

amenities of the defined open countryside and protected AONB 

landscape’ i s not considered correct.  

4.79 :  As noted in grounds of appeal above the proposed development has been 

des igned to respond to the tradit ional bui lt  environment of the AONB, to 

incorporate sens it ive landscaping and a lso to introduce substant ia l  ecologica l  

enhancement.  

4 .80 :  I t  is  cons idered that  this  is  demonstrated in the appl icat ion submiss ion 

documents and that the proposals wi l l  enhance the protected area in l ine with 

statute and pol icy gu idance.  

4 .81 :  I t  is  not cons idered that the LPA has suf f ic ient ly demonstrated that the proposa l  

wil l  genuinely be detr imenta l to the protected area, let alone of ‘s ign i f icant  

detr iment . ’  This is  part icu lar ly the case as one of the proposed houses would 

s it  on a s imi lar pos it ion to an a s imi lar pos it ion to an already approved house .  

4 .82 :  In reason for re fusa l 3 ,  the LPA opines that :   

I t  is  cons idered that the approval of th is  appl icat ion would lead to the 

creat ion of an anomalous , discordant and incongruous pattern and form 

of development  

4.83 :  I t  is  not cons idered that this  is  correct .   

4 .84 :  I t  is  noted that the ph raseology ‘anomalous , discordant and incongruous ’  

appears to be a stock phrase used by the LPA in the determinat ion of planning 

appl icat ions .  

4 .85 :  An internet search of this  phase  fo l lowed by ‘Ribble Val ley Borough Counci l ’  

inc ludes at least nine occurrences of th is  phrase , including recent examples .  

4 .86 :  The use of a lmost ident ical wording in this  and other cases to descr ibe the 

perce ived v isua l and environmenta l impact of di f ferent developments on 
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dif ferent s ites is  not cons idered to be good pract ice in developme nt 

management .  

4 .87 :  I t  is  our v iew that the counci l  has fa i led to proper ly substant iate its  object ions  

to the proposal in terms of i ts  perceived vi sual and environmenta l impact .   

4 .88 :  As noted ear l ier in this  statement there has been no object ion to the proposal  

from the AONB team that has rev iewed it .  

4 .89 :  I t  should a lso be noted for the avoidance of  doubt al l  of Chipping is  washed 

over by the AONB des ignat ion.  

4.90 :  The proposed development wi l l  cover  part of the s ite of an approved 

development and it  is  cons idered that the trans it iona l proposal wi l l  del iver a 

better landscaped edge to the sett lement .  

4 .91 :  The proposed development wi l l  have only a s ing le access into the land to the 

rear of Croft lands , whereas under approved plans on appl icat ion 3/2013/0571.  

4.92 :  There is  res ident ia l  development (s ing le property) to the north east of the s ite 

and other development further to the north .  

4 .93 :  An extens ive f ie ld to the north of the K irk F ield hous ing estate is  a lso current ly 

being developed for hous ing .   

4 .94 :  The proposed f ie ld in which the development is  s ited is  wel l -screened to the 

north, east and west ,  by extens ive plant ing and views of the development, which 

is  cons idered to wel l -des igned, are l ike ly to be local ised to the publ ic r ight of  

way pass ing through the s ite and the turning head of Br oad Meadow.   

4 .95 :  The development wi l l  be seen to these local ised views within the context of  

exist ing development and the visual impact of  the proposed development must 

be cons idered in the context of the house and outbui ld ing which would be 

completed were development not to go ahead.  

 

Ground of Appeal 7 –  There is no adverse impact arising from the 

proposal  which would signi f icantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits of development  

4.96 :  As noted ear l ier in this  statement , the planning inspectorate determining an 

appl icat ion at Longr idge conf irmed that in the absence of a f ive-year hous ing 

land supply , loca l hous ing pol ic ies are out -of-date.  

4 .97 :  On that bas is ,  the inspector noted that in accordance with the presumption in 

favour of sustainab le development an appl i cat ion for res ident ia l  development 

should be approved unless there are any adverse impacts ar is ing from the 
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proposed development which would s ign i f icant ly and demonstrab ly outweigh 

the benef its .    

4 .98 :  This correct pol icy test was not proper ly acknowledged by t he LPA in its  

decis ion-making process . The only br ie f reference which a l ludes to the benef its  

of development is  to be found in the penult imate paragraph of the report which 

states that :   

I t  is  further cons idered that the proposal ,  by v irtue of i ts  leve l of  

encroachment and v isual suburbanis ing ef fect ,  would resu lt  in a 

s ign i f icant leve l of visual harm to the character and v isua l amenit ies  of  

the Forest of Bowland AONB that would s ign i f icant ly outweigh the 

benef its  of grant ing consent .  

4 .99 :  There is  no proper cons iderat ion or acknowledgement of what the benef its  of  

development might be, and as noted above ecolog ica l and environmenta l  

benef its  are not cons idered to have been proper ly acknowledged.  

4 .100:  Ful l  detai ls  of the economic , social and environmenta l benef its  th at it  is  

cons idered wi l l  resu lt  are included at sect ion seven of the submitted planning 

statement .  

4 .101:  I t  should be noted that  the submitted planning  statement inc luded reference to 

proposed amended wording of the NPPF in re lat ion to support for smal l  hous ing  

s ites .   

4 .102:  Paragraph 68 of the NPPF as recent ly publ ished conf irms that :   

Smal l  and medium s ized s ites can make an important contr ibut ion to 

meeting the housing requirement of an area and are often bui lt -out 

relat ive ly quick ly .  To promote the development of a good mix of s i tes 

Loca l Planning Authori t ies should :  

Support the development of windfa l l  s i tes through the ir pol ic ies and 

decis ions –  g iv ing great weight to the benef its  of us ing suitable s ites 

with in ex ist ing sett lements for homes; and  

4.103:  Windfal l  s i tes are def ined as :  ‘ s i tes not speci f ical ly ident i f ied in the development 

plan . ’  

4 .104:  Now that the pol icy has been adopted, addit ional support for a smal l  res ident ia l  

development should be forthcoming .  

4 .105:  I t  should a lso be noted that the appel lants have bui lt  out two o f  the three 

approved dwel l ings from a 2013 consent so have demonstrated an intent ion to 

del iver .  I t  should also be noted that a ful l  appl icat ion has been submitted ,  

demonstrat ing an intent ion to del iver promptly .   
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4.106:  In summary the benef it s  of development ma y be cons idered to be:  

Socia l  

•  Contr ibut ion to hous ing supply at a t ime of undersupply in the borough,  

with the s ite ’s  smal l-scale nature according to recent NPPF pol icy;  

•  Contr ibut ion to local ised housing supply in Chipping ; and 

•  Contr ibut ion of new res idents to the Chipping community , helping to 

maintain loca l services .   

 

Economic   

•  Economic benef its  ar is ing from construct ion inc lud ing temporary 

construct ion jobs , supply chain benef its ,  patronage of loca l companies  

etc. In terms of  calcu lat ing the economic  benef its  of development, a 

study undertaken on behalf  of the UK Contractors Group found that a 

£1 investment in construct ion results in £2.84 in terms of benef it s  to 

the wider economy;  

•  New Homes Bonus ;   

•  Ongoing Counci l  Tax rece ipts ;  and   

•  Patronage for bus inesses in the v i l lage .  

 

Env ironmenta l  

•  A 100% increase in the ecologica l value of the s ite fol lowing 

development , which compl ies with NPPF guidance which supports 

developments that can demonstrate net b iodivers ity ga ins ;   

•  A development that provides a better trans i t ion to open countrys ide 

than approved development with bui ld ings in close proximity to a s ite 

boundary ; and  

•  An attract ive wel l -des igned development that reinforces the h istor ic 

vernacular of the Forest of Bowland AONB and Chipping.  

 

4 .107:  The benef its  ar is ing from the proposed development in this  Tier 2 sett lement 

are numerous .  

4 .108:  I t  is  cons idered that these benef its  must weigh heavi ly in the p lanning ba lance .  

Furthermore,  i t  is  not cons idered that there are any adverse impacts of the 

development which can be cons idered to both s ign i f icant ly and demonstrably 

outweigh the acknowledged benef its .   
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5 .  RECOMMENDED CONDIT IONS 

5.1:  I t  is  fu l ly accepted that should the appeal be al lowed a number of condit ions  

would be attached.  

5 .2 :  The appel lants fu l ly acknowledge th is  and as the proposed development wi l l  be 

a high qual ity one has no object ion to numerous condit ions be ing appl ied.  

5 .3 :  I t  is  cons idered that a number of condit ions could be appl ied inc lud ing but not 

l imited to:  

•  Removal of permitted development r ights .  Although not cons idered 

necessary, i f  the Inspector shares the concerns of the LPA regard ing 

domest ic parapherna l ia ;  
 

•  Natura l stone and roof ing mater ia ls  to be agreed pr ior to 

commencement ; and 
 

•  Landscaping detai ls  including fu l l  detai ls  of types and s izes o f nat ive trees  

to be planted and an appropriate hedgerow mix.  

 

5 .4 :  I t  is  cons idered clear from the deta i led fu l l  p lanning appl icat ion package put 

forward and with the use of appropriate condit ions a h igh-qual ity development 

that makes a last ing contr ibut ion to the area and be used as an example for 

other bui ld ing in an AONB context , can be del ivered .  
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6 .  CLOSING ARGUMENTS 

6.1:  The proposed ful l  p lanning appl icat ion has been brought forward with great  

cons iderat ion to the proposed s it ing and des ign of the d evelopment .   

6 .2 :  Part of the appeal s ite is  to be developed, should this  scheme not go forward 

and it  is  cons idered that this  proposal includes a better edge to the developed 

area than would otherwise ex ist .   

6 .3 :  No object ion has been received from the Forest of Bowland AONB Management 

Team or other ‘technical ’  consu ltee s .   

6 .4 :  The proposed development wi l l  br ing with it  biodivers ity ga ins and a number of  

other env ironmental ,  social and economic benef its  that should weigh heav i ly in 

the planning balance.  

6 .5 :  National  Planning Pol icy advises that smal l  s i tes such as this  should be supported 

based on the ir contr ibut ion to hous ing supply and other benef its .   

6 .6 :  However , the LPA has  made no reference in the decis ion-making process to its  

hous ing undersupply with provides a t i l ted  ba lance in favour of the development 

proposal proceeding .  

6 .7 :  I t  is  not cons idered that the LPA has ident i f ied any adverse impacts of 

development which would s ign i f icant ly and demonstrably outweigh the benef its  

of the proposed development.  

6 .8 :  For the reasons presented it  is  respectful ly requested that the planning 

inspectorate upholds this  appeal .     
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A PP END I X  1  -  CO M PA R I S ON OF  U N BU IL T  AND P R OP OS ED  

D EV EL OP M EN T  

The  f i r s t  ima ge  o ve r l e a f  s hows  t he  app r oved  ( 3 / 201 3 /0 57 1 )  bu t  u nb u i l t  

d ev e l opme n t  ( n ew ho u s e ,  w i t h  s e pa r a t e  a c ce s s )  and  o u tb u i l d i n g  cove r i n g  p a r t  

o f  t he  app ea l  s i t e  an no t a t e d  i n  r ed .  The  t wo  ho u se s  bu i l t  o u t  a r e  p a r t i a l l y  

s hown .   

 

The  s e co nd  im a ge  s ho ws  t h e  r e f u s ed  p ropo s a l  w i t h  t h e  ex t en t  o f  app ro ve d  b u t  

u nb u i l t  de ve lop men t  ou t l i n e d  i n  r ed  a nd  t he  n ew a cc e s s  and  t u r n i n g  f o r  t h e  

u nb u i l t  t h i r d  ho u se  s hown  b l o c ke d  ou t  i n  r e d .    

 

I t  c a n  b e  s e en  f r om t ho se  im age s  t h a t  t h e  a pp ro ve d  de ve lo pmen t  ( t h r ee  ho u se s ,  

i n c l ud i n g  o ne  unb u i l t  hou s e )  i n c l ude s  new bu i l d i n g s  be  s i t u a t e d  i n  ve r y  c l o s e  

p ro x im i t y  t o  t h e  s i t e  bo unda r y .  The  r e f u s e d  de ve lo pme n t  h a s  a  s t r on g  p l an t ed  

bo unda r y  and  s epa r a t i on  d i s t an ce  be t we en  t he  s i t e  bound a r y  a nd  b u i l t  

d ev e l opme n t  ( a l l  t h r e e  ho u se s )  p ro v i d i n g  a  m ore  g r ad u a l  t r an s i t i o n  be t we en  

b u i l t  de ve lopm en t  and  non - domes t i c  l a nd .   

 

Re f e r en ce  t o  t h e  r e f u s ed  s i t e  p l an  a l s o  s hows  t h a t  t he  s e cond  a c ce s s ,  wh i c h  

wou ld  s e r v i c e  t h e  t h i r d  and  unbu i l t  p rop e r t y  i s  ex c l u ded .   
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F igure :  A -1  above shows the unbu i l t  th i rd  house  and  outbu i l d ing  and  second access  to  the 

s i te  f rom the approved  deve lopment .  
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F igure :  A-2  shows the re fused s i te  p lan  wi th  the  approx imate pos i t ion  unbu i l t  bu i l d ings  

second access  h igh l i gh ted .  

 

 

F igure  A-3  The foot ings  o f  the th i rd ,  approved  but  unbu i l t  dwe l l ing  and  access  to  i t ,  a re  c lea r l y  

shown on th i s  aer ia l  image .  The  access  wou ld  be  taken  out  as  par t  o f  the  p ropossed deve lopment  

that  s  the sub ject  o f  th i s  appea l .   
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A PP END I X  2  L I S T  O F  C O RE  DO CU M E NT S   

Appl icat ion Form 

Planning Statement  

Design and Access Statement  

Locat ion P lan  

Site P lans  

Plans –  P lot 1 

Plans –  P lot 2 

Plans –  P lot 3 

Plans –  P lot 4 

Ecologica l Appraisal  

Land of f Broad Meadow, Chipping  –  B iodivers ity Offsett ing  

Anci l lary Bin Store_As Proposed 
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A PP END I X  3  –  C O ST S  AP PL I CA T I ON  

National  Planning Pract ice  Guidance inc ludes gu idance 8 on the award of costs against 

appeal part ies .   

The appel lants are concerned that notwithstanding the submiss ion of a deta i led 

planning appl icat ion and payment of a not insubstant ia l  appl icat ion fee, the appl icat ion 

they have submitted has not rece ived a proper assessment by the local p lanning 

author ity ,  with important cons iderat ions not referenced in the determinat ion of the 

appl icat ion.   

The appel lants do therefore feel i t  is  appropr iate to submit a part ia l  costs appl icat ion 

in this  instance .  

Paragraph: 049 Reference ID: 16 -049-20140306 cons iders ‘What type of behaviour 

may g ive r ise to a substant ive award aga inst a loca l planning author ity? ’ .   

This inc ludes a l is t  of fourteen bul let points which could give r ise to an award of  costs 

aga inst the local author ity .  I t  is  cons idered that the determinat ion of the appl icat ion 

that is  appealed, has involved the LPA:  

•  ‘act ing contrary to , or not fol lowing , wel l -establ ished case law ’  

and,  

•  ‘not determining s imi lar cases in a cons isten t manner ’  

and 

•  making ‘vague, genera l ised or inaccurate assert ions about a proposal ’s  

impact ,  which are unsupported by any object ive analys is ’  

More informat ion is  provided below with reference to our grounds of appeal on these 

areas .  

1. ‘act ing contrary to, or not fol lowing, wel l -establ ished case law’  

With regards to sect ion three of the appeal statement and ground of appeal 1 , i t  is  

cons idered that the LPA has acted contrary to wel l -estab l ished case law, by :  

1 . Fai l ing to acknowledge or cons ider in its  d ecis ion making process  an appeal  

which judged that the LPA cannot demonstrate a f ive year supply of hous ing 

land . This is  desp ite the appeal judgement hav ing been made around a month 

before the appl icat ion in quest ion was determined, and with the counci l  

hav ing referred to th is  dec is ion in correspondence with the P lanning 

Inspectorate on a development p lan document at the examinat ion stage  

                                                           
8 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/appeals#behaviour-that-may-lead-to-an-award-of-costs-against-appeal-parties 
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2. Fa i l ing to acknowledge that adopted development plan pol ic ies for the supply 

of hous ing are rendered out -of-date by the housing undersupply and g iv ing 

adopted pol ic ies ful l  weight in the determinat ion process  

 

2. ‘not determin ing s imi lar cases in a cons istent manner ’ and making ‘vague, genera l ised 

or inaccurate assert ions about a proposa l ’s  impact ,  which are unsupported  by any 

object ive ana lys is ’  

I t  is  acknowledged that the appeal proposal and the three house approval which covers 

part of this  s ite have di f ferent impacts in terms of form, des ign,  appearance and 

landscap ing and ecologica l impact ;  indeed as noted in our gr ounds of grounds of appeal  

i t  is  cons idered that the appeal proposals present a higher standard of development 

than the approved in many of these terms.  

However , in terms of reasons for refusal 2 on the appl icat ion it  i s  cons idered this  

shows a lack of a cons istent manner and making vague genera l or inaccurate asserts 

which are unsupported by an object ive ana lys is .   

Reason for refusal 2 states that :   

The proposal would lead to an unsustainable pattern of development adjacent 

to a Tier 2 locat ion , without s uff ic ient or adequate just i f icat ion , that  does not 

benef it  from adequate walkab le access to loca l serv ices or fac i l i t ies –  plac ing 

further re l iance on the pr ivate motor -vehic le contrary to the aims and 

object ives of Key Statement DM12 and Pol ic ies DMG2 and  DMG3 of the 

adopted Core Strategy and the Nat ional Planning Pol icy Framework 

presumption in favour of sustainable development.  

As noted in ground of appeal 2 and 3 it  is  cons idered that the counci l  has determined 

appl icat ions incons istent ly as it  has not  made any reference to th is  i ssue in approving 

an appl icat ion for three houses in 2013. As shown in appendix 1 of the statement one 

of the proposed houses s its  on the s ite of one of the approved houses . The other  

three houses proposed are not cons idered so  far away from the approved posit ion of  

the unbui lt  house or two bui lt  houses to tr igger a genuine assert ion that they would 

not have adequate walkab le access to loca l services or fac i l i t ies ,  whi lst  neighbour ing 

propert ies approved would do.  

The counci l  has not undertaken an ana lys is  of this  issue in its  report and the f irst t ime 

this  issue is  ra ised is  in the reason for refusal .   I t  is  therefore cons idered that the 

rais ing of this  issue const itutes ‘vague, general ised or inaccurate assert ions about a 

proposal ’s  impact ,  which are unsupported by any object ive analys is ’ .   

For the above reasons is  i t  cons idered that  an award of costs against the LPA is 

just i f ied in th is  instance.  
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Di sc l a imer :  The  i n fo rma t ion ,  ana l y s i s  and  reco mmenda t ion s  w i th i n  th i s  document  a re  made  by  Ru ra l  

So l u t i on s  L im i ted  i n  good f a i t h  and  rep resen t  ou r  p ro fe s s i ona l  j udgement  on  the  ba s i s  o f  the  i n fo rma t ion  

obta i ned  f rom other s .  No s ta tement  made  w i th i n  th i s  document  may  be  deemed i n  any  c i r cums tance  to  

be  a  rep resen ta t i on ,  under ta k i ng  or  wa r ran ty  and  we canno t  a ccept  any  l i ab i l i t y  shou l d  you  re l y  on  such  

s t a tement s  or  such  s t a tement s  p rove  to  be  i na ccu ra te .  I n  p a r t i cu l a r  th e  a ch i evement  o f  pa r t i cu l a r  goa l s  

depends  on  pa r t i e s  and  f a c to r s  ou t s i d e  ou r  con t ro l .  Any  i l l u s t r a t i on s  and  otherw i se  i n  t h i s  repo r t  a r e  

on l y  i n tended  to  i l l u s t r a t e  pa r t i cu l a r  po i n t s  o f  a rgument .  

 

 

Th i s  documen t  and  i t s  con ten t s  a re  con f i den t i a l  and  w i l l  rema in  con f i den t i a l  un t i l  we  wa i ve  con f i den t i a l i t y  

o r  th e  documen t  i s  pub l i s hed  by  a  Loca l  P l ann i ng  Au thor i t y .  

 

Copy r i gh t  © Ru ra l  So l u t i on s  L im i ted  Augus t  18  

Any  unau thor i s ed  reproduc t i on  or  u s age  i s  s t r i c t l y  p roh ib i ted .  
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