Planning Committee
Monday, 12th April 2021, 6.30 pm
Microsoft Teams
I am now able to enclose, for consideration at the above meeting of the Planning Committee, the
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ADDENDUM
ITEM 3a - 20/01085/OUTMAJ - Land at Tincklers Lane, Tincklers Lane,
Eccleston
The recommendation remains as per the original report
Members are asked to note that:
Three oak trees have been made the subject of a Tree Preservation Order (ref: TPO
1 (Eccleston) 2020).
One of these trees is in the north east corner of the site and the two others are both
on the southern site boundary.
This has a provisional effect which lasts for six months, after this period the council
will decide whether to confirm the Order or not.
The following consultee responses have been received:
The agent for this application has commented that attempts to discuss the
application with Council officers have been unsuccessful and that consultation
responses, which have subsequently led to reasons for refusal, have been withheld.
The timing of the report has given little opportunity to address the reasons for refusal
and it is, therefore, requested that the item be deferred to allow the applicant time to
address the points raised in the Committee Report.
Officers do not consider that any consultee responses have been withheld, and
would note that comments of internal Council officers are for the purposes of advising
the case officer dealing with an application. It is noted that the comments of
Lancashire County Council (LCC) as Local Highway Authority (LHA) were not
available until they appeared in the Committee report. This is unfortunate and the
delays in receiving this information from LCC are regrettable.
In the case of an application that is submitted in outline with all matters reserved,
other than specifying the point of access, the determination of the application can
only be made on the basis of matters of principle. Given that the application has been
submitted on an area of Safeguarded Land, prior to the completion of a local plan
review, the development is considered unacceptable in principle as set out in detail
within the Committee Report. Matters of principle cannot be readily resolved in the
same way that a design detail or quantum of development can, and whilst the Local
Planning Authority regularly engages with applicants to resolve problems where
possible, there is no solution that can be put forward to overcome a principle issue or
that of the piecemeal nature of the application site, taking up part of a wider
allocation.
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The agent also seeks to address the reasons for refusal set out in the committee
report as follows:
Reason 1 – The agent believes that the Council’s officers have taken a flawed
approach to the assessment the Borough’s housing requirement and rely on the
outcome of the recent Cardwell Farm appeal decision (ref.
APP/N2345/W/20/3258889, issued 9th March 2021) in which the Inspector
concluded that Policy 4 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CLSC) should be
used for the purposes of assessing whether there is a minimum of five years’ worth
of housing land against the housing requirement. The agent asserts that the
information set out in the committee report is not clear and they consider that
members of the Committee may be being misled and that the applicant does not
have sufficient opportunity to interrogate the housing figures and data being used by
the Council in order to adequately challenge them.
They request that ‘Given the limited time available to address these complex issues,
the lack of clarity in the Committee Report as to how the five year housing land
supply figure has been arrived at, and the imminent challenge to the Cardwell Farm
decision by Preston City Council, we do not consider it appropriate to take this
application to Committee at this time and request that it be deferred’.
Officers consider that the issues relating to the acceptability of the principle of
development are set out clearly for Members to consider within the Committee
Report.
Reason 2 – The applicant would be willing to provide a policy compliant amount of
affordable housing, either on site or as an off-site contribution, and would be happy
for any approval to be issued subject to s.106 agreement to secure the appropriate
amount.
In response officers note the stated commitment of the applicant to provide 35%
affordable housing provision in line with the policy requirement set out in Central
Lancashire Core Strategy 2012 policy 7, and recommend that the second reason for
refusal as set out in the Committee Report is removed.
Reasons 3 and 4 – The applicant’s agent states that the swept path analysis
provided in the submitted Transport Technical Note clearly demonstrates that refuse
vehicles can enter and exit the site safely and easily, and considers that the sight
lines are achievable with the removal of a section of the hedgerow to the south.
It is noted that the comments of Lancashire County Council (LCC) as Local Highway
Authority were not available until they appeared In the Committee report. This is
unfortunate and the delays in receiving this information from LCC are regrettable.
Nonetheless, there is a difference of opinion between the LHA and the applicant as
the acceptability of the scheme from a Highway perspective, which has a clear
impact on the fourth reason for refusal relating to the retention of the hedgerow and
character of the lane. Again, this results in a difference of opinion as to whether the
resultant impact is acceptable, or can be adequately mitigated against.
Reason 5 – The applicant’s agent notes that the application site forms part of the
same Safeguarded Land allocation as the land to the south, and seeks to highlight
that they are in separate ownership, that this site was submitted several weeks prior
to the application for land to the south, and that the site is sustainable in any event.
The agent considers that this matter could have been addressed through an open
dialogue.
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The Council’s officers note the comments of the agent and disagree that the matter
of piecemeal development could have been addressed within the application process
itself. The applicant has available to them the ability to withdraw an application at any
time, which would allow them the opportunity to engage with surrounding land
owners, who may also be seeking to bring forward development proposals.
In response to the request that the application is deferred to allow time for the
determination of the challenge by Preston City Council to the Cardwell Farm appeal
decision (ref. APP/N2345/W/20/3258889, issued 9th March 2021), it is noted that
planning applications should not be held in abeyance for indefinite periods of time,
and that should an applicant wish to seek consent for a development proposal on the
basis or outcome of a related decision then the timing for submitting an application
lies with the applicant. The application has been submitted in advance of a local plan
review and, therefore, the applicant must have been fully aware of the risks involved
in submitting an application for development of Safeguarded Land at this stage in the
development plan process. It is officer’s view that should the applicant wish to
reconsider the proposal in light of the Committee report and reasons for refusal
and/or the outcome of an impending Public Inquiry then they have the opportunity to
withdraw the application at any time.
A copy of the agent’s letter is appended.
The Environment Agency:
Have confirmed that they have received consultation requests from Chorley Borough
Council for the [six] proposals on Safeguarded Land.
With regards to these sites, they are not planning any works or undertaking any
appraisals that could conflict with these. They are aware of flooding in the vicinity of
Tincklers Lane from Syd Brook but they would rely on Lancashire County Council
(Lead Local Flood Authority) to advise on this development as it is outside the scope
of development proposals the Environment Agency is consulted on as a statutory
consultee.
They state they have also looked through the comments from the drainage engineer
and have no comments.
The Environment Agency is not resourced to comment on surface water drainage,
sewer flooding and flooding from ordinary watercourses as these are outside our
remit as a statutory consultee.
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ADDENDUM
ITEM 3b - 20/01193/OUTMAJ - Land South of, Parr Lane, Eccleston
The recommendation remains as per the original report
The agent for this application requests that the committee are made aware that the
applicant is prepared to offer 35% affordable housing provision and therefore request
that the second reason for refusal should be removed.
They also wish it to be noted that they do not consider that the Committee Report
gives due weight to the social and economic benefits of the development in the
planning balance.
They state significant weight should still be attached to the social benefits of
delivering market and affordable housing even where there is a deliverable five year
supply due to the national objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes.
Also the proposal will bring about economic benefits.
They also state that these can be afforded significant weight even where a council
has a five year housing land supply and a proposal conflicts with local policies and
the Framework ‘tilted balance’ is not engaged.
Furthermore, when considering whether these benefits outweigh the conflict with
Local Plan policy BNE3 (corrected) it is relevant to note that Annex 1 of the Central
Lancashire Local Plan Issues and Options document demonstrates a clear need to
go beyond the current settlement boundaries to deliver the Borough’s local housing
need (LHN) going forward. Moreover the application site is specifically identified as
one of the Council’s proposed housing sites and it is clearly evident from the
Committee Report that the development is considered an acceptable location for
housing other than its current safeguarded land designation.
Taking these factors into account, and bearing in mind the contribution to the delivery
of market housing and much needed affordable housing, which secure social and
economic benefits of significant weight, they argue that the material considerations
do justify a departure from the Local Plan in terms of conflict with policy BNE2. This
is irrespective of whether the five year housing requirement is based on Core
Strategy policy 4 or the standard method LHN and whether or not the tilted balance is
engaged.
A copy of the comments are appended.
In response officers note the stated commitment of the applicant to provide 35%
affordable housing provision in line with the policy requirement set out in Central
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Lancashire Core Strategy 2012 policy 7, and recommend that the second reason for
refusal as set out in the Committee Report is removed.
In seeking to clarify officers views in relation to the weight that can be apportioned to
the claimed benefits of the proposed development, in relation to the identified harm it
is considered that the provision of housing is of some benefit, whilst the provision of
affordable housing weighs in favour of the proposal. The development would provide
construction jobs during the construction phase, though these would be temporary
and as such afforded moderate weight. The provision of open space and green
infrastructure is a policy requirement but will be accessible to all and result in
biodiversity gains; this carries moderate weight.
However, it is considered that these and other benefits do not, when combined,
provide adequate justification for the development of this safeguarded land at this
time, which would result in a clear and harmful breach of national and development
plan policy safeguarding the sites from development for the plan period. Very
significant weight should attached to those policies (and their breach), bearing in
mind that they are ‘restrictive’.
The applicant’s agent seeks to highlight that Annex 1 of the Central Lancashire Local
Plan Issues and Options document demonstrates a clear need to go beyond the
current settlement boundaries to deliver the Borough’s local housing need (LHN)
going forward, and that the application site is specifically identified as one of the
Council’s proposed housing sites. In response officers would highlight that Policy
BNE3 designates the application sites, alongside other land, as safeguarded land.
This safeguarding is for the express purposes of ensuring that Green Belt (GB)
boundaries are long lasting and for meeting longer term development needs
stretching well beyond the plan period. Policy BNE3 was adopted to give effect to
that part of the Framework that advises that when defining boundaries, local planning
authorities should make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for
development at the present time, and that planning permission for the permanent
development of safeguarded land should only be granted following a Local Plan
review which proposes the development. Given that the Local Plan review is only at
the Issues and Options stage only very limited weight can be attributed to this point,
which does not alter the planning balance.
The Environment Agency:
Have confirmed that they have received consultation requests from Chorley Borough
Council for the [six] proposals on Safeguarded Land.
With regards to these sites, they are not planning any works or undertaking any
appraisals that could conflict with these. They are aware of flooding in the vicinity of
Tincklers Lane from Syd Brook but they would rely on Lancashire County Council
(Lead Local Flood Authority) to advise on this development as it is outside the scope
of development proposals the Environment Agency is consulted on as a statutory
consultee.
They state they have also looked through the comments from the drainage engineer
and have no comments.
The Environment Agency is not resourced to comment on surface water drainage,
sewer flooding and flooding from ordinary watercourses as these are outside our
remit as a statutory consultee.
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Lancashire County Council Highway Services have commented as follows:
INTRODUCTION
In 2017, planning application, 17/00792/OUTMAJ for residential development on a
similar scale as the current proposal was refused on non-highway grounds. The
current submission includes a Transport Statement (TS) and an indicative layout,
referenced 20/088/P01 rev A (21:10:2020) seeking the development of 34 residential
dwellings to include 30% affordable housing.
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Existing site information:
The site is an open field located south of Parr Lane. It is at the ends of Sandringham
Road and Richmond Road, which are access roads within the residential estate
adjoining the site to the west. The site is bounded to the east by a farm and to the
south by the Eccleston Recreational Grounds. The site is currently accessed from a
gated field access on Parr Lane.
Baseline transport information:
Parr Lane is a narrow two-way road from Bradley Lane in the east to The Green in
the west. Its section from Bradley Lane to the west boundary of the proposed site is
subject to the national speed limit but from this point to The Green, there is 20mph
speed limit in force, which is contrary to the 30mph speed limit stated in paragraph
2.3 of the TS.
The applicant should assess the existing signage at the location of speed limit
change to see if changes are required and take steps to ensure the appropriate
signage is in place.
There are footways on both sides of Parr Lane within the 20mph speed limit section
with street lighting, but there are no footways or street lighting within the national
speed limit section. The existing estate to the west of the application site has 20mph
speed limit roads of standard widths with 2.0m wide footways on both sides with
street lighting.
The nearest Public Right of Way (PROW) to the site is FP5 which extends north from
a point east of Parr Lane/Bradley Lane, but the footpaths at the Recreational
Grounds provide pedestrian access to The Green in the west and other areas.
There is a cycle route approximately 2.8km from the site at Southport Road/Ulnes
Walton Road leading to the Croston Railway Station. With contributions from
emerging developments in the area, it should be possible for a cycle route to be
extended from the area to connect the existing route to allow cycling as a form of
sustainable travel to form part of longer journeys to and from the site.
There are six bus stops within acceptable 800m walking distance from the centre of
the proposed site. Two of the bus stops are located north of The Green/The Fields
and two at south of The Green/Doctors Lane. Two other bus stops are on The Green
outside the St Mary's CE Primary School.
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The local highway network
The local highway network comprises of The Green and Parr Lane as distributors
and the residential access roads of Lawrence Road, Sandringham Road, Windsor
Road, Richmond Road, and others. The Green has 30mph speed limit, but all access
roads within the residential estate to the west of site including the western half of Parr
Lane are subject to 20mph speed limits.
Traffic accidents
The accident analysis produced by the applicant does not cover The Green where
local services and amenities are located, as such, several recorded accidents have
been overlooked. While the local access roads in the area including Parr Lane and
Lawrence Lane have not had any recorded traffic accidents, the most recent 5-year
record shows a total of 11 slight and 4 serious personal injury accidents involving
vulnerable pedestrians and cyclists within the approximately 1.5km section of
Towngate and The Green from the Eccleston Bridge over River Yarrow to The
Green/Bradley Lane.
This level of traffic accidents within such a short length of road is high and does not
compare favorably with local average accident rates and would potentially be
exacerbated by the proposed development, which is of highway concern. Therefore,
as there is need to minimise conflicts between vehicles and other road users in the
area, mitigation measures will be required to alleviate the accident problems.
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The proposal is for development of 34 dwellings of various types including
apartments, terraced houses, bungalows, and detached houses as shown on
submitted indicative site plan, 20/088/P01 rev A (21:10:2020). At this stage approval
is only being sought for access with all matters reserved. The applicant has stated in
paragraphs 3.1 and 4.5 of the TS that the proposed development includes a
community allotment however, this has not been indicated on the indicative site
plan.
Site access
The development is proposed to be accessed from Sandringham Road, but a new
secondary access is to be provided in place of the existing field access on Parr Lane
to serve three dwellings to be erected at the north end of the site. At this access, it is
proposed to provide visibility splays of 2.4m x 42.0m (west) and 2.4m x 43.0m (east)
based on the 85th percentile speeds of traffic from the result of a speed survey
conducted in 2017. The survey date appears aged, however visibility splays provided
to these dimensions will be acceptable if it can be demonstrated on a properly drawn
to scale plan that the splays can be achieved.
As the width of the section of Parr Lane fronting the site is 4.5m, the access should
be provided to a width of 5.5m with 6.0m corner radii to ease transition in and out of
the site. A 2.0m wide footway spanning the width of the site on Parr Lane should be
provided to tie-in with the existing footway to the west and extended on both sides of
the site access into the site for at least 10m to ensure pedestrian safety.
The proposed site access connection to Sandringham Road should be consistent
with the existing widths, i.e., 5.5m wide carriageway with 2.0m wide footways on both
sides. The proposed connection of a footpath from the site to the footway on the

Agenda Page 15

Agenda Item 3b

north side of Richmond Road as shown on the indicative plan would be unacceptable
as this would prevent use of the access by cyclists. Therefore, the connection to
Richmond Road should be provided as a 3.5m wide pedestrian/cycle link with
additional measures such as static bollards to prevent vehicular use. This would
require changes to the current proposed internal arrangement of footpaths leading to
the access.
Internal layout/parking
It is noted that the internal access roads will be 5.5m wide with 2.0m wide footways
on both sides. It is also noted that the layout will incorporate private drives with
service strips. The indicative site layout is acceptable in principle as it is in line with
the principles of the Manual for Streets (MfS) and the LCC's Creating Civilised
Streets with self-enforcing 20mph access roads that include in-built horizontal speed
reduction measures. However, as the TS does not include a swept path analysis, it
has not been possible to ascertain if the turning heads are of sufficient lengths to
accommodate turning of refuse and service vehicles, therefore this should be
required as part of any detailed submission. The detailed layout should be provided
and constructed to the Lancashire County Council Specification for Construction of
Estate Roads to ensure satisfactory access and in order to be acceptable for
adoption under the Section 38 agreement of the Highways Act 1980. As indicated
above, the community allotment referred to in the TS is not shown on the indicative
plan.
The TS does not specify the level of parking provision for the proposed development;
however the indicative layout shows provision of garages and a parking court for the
affordable housing. Parking should be provided in accordance with the Chorley
Council Parking Standard with integral and detached garages provided to internal
dimensions of 3m x 6m (single) and 6.0m x 6.0m (double) in order to be counted as
parking spaces.
ACCESSIBILITY BY NON-CAR MODES
Pedestrians/Cyclists
The shortest and most direct pedestrian/cyclist route from the site to local services
and amenities on The Green, Doctors Lane and the Carrington Centre on New Mill
Street is from Sandringham Road and Richmond Road via the footpath between 84
and 86 Richmond Road through the Recreational Grounds to Drapers Lane.
However, while the route seems suitable for pedestrians, it is not of adequate width
to accommodate both pedestrians and cyclists, particularly the section between the
two houses. The route has no lighting and natural surveillance for safe use especially
at night and appears reliant on third party land (the car park at the end of Drapers
Lane) for through access, although it is possible the car park is part of the overall
Recreational Grounds for which the Local Authority (LA) is responsible.
For improved access, a new 3.5m wide pedestrian/cyclist access could be formed
at/near the south west corner of the proposed site to link the existing footpath of the
Recreational Grounds with the agreement of the LA to include lighting along the
footpath from the new access to Drapers Lane. This would ensure a more direct and
safer route from the site to Drapers Lane. If the new pedestrian/cyclist access is
provided, then an access to Richmond Road as requested above will not be required.
If however the new access cannot be delivered and pedestrian/cyclist access has to
be taken from Richmond Road, then the lighting from Richmond Road should be
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continued onto the footpath between nos. 84 and 86 and extended along the footpath
in the Recreational Grounds to Drapers Lane.
Public Transport
Bus/Train
As indicated above, there are 6no bus stops within 800m walking distance of the site
near The Green/The Fields, The Green/Doctors Lane and on Doctors Lane outside
the St Mary's CE Primary School. At these stops, public day and evening services
are provided by service 113 (Preston - Wigan) at hourly intervals, Mondays-Fridays
and Saturdays. Services 337 (Chorley - Ormskirk) and 347 (Chorley - Southport) also
operate day and evening services from these stops at two hourly intervals, MondaysFridays and Saturdays. Five different school services are operated from all six bus
stops.
The existing bus stops outside the St Mary's CE Primary School have upgraded
facilities, however, the other four stops do not have facilities of the high-quality
standard required to ensure they are disability compliant, safe, attractive and
comfortable to use as required by the NPPF, although the two south of The
Green/Doctors Lane have bus stop bay and worded markings with an 'old' shelter for
the northbound stop which needs to be replaced. It is considered that the applicant
carries out improvements to the 4no. bus stops to quality disability compliant
standards to include raised kerbs and boarding areas, bus stop bay and worded
markings, clearways etc., with the existing shelter for the north-bound bus stop near
The Green/Doctors Lane replaced with new.
As stated, consideration should be given to requesting the applicant to contribute
towards extension of a cycle route from the area to connect the existing route at
Southport Road/Ulnes Walton Lane for access to the Croston Railway Station to
allow cycle journeys to be combined with other sustainable transport modes when
commuting to and from the site.
TRIP GENERATION, DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT
With trip rates from TRICS, the applicant assessed the multi-modal trip generation of
the proposed development. The figures are shown in Table 4.1, chapter 4 of the TS
with the TRICS outputs in appendix D. It is predicted that during the AM and PM
peak hours, the development will generate, 17 two-way vehicle trips each.
Based on existing traffic flows, the applicant provided the percentage traffic
distribution as 59.1% eastbound during AM peak and 40.9% westbound. In the PM
peak, 39.6% eastbound and 60.4% westbound.
The trips were then assigned to the local highway network based on the 2011 census
data. It is predicted that 61% and 1% of trips will head north and south respectively of
The Green, 29% will head east of Parr Lane, while 3% will head west of Doctors
Lane.
HIGHWAY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Traffic to be generated by the proposed development will result in increased flows on
the highway network, however it is not considered the increased flows will adversely
impact the operation of the highway network.
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The following measures area identified as necessary to deal with the anticipated
impacts of the proposed development.


Improvements to 4no existing bus stops north of The Green/The Fields and south
of The Green/Doctors Lane to quality disability compliant standards to include
raised kerbs and boarding areas, bus stop bay and worded markings, clearways
etc., with the existing shelter for the north-bound bus stop located south of The
Green/Doctors Lane replaced with new. The improvements are to be carried out
through the s278 agreement of the highway act 1980.



Mitigation measures to alleviate accident problems on Towngate and The Green,
within the section from the Eccleston bridge over the River Yarrow in the north to
the end of The Green at its junction with Langton Brow through s278 agreement.



Provision of 2.0m wide footway in front of the site on Parr Lane to tie-in with the
existing footway in the west through s278 agreement.



Provision of s106 contribution towards extension of cycle route to Southport
Road/Ulnes Walton Road.

In addition to the above, works relating to the connection of the proposed site access
to Sandringham Road and the 3.5m wide pedestrian/cyclist access to Richmond
Road will be undertaken through the s278 agreement.
The proposed development is acceptable subject to the delivery of the above
mitigation measures.
Conditions and informatives are recommended.
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ADDENDUM
ITEM 3c - 20/01200/OUTMAJ - Land at Carrington Road, Adlington
The recommendation remains as per the original report.
The agent for this application comments that they are very disappointed with the
report to planning committee and the reasons put forward for refusal. They note that
in particular officers have not sought any discussion with the applicant on the
application and therefore will not be able to complete the GPDO Art 35(2) notice that
you have “… worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner based on
seeking solutions to problems arising in relation to dealing with [the] planning
application”.
They assert that it is of particular concern that on two previous occasions the
application has been refused solely because of the conflict with policy BNE3 of the
Chorley Local Plan 2012 – 2026 and that sole reason has been upheld on
appeal. Officers now propose additional reasons for refusal without any change in
circumstances to support them. They consider this is improper as there is a
requirement on the LPA for consistency in decision-making. The fact that these
reasons for refusal have been included without any discussion with the applicant or
opportunity to address them makes the report unsound in this regard.
The agents comments that “Rather than rush to a decision at committee on Monday,
I request that you seek to defer the consideration of the application so that the RfRs
can be considered and the applicant is provided with the opportunity for the positive
and proactive working that is required by the GPDO and by the Framework at §38.
We would be happy to extend the determination period to allow this to happen”.
In response officers consider that in the case of an application that is submitted in
outline with all matters reserved, other than specifying the point of access, the
determination of the application can only be made on the basis of matters of
principle. Given that the application has been submitted on an area of Safeguarded
Land, and some area of Green Belt, prior to the completion of a local plan review the
development is considered unacceptable in principle as set out in detail within the
Committee Report. Matters of principle cannot be readily resolved in the same way
that a design detail or quantum of development can, and whilst the Local Planning
Authority regularly engage with applicants to resolve problems where possible there
is no solution that can be put forward to overcome a principle issue or that of the
piecemeal nature of the application site, taking up part of a wider allocation.
It is noted that the agent acting on behalf of the applicant has requested that the
application be deferred to allow the applicant the opportunity to consider the reasons
for refusal and to seek to resolve them. The application has been submitted in
advance of a local plan review and therefore the applicant must have been fully
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aware of the risks involved in submitting an application for development of
Safeguarded Land at this stage in the development plan process. It is officers view
that should the applicant wish to reconsider the proposal in light of the Committee
report and reasons for refusal then they have the opportunity to withdraw the
application at any time.
Councillor Graham Dunn; County Councillor Kim Snape and Councillor Peter
Wilson have objected to the application and have commented as follows:
As local councillors and County Councillor we write in objection to the above planning
application for the following reasons:
 The proposed development would be located within an area of Safeguarded Land
as defined by the Chorley Local Plan 2012 – 2026. Adlington & district along with
the wider Chorley Borough has taken more than its fair share of housing. This
land is clearly identified as not being needed for development now and we do not
believe there is any sufficient reason that changes that.
 Infrastructure in the area is of further concern. Adlington County Primary School is
full. There is no bank in the village as stated in the documentation or nearby
shopping store to do a household weekly shop. The nearest would have to be a
car ride away thus adding further traffic to the roads in the area. Furthermore, the
sustainable objectives that the application is trying to portray are most
questionable – Lower Adlington is most definitely not well served by public
transport at either ends of this development. There maybe bus stops on Church
Street but sadly there is no bus that goes down there. Park Road has a bus
service 3 times a day that would not be helpful to those that may need to get to
work on it or come home of an evening. The rail service frequency is regularly
being reduced by Northern Trains and when drivers are not available or off work
Adlington is one of the first stations they don’t stop at which leads to cancelled rail
services.
 Highways and traffic concerns – Park Road and over the canal bridge is the only
point of egress for hundreds and hundreds of properties. At some points in the
road it can be down to single file traffic along with associated school traffic and the
junction of Carrington Road and Park Road can be very dangerous at times to pull
out onto. This development would make that issue worst with the increased traffic
it will bring.
 In conclusion we ask that this application is refused.
The Environment Agency:
Have confirmed that they have received consultation requests from Chorley Borough
Council for the [six] proposals on Safeguarded Land.
With regards to these sites, they are not planning any works or undertaking any
appraisals that could conflict with these. They are aware of flooding in the vicinity of
Tincklers Lane from Syd Brook but they would rely on Lancashire County Council
(Lead Local Flood Authority) to advise on this development as it is outside the scope
of development proposals the Environment Agency is consulted on as a statutory
consultee.
They state they have also looked through the comments from the drainage engineer
and have no comments.
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The Environment Agency is not resourced to comment on surface water drainage,
sewer flooding and flooding from ordinary watercourses as these are outside our
remit as a statutory consultee.
Lancashire County Council Highway Services have commented as follows:
Planning applications, 17/00411/OUTMAJ and 18/00863/OUTMAJ for residential
development of this land were refused in the past on grounds not related to
highways. The current proposal for development of up to 25 dwellings is on the same
scale as the refused applications, but with slightly different layout. The current
application submission includes an indicative site plan, 1667-02 (Oct 20), an
illustrative masterplan and a Transport Statement (TS) setting out the transport
issues relating to the site and details of the proposed development.
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Existing site information:
The site is an open field located at the ends of Carrington Road and Stonor Road. It
is adjoined by an allotment and a grass field to the east, a borrow pit separated by
vegetation buffer to the west and residential houses of Rigshaw Cottages to the
north. The site is accessed from Carrington Road, which is a 5.5m wide residential
access road with 2.0m footways on both sides and subject to 20mph speed limit.
Carrington Road is accessed from Park Road via Sandy Lane, which is a partially
adopted Public Right of Way (PROW) (FP12). The site is also accessible from Stonor
Road in the south.
Baseline transport information
In addition to FP12 (Sandy Lane) stated above, there are two other PROWs to the
east and north of the site. FP10 which runs over Bonds Lane is to the east with FP11
to the north. Bonds Lane is an adopted access road starting from Park Road up to its
junction with Southgate. From this point, Bonds Lane continues as an unadopted
PROW (FP10) to Westhoughton Road. FP10 is currently privately maintained. In the
south, vehicular access is permitted on FP10 from its starting point at Bonds
Lane/Southgate to the rear of 3 Stonor Road, while in the north, vehicular access is
permitted from Westhoughton Road to the Allanson Hall (Rigshaw) footbridge.
Vehicular access is not permitted over the bridge, although there are no warning
signs in place to that effect. The central section of FP10 from the rear of 3 Stonor
Road to the Allanson Hall (Rigshaw) footbridge is not used by vehicles. FP11
extends along the west boundary of the site from FP12 (Sandy Lane) to the
unadopted access road leading to Rigshaw Cottages.
The towpath of the Leeds and Liverpool Canal is part of the route 55 cycle network
and can be accessed from the foot of the White Bear Canal Bridge on Park Road.
There is also an advisory cycle lane from the foot of the bridge on Park Road and
extends through Market Place to Railway Road to connect cycle route 10 in the east
at Babylon Lane/Chorley Road.
Bus stops are within recommended walking distance of the site on Park Road and
the A6, however, public bus services operated are limited. The only public service
available on both routes is a day service provided by bus 8A (Chorley - Blackrod via
Limbrick) at half hourly frequencies, Mondays - Fridays and on Saturdays.
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The local highway network
The area is largely residential and served by Park Road as the main distributor
extending from the A6 in the east to The Common in the west. The Common is not a
through vehicle access. The area is within a 20mph zone with vertical traffic calming
features installed on Park Road and some of the residential access roads. There are
footways on both sides of Park Road and Carrington Road; and most of the
residential streets with street lighting. The Adlington Primary School is situated on the
north side of Park Road near the White Bear Bridge. There is adequate visibility at
Park Road/Sandy Lane and Sandy Lane/Carrington Road where the proposed
development will be accessed from.
Traffic accidents
The most recent available 5-year record reveals a single slight personal injury
accident outside 50 Park Road and although there have been accidents at various
locations on the A6, given the proposed scale of development and location of the
site, it is not considered the development will exacerbate the accident problems. As
such, accident mitigation measures on the A6 will not be required. The single
accident on Park Road is not of highway concern.
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The proposal is for residential development of 25 dwellings including 35% affordable
component, but the applicant is only seeking approval of the access at this stage with
all matters reserved.
Internal layout / Parking
The indicative site plan shows that the proposed development is to be accessed from
Carrington Road with a link provided to Stonor Road for use by pedestrians and
cyclists. The access involves providing a new 5.5m wide site access road with 2.0m
wide footways on both sides to connect the existing Carrington Road, but the north
and south ends of the development are proposed to remain as private drives with
service strips. The indicative layout is acceptable in principle as it accords with the
principles of the MfS and the LCC's Creating Civilised Streets. The detailed layout
should be provided and constructed to the LCC Specification for Construction of
Estate Roads to ensure satisfactory access and in order to be acceptable for
adoption under the Section 38 agreement of the Highways Act 1980.
If the south aspect of the development is made private as shown on the submitted
illustrative masterplan, there would be implications for pedestrians and cyclists who
require un-interrupted and properly maintained route to and from Stonor Road. The
proposed private area at the south is therefore not acceptable and should be
provided to adoptable standard consistent with the rest of the layout and offered for
highway adoption to ensure the pedestrian/cycle route is always available and kept in
good maintenance condition. The pedestrian/cycle link should be 3.5m wide.
Parking should be provided to the Chorley Council Parking Standard with integral
and detached garages provided to internal dimensions of 3m x 6m (single) and 6.0m
x 6.0m (double) in order to count as parking spaces.
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ACCESSIBILITY BY NON-CAR MODES
Pedestrians/Cyclists
The site is within an acceptable walking and cycling distance of local services and
amenities on Park Road and in Adlington including bus stops and the Adlington
Railway Station. However, suitable pedestrian/cyclist access to the north towards
Westhoughton Road via FP10 is currently hindered due to the poor surface condition
of its section between the rear of 3 Stonor Road and the Allanson Hall (Rigshaw)
footbridge. The PROW (FP10) is used by pedestrians and cyclists to the north, but
can be risky in wet weather and when it is dark. Therefore, although any
improvement to FP10 will likely require third party consent, given the need to identify
and pursue opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport use as
required by the NPPF, improvement of FP10 is considered necessary for the
proposed development to ensure accessibility and safety for pedestrians and cyclists.
Public Transport
Bus / Train
As indicated above, although there are bus stops within walking distance of the site,
the public bus services provided on Park Road and the A6 are limited. The only
available public service is a day service provided by bus 8A at half hourly
frequencies, Mondays- Fridays and on Saturdays. For public transport to serve as
sustainable alternative to cars, the bus services provided must realistically be
capable of delivering a shift away from the car. Any significant shift can only be
achieved with increased levels of service possibly into the evenings and on Sundays
and public holidays. It is therefore considered that the applicant be requested to
contribute towards increased bus services in the area.
There are 4no bus stops on Park Road, all within acceptable walking distance of the
site. However, none have bus bay markings or clearways and only two have raised
kerbs, but with outdated shelters that need to be replaced. The bus stop facilities
need to be of high-quality standard, disability compliant, safe, attractive and
comfortable to use. There is need to encourage public transport use as required by
the NPPF, therefore, it is considered the applicant carries out improvements to the
4no bus stops to quality disability compliant standards to include raised kerbs and
boarding areas, bus stop bay and worded markings, clearways etc., with the existing
two shelters replaced with new.
The Adlington Railway Station is within short walking distance of the site and the
applicant has indicated in paragraph 3.5.2 of the TS that there is adequate provision
of cycle storage facilities at the Station.
HIGHWAY IMPACT
Using TRICS, the applicant predicts that the proposed 25 dwellings will generate 13
and 12, two-way vehicle trips during weekday AM and PM peaks respectively. The
trip to be generated by the proposed development will obviously lead to increased
flows on Park Lane and the surrounding highway network, however this level of
impact is unlikely to adversely affect the smooth operation of the highway network
including the junction of the A6 and Park Road which is a critical location on the local
highway network.
MITIGATION MEASURES
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The measures identified as necessary to deal with the anticipated impacts of the
proposed development are the improvements of the following.




Public Right of Way (FP10) – through s278 agreement
4no bus stops on Park Road – through s278 agreement
Bus services and frequencies on Park Road – through s106 agreement.

In addition, works relating to the connection of the existing Carrington Road to the
proposed site access and the pedestrian/cyclist access to Stonor Road will be carried
out through the s278 agreement of the highway act 1980.
The trigger point for both the s278 works and the s106 contribution would be prior to
commencement of development.
CONCLUSION
The proposed development is acceptable in principle subject to the delivery of the
above mitigation measures.
Conditions and informatives are recommended.
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R E PO R T

REPORT OF

MEETING

DATE

Chief Planning Officer

Planning Committee

Date: 12 April 2021

ADDENDUM
ITEM 3d - 20/01331/OUTMAJ - Land at Tincklers Lane, Tincklers Lane,
Eccleston
The recommendation remains as per the original report
The Environment Agency:
Have confirmed that they have received consultation requests from Chorley Borough
Council for the [six] proposals on Safeguarded Land.
With regards to these sites, they are not planning any works or undertaking any
appraisals that could conflict with these. They are aware of flooding in the vicinity of
Tincklers Lane from Syd Brook but they would rely on Lancashire County Council
(Lead Local Flood Authority) to advise on this development as it is outside the scope
of development proposals the Environment Agency is consulted on as a statutory
consultee.
They state they have also looked through the comments from the drainage engineer
and have no comments.
The Environment Agency is not resourced to comment on surface water drainage,
sewer flooding and flooding from ordinary watercourses as these are outside our
remit as a statutory consultee.
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R E PO R T

REPORT OF

MEETING

DATE

Chief Planning Officer

Planning Committee

Date: 12 April 2021

ADDENDUM
ITEM 3e – 20/01347/OUTMAJ - Land North of Town Lane, Whittle-le-Woods
The recommendation remains as per the original report.
Councillor Gabbott has objected to the application and has commented as follows:
1) it is safeguarded land which is currently under dispute due to central government
but we cannot make decisions if our position is right.
2) it goes against our local plan in that: SO2: To ensure there is sufficient and
appropriate infrastructure to meet future needs, funded where necessary by
developer contributions. There is no mention of how infrastructure will be provided
and coppull is in need of an upgrade in several local services that are under
pressure.
3) I do not believe that this application sufficiently complies with our policy ST1: New
Provision or Improvement of Footpaths, Cycleways, Bridleways and their associated
facilities in existing networks and new development.
4) it will contribute to more vehicles on the roads and increase emissions due to
issues such as Policy ST2: Rail Facilities, Electrification and Improvement
Land will be safeguarded for a railway station, and associated facilities including
additional car and cycle parking at:
ST2.1 Station Road, Coppull for a new railway station;
5) I believe that it further exacerbated the extremely high density of homes in the
coppull ward going against SO6: To achieve densities for new housing that
recognises the local character of surrounding areas, whilst making efficient use of
land.
6) coppull has a lack of green space especially amenity land for the health and
wellbeing of residents. This land is used by a vast amount of locals and this
development would remove their right to amenity green space as per Policy HS4A:
Open Space Requirements in New Housing DevelopmentsAll new housing
developments will be required to make provision for open space and recreation
facilities, where there are identified local deficiencies in the quantity, accessibility or
quality and/or value of open space and recreation facilities.
7) this will have a long term devastating impact on the environment, wildlife, natural
habitat and green space and this application contradicts the requirements we have
set out in SO15: To foster ‘place shaping’ to enhance the character and local
distinctiveness of the built environment in Central Lancashire by encouraging high
quality design of new buildings
- SO16: To protect, conserve and enhance Central Lancashire’s places of
architectural and archaeological value and the distinctive character of its landscapes
- SO17: To maintain and improve the quality of Central Lancashire’s built and natural
environmental assets so that it remains a place with ‘room to breathe’.
8) As per BNE1 this development will have a significant detrimental impact because
of its density, siting and scale. It will also be overbearing for neighbouring properties
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with the potential to overlook and overshadow. The elements of this proposal are of
low quality and fail to adhere to the local plan and stay within the local character. It
adversely impacts the highways and risks the safety of pedestrians and vehicles. It
has a huge impact on important landscape features. The current green fields and
landscape features help to absorb sound and it would create a dramatic increase in
noise for neighbouring residents. There is also a lack of thought on how to prevent
crime and promote community safety.
9) BNE 3.6 states it shall not be permitted.
10) BNE 6 states no nuisance effects on neighbours in relation to lighting but this
cannot be guaranteed as the area is away from the highway and is high density and
will require lighting that will be a nuisance to existing residents.
11) Policy BNE9: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation
In Chorley, Biodiversity and Ecological Network resources will be protected,
conserved, restored and enhanced:
12) Policy BNE10: Trees Development proposals which would result in the loss of
trees and/or involve inappropriate works to trees which contribute positively to the
character and appearance of a Conservation Area will not be permitted. there is no
exceptional circumstance which would warrant the destruction of established trees.
13) the council would be brought into disrepute if it went against the following
strategic objectives SO18: To improve the health and wellbeing of all Central
Lancashire’s residents and reduce the health inequalities that affect the more
deprived areas.
- SO19: To improve access to health care, sport and recreation, open green spaces,
culture, entertainment, and community facilities and services, including healthy food.
- SO20: To create environments in Central Lancashire that help to reduce crime,
disorder and the fear of crime, especially in the more deprived areas which often
experience higher levels of crime. which if permission is granted would not adhere to
these objectives in our local plan.
14) it goes against the councils green agenda, climate change emergency
announcement and
SO24: To reduce water usage, protect and enhance Central Lancashire’s water
resources and minimisethe pollution of water, air and soil. This development puts
further strain on air quality and pushes the council further away from its target.
15) the area has previously seen an application refused: 400 Dwellings and Shop
Units Ref. No: 5/5/09586 | Status: Refusal of Outline Planning Permission nothing
has changed and so the result should be the same.
Finally, 5.1.2 of the air quality assessment particularly concerns me and could affect
the health of residents especially during the Covid pandemic with the major health
issue being respiratory problems.
Parish Councillors Peter Higham and William Yates have objected to the
application and have both commented as follows:
 This land has not been designated for development in the current Local Plan.
 Chorley has exceeded its requirements for housing needs.
 The single access onto Town Lane will cause major traffic problems on Town
Lane to the east on Blackburn Road and to the west at Waterhouse Green.
 Will have a very detrimental effect to the flow of traffic as these are already difficult
areas of congestion.
 Previous Redrow housing developments have caused extensive flooding to
houses on Town Lane and Waterhouse Green. Although the installation of
attenuation tanks on these sites were supposed to prevent flooding this was not
the case and flooding occurred.
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 Public footpaths transverse and circumvent this site which will be totally ruined by
this development.
 Residents with children in the village have constant problems trying to secure a
place for their children in a local schools due to there being no places available.
Whittle-le-Woods Resident’s Association have objected to the application and
have commented as follows:
Summary of Objection
A very detailed objection has been received from Whittle-le-Woods Resident’s
Association as summarised below. At their request a copy of their full objection is
appended to this addendum.
Is inappropriate on several grounds including scale, style, and lack of social and
environmental sustainability.
If the land is to be developed in the future, it should be at much smaller scale,
retaining more of the land in its current open character, and be progressed in the
future ONLY when the local infrastructure is better able to provide services for the
increased population.
It is not a mixed development with smaller (affordable) housing crammed into the
least favourable areas of the site.
The design does not respond to the local area in terms of townscape or design. This
echoes Redrow’s ‘standardised’ approach nationwide.
Journeys from the site will largely be by car. The DAS assessment of its foot and
cycle connectivity is based on underestimated measurement of distance, ignorance
of footpath suitability and optimism of propensity to walk, cycle or use the infrequent
bus service.
The assessment of journeys, including at peak time, seems significantly lower than
that which would normally occur with a development of this size.
The only point of access is onto Town Lane, which has several points of restriction.
Several structures along Town Lane, including a narrow canal bridge, are listed and
the whole road has a 7.5 tonne weight limit. This will prove problematic in both the
construction and the occupancy phases. Other local roads which may become ‘cutthroughs’ are unsuitable and will compound the problem.
Contrary to Redrow’s assertions, the site shows considerable capacity for wildlife
much of which would probably be reduced if the development proceeds at the
proposed scale.
The effects of the development on areas already prone to flooding is likely to be
severe. The incidence of extreme rainfall events is likely to increase and the excess
run-off AT THESE TIMES is likely to exacerbate current risk to Waterhouse Green,
just downstream of the site. Flood warnings are a regular occurrence in this part of
the village. They are very concerned that the ability of the proposed attenuation
measures will not be enough to prevent a worsening of the already bad situation for
local residents. They are very concerned that insufficient pre-application monitoring
has been carried out to firmly conclude that the proposals will not increase the
vulnerability of Waterhouse Green / Town Lane, to flooding and we believe the
applicant’s survey and report do not cover the issues that need to be addressed.
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Infrastructure in Whittle-le-Woods is currently inadequate to support the present
population, especially in terms of school spaces and healthcare, and will be even
more so if a development of this scale proceeds. The shop referred to has closed,
the doctor’s surgery is relocating an extra c.800m further away from the site, and the
dentist indicated does not take NHS patients.
Foul sewage would use the existing network along Town Lane. The same applicant
also intends to connect the new properties at Croston’s Farm to this same pipe. We
believe this is likely to overload the system and cause issues.
Redrow’s record on developing properties that provide environmental sustainability is
poor – though the DAS pays lip-service to this there is no indication that they will
deliver anything over the statutory minimum in this field. This will do nothing to help
meet the Government’s Climate Change targets.
The issues raised at previous community meetings, planning consultations and
Redrow’s own inadequate pre-planning consultation have not been addressed.
The nuisance from noise and air pollution from the M61 has not been adequately
addressed.
The plans include ‘areas for future development’. This would increase all of the
issues that cause problems with the site, as well as being very close indeed to the
M61.
The proposed footway/cycle-path connection to Town Lane is unlikely to be mobilityfriendly and is positively dangerous at the junction point. Redrow’s record of good
provision in this area is poor. The cycleway indicated on the indicative masterplan to
the north does not yet exist and is unlikely to be built in the rear future. Routes to a
single local shop for pedestrians is generally not suitable for shopping trips and the
cycle route is not easy. The committee are invited to undertake a site visit which
includes walking or cycling to the local amenities.
The subject site has such significant constraints that sustainable development,
responding to the nature and context of the site is very difficult. At the scale proposed
it is impossible. If the site is to be developed it should be for many fewer properties,
designed sympathetically to compliment the local character, leaving the northern and
eastern parts of the site as open land. Much more attention needs to be paid to
environmental sustainability, responding to the site’s ecology and ensuring safe
access and use of Town Lane.
The proposal does nothing to offer benefit to the local community – on the contrary, it
will be a significant disbenefit in almost every respect. For example, see the analysis
of healthcare in the area.
Whittle-le-Woods Flood Action Group have objected to the application and have
commented as follows:
Summary of Objection
As a village, Whittle-le-Woods has encountered significant and increasing distress
based on actual residential flood events, EA flood alerts (30 spanning the last 4+
years) and Telemetry system alerts (8 of which have occurred in 2020 alone). The
telemetry system was an investment made following the 2015 Boxing Day floods
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allowing a ‘local’ understanding of the River Lostock and it’s erratic and sudden
behaviours the be achieved.
Following the ‘once in a 100 year’ events of 2015, they have worked with CBC, EA,
LCC, Whittle Parish councils and a number of third parties in dispatches to help to
build flood mitigation resources, improve surface water run offs through culvert
clearance & improve our knowledge of the river all in the hope of protecting the
village and villagers, lives and livelihoods. The immediate community residing in
either the highest risk Flood zone area (as defined by the EA) and/or up/down stream
have been tremendous in their endeavours, commitment and tolerance of what is
now everyday life - living with the threat of the River Lostock on their doorstep. The
meandering stream that turns into an aggressive force given in some cases only a
few hours worth of rain.
The Flood Action Group (FAG) has liaised tirelessly with primarily Whittle Parish
Council to secure funding on an annual basis and continues to play an active and
protective role on a weekly, sometimes daily basis clearing gullies, clearing the river
banks, deploying sandbags etc. Rest assured this work will continue.
The development proposal simply serves to perpetuate the flood risk already existing
at the highest level. The development site does not have a flood risk associated to
itself, however the downstream consequences are highly likely to be negatively
significant to flooding.
They have attached a number of reports to their objection commissioned in the past
12 months that clearly outline in detail the associated risk – both current and indeed
in anticipation of future development. It must be stated at this point that Redrow have
already had planning permission granted for another 54 dwellings (Crostons Farm)
with spades already in the ground – this will further the downstream impact. The field
based report has been produced by independent experts indicating that the risk
increases by a factor of three based on a development of this scale. The FRA
produced by Waterco lacks local knowledge and detail and was produced back in
2019 – this is the reporting used to support the planning application. The
submissions relating to surface water run-off into both the River Lostock and other
drains used to carry away surface water is a smoke screen as these both would end
up in the River Lostock in the Flood Risk Zone. The reports are not specific enough,
lack detail and are out-dated.
The EA also and very importantly commissioned an assessment of the River Lostock
dated 5th March 2020 (which they have attached). This report is extensive. It details
options available to mitigate against flooding. It recognises the downstream threat in
Whittle-le-Woods to the extent that the EA submitted for funding for ‘upstream
storage’. This comes at considerable cost and as such the National Programming
Team proposed that this should be deferred until 2024/25 based on cost ratio. The
EA team feel so strongly about this that they are challenging the National
Programming Team saying ‘that we don’t want this project deferred due to repeated
flooding in the community’. This indicates that a considerable threat currently exists
and all of this reporting was produced before a ‘3 fold impact development’ was
proposed. What will the risk to lives and livelihoods be now based on these new
proposals? They do not fully understand why the EA themselves would not object –
they interpret that the EA are providing the green light to allow permits to be granted
based on the vicinity of the development to the River Lostock without taking the time
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to thoroughly evaluate this application – the above report (Lostock assessment)
clearly does this.
They object and ask the content of this correspondence to be considered, consider
the detailed reporting attached, understand the endeavours of the community and
ask the council to support them in their attempts to protect a village and a community
that is threatened and compromised by a proposal based on limited detail, a lack of
local insight and a total disregard for the impact it will have on an
adjacent/downstream community. Just because the development isn’t sited in a
Flood Risk Zone does not mean that serious implications don’t exist for others.
The Environment Agency
Confirm that we have received consultation requests from Chorley Borough Council
for the [six] proposals on Safeguarded Land.
With regards to these sites, they are not planning any works or undertaking any
appraisals that could conflict with these.
They state they have also looked through the comments from the drainage engineer
and we have no comments. The Environment Agency is not resourced to comment
on surface water drainage, sewer flooding and flooding from ordinary watercourses
as these are outside our remit as a statutory consultee.
The Environment Agency have provided further additional comments regarding
strategic flood risk in relation to this state They state:
In 2018 the Environment Agency commissioned an Initial Assessment into flood risk
on the River Lostock from Whittle-le-Woods to Ulnes Walton. The assessment
sought to identify the baseline level of flood risk and options to mitigate the identified
risk, as the first step towards development of a possible flood alleviation scheme.
One of the conclusions of this study was that Whittle-le-Woods would need a further
more detailed assessment. We plan to begin this assessment in April 2021.
In the Initial Assessment construction of a flood storage area is one of the
recommended solutions to reduce flood risk downstream of the proposed
development site in Whittle-le-Woods. The land considered as a flood storage area is
east of the proposed development site. There is no direct impact on the site
proposed for development and construction of a flood storage area will only proceed
if future studies lead to a successful business case. However, due to the proximity of
the site we are keen to start a dialogue with the developer as the proposals develop
this year.
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Objection to Planning Application 20/01347 relating to Land to the
North of Town Lane, Whittle Le Woods.
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Whittle Le Woods (Town Lane neighbouring land) Residents’ Association.
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1. Introduction and Summary of Objection
Introduction
This objection to Planning Application 20/01347 is made by Whittle Le Woods (Town Lane neighbouring
land) Residents’ Association. It is supported by many other residents of Whittle Le Woods with whom it
has been shared.
The application comprises a significant number of documents which we have carefully considered. In
order to provide clarity, our objection is structured around the ‘Design and Access Statement’ (DAS)
provided on behalf of the applicants by Cass Associates. We will summarise our points of objection in the
remainder of this Section 1, and then amplify and support them in Section 2 which provides a critique of,
and mirrors the structure of, the applicant’s DAS.
Summary of Objection
As we will demonstrate, the proposed development is inappropriate on several grounds including scale,
style, and lack of social and environmental sustainability. The application for outline permission should be
refused by Chorley Borough Council. We understand that the subject land has previously been identified
as suitable for future development by the Council. However, it is our contention that, if such development
is to take place, it should be at much smaller scale, retaining more of the land in its current open character,
and be progressed in the future ONLY when the local infrastructure is better able to provide services for
the increased population.

In contrast to the claims in the applicant’s DAS, we submit that:
•

Contrary to the DAS’s assertion, the proposal does not provide ‘mixed’ development. It comprises
large, detached villas with the minimum acceptable high density (affordable?) housing crammed
into the least favourable area of the site.

•

The design, as far as can be gleaned, does not respond to the local area in terms of townscape or
design. This echoes Redrow’s ‘standardised’ approach nationwide (see Appendix 1).

•

Journeys from the site will largely be by car. The DAS assessment of its foot and cycle connectivity
is based on underestimated measurement of distance, ignorance of footpath suitability and
optimism of propensity to walk, cycle or use the infrequent bus service.

•

The assessment of journeys, including at peak time, seems significantly lower than that which
would normally occur with a development of this size.

•

The only point of access is onto Town Lane, which has several points of restriction, which we detail
below. Several structures along Town Lane, including a narrow canal bridge, are listed and the
whole road has a 7.5 tonne weight limit. This will prove problematic in both the construction and
the occupancy phases. Other local roads which may become ‘cut-throughs’ are unsuitable and
will compound the problem.
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•

Contrary to Redrow’s assertions, the site shows considerable capacity for wildlife (see Appendix
2) much of which would probably be reduced if the development proceeds at the proposed scale.

•

The effects of the development on areas already prone to flooding is likely to be severe. The
incidence of extreme rainfall events is likely to increase and the excess run-off AT THESE TIMES is
likely to exacerbate current risk to Waterhouse Green, just downstream of the site. Appendix 3
provides details of recent flood alerts and warnings.

•

Infrastructure in Whittle Le Woods is currently inadequate to support the present population,
especially in terms of school spaces and healthcare, and will be even more so if a development of
this scale proceeds.

•

Foul sewage would use the existing network along Town Lane. The same applicant also intends to
connect the new properties at Croston’s Farm to this same pipe. We believe this is likely to
overload the system and cause issues.

•

Redrow’s record on developing properties that provide environmental sustainability is poor –
though the DAS pays lip-service to this there is no indication that they will deliver anything over
the statutory minimum in this field. This will do nothing to help meet the Government’s Climate
Change targets

•

The issues raised at previous community meetings, planning consultations and Redrow’s own
inadequate pre-planning consultation have not been addressed.

•

The nuisance from noise and air pollution from the M61 has not been adequately addressed.

•

The plans include ‘areas for future development’. This would increase all of the issues that cause
problems with the site, as well as being very close indeed to the M61.

•

The proposed footway / cycle-path connection to Town Lane is unlikely to be mobility-friendly
and is positively dangerous at the junction point. Redrow’s record of good provision in this area
is poor.

•

The proposal does nothing to offer benefit to the local community – on the contrary, it will be a
significant disbenefit in almost every respect. For example, see the analysis of healthcare in the
area (Appendix 4)

From the detailed critique that follows we would contend that the Design and Access Statement,
which is intended to provide the main justification for the proposal, falls short in many ways. The
bullet points above and the details below provide ample evidence of this, reflecting the inherent
unsuitability of the applicant’s current proposals for this site.
If the applicant is serious about community engagement and ‘listening to learn’ (as they state) we
would welcome the opportunity to take part (with other stakeholders) in a genuine community
engagement exercise in an effort to develop a more appropriate approach to the subject site.
However, given the information we have at this time, we urge the Council to REFUSE the
application as it stands.
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2. Design and Access Statement
The Design and Access Statement follows a similar pattern to those provided by this developer on
other sites in the vicinity – it includes words which promote the supposed accessibility,
sustainability and quality of the proposal but omits any real detail. It omits any elements that
provide contra-indications to undermine the proposal. It reserves much of the detail for later
stages, but we would contend that the ‘devil’ is in this very detail and Redrow have proven by their
track record that their delivery often falls short of the vague promises made at this early stage. We
have therefore used the lessons of previous Redrow developments in the area to inform and
supplement some of our objections to current application.
2.1

Design Objectives

These state that a diverse ‘mix’ of housing will be provided. However, the site layout plan indicates
wholly detached villa style properties for the vast majority of the site with some ‘higher density’
blocks (probably indicating terraced housing) to the eastern boundary. This is presumably the
promised affordable housing which is located in the part of the site most likely to suffer noise and
traffic pollution effects of the M61 - see below. Good design practice on a site of this scale and
nature favours a more mixed pattern of built form. This favours the ‘pepper-potting’ of affordable
housing throughout the site, with ‘tenure-blind’ design to ensure a ‘them and us’ situation is
avoided. The current design proposed leads to exactly the opposite. This approach by Redrow is a
repeat of that most recently seen at the Croston’s Farm development to the south of the subject
site where the ‘Avon’ and ‘Stour’ ‘affordable’ house types sit in the least favourable part of the site,
adjacent to the M61, and with internal space standards that are significantly below those set out in
the Nationally Described Space Standards. This form of ‘design apartheid’ should not be acceptable.
It is stated that the site is designed to provide a ‘distinct identity’. We would contend that, from the
information so far available, and the developer’s record, the outcome will be the same characterless
pastiche of 1930s suburbia provided by Redrow elsewhere. This is amply illustrated by a quick view
of the ‘variety’ offered in sites across the country – see Appendix One. The vernacular of the
individual locations is being completely ignored in these developments and, going by the track
record in this area, it will be on the subject site unless significant changes are made.
Whist we would not advocate slavishly copying older styes, we would hope that the site design
palette could echo the local stone fronted, slate / gabled roofed, cottage-scale properties that form
the majority of the properties on Town Lane, with a built form that tends to provide continuous
frontages, not the low density villas which Redrow’s developments have provided elsewhere
locally. Thoughtful, contemporary site layout and design could provide a townscape that echoes
the best elements of the surroundings of the site, rather than imposing an identity that is not
common in Whittle Le Woods (or at least was not until Redrow started developing).
2.2

Placemaking Principles

This section of the DAS sets out a set of design principles and the ‘Redrow 8’ urban design principles.
Unfortunately, the currently proposed layout and (as far as can be gleaned) the likely townscape
and detailing, fail to address the issues raised. As stated above, there is no indication that the actual
layout or design will respond to the vernacular of Whittle Le Woods in general, or most of the
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buildings on the Town Lane approach to the site. The proposed layout is a generic middle/upper
market speculative estate format, with the ‘higher density’ housing – we assume this is the
affordable portion) to one side in the location most likely to suffer road noise and pollution.
The DAS propounds ‘innovation and sustainability’ of design but there is no indication of how this
will be achieved. Going by Redrow’s track record, we are not hopeful. On Lucas Green, for example,
PV panels to achieve ‘sustainability’ targets via renewable electricity are exclusively positioned on
the rear roofs of all properties, even when this means they are oriented to the north and north east,
which is the least productive orientation for generation. They would be much more effective if
positioned to the face south or south west. This would not mean altering the site layout, merely
putting them on some front roof slopes. Even if some of the roof details mean smaller areas of
panels could be accommodated, this would still be more effective than ‘hiding’ them around the
(north facing) back of the property. Clearly a misplaced design priority has won out over
environmental imperative.
The DAS also claims the site will be well connected and incorporate new routes for pedestrian and
cycle connectivity. As we will demonstrate below, this is not achieved by the current proposals.
The ‘Redrow 8’ principles of urban design set out are laudable, but it is not clear how the proposal
meets any of them (or, indeed, how they affect proposals for any individual site).
On the important aspect of pre-application consultation, the leaflet provided by Redrow gave scant
information on the proposals and the responses to the issues raised are often vague and superficial.
Even with the current restrictions, it is vital that a more interactive means of consultation and
involvement be developed if the first Redrow principle of ‘Listen to Learn’ is to be achieved.
2.3

The Site and Context

This section ignores some serious issues that compromise the suitability of the site for development
at the scale proposed. We believe the peak vehicle flow rates predicted by the applicant, of 88
departures and 31 arrivals during the busiest morning hour, are significant under-estimates for an
estate of this size. Most of the properties will have 2 or 3 cars, and many will have a least 3 or 4
‘earners or learners’. Experience from other similar local estates suggests much higher level of
vehicle usage, especially at peak times. Unfortunately, during the current lockdown, it is impossible
to carry out a meaningful survey to confirm this.
The only access point, onto Town Lane, is to a relatively narrow road that is already well used by
both local traffic and as a cut through from the A6 to the A674 Blackburn Road. There is a significant
pinch-point and blind bend in the road some 60m to the west of the proposed access point. At this
blind bend, the single footway swaps from one side of the road to the other and the carriageway
width is only 4.5m. This is in a 40mph stretch of road. Although the applicant’s Transport
Assessment mentions this carriageway width issue, it fails to point out that this is at the very point
where the road bends sharply and there is a blind brow, together with a cluster of 3 driveways in a
very short distance - see photos. Given the properties on either side of the road at this point it is
very difficult to see how this dangerous situation could be improved.
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Above - The 4.5m wide carriageway and narrow footpath at the blind bend with driveways, Town Lane – viewed from
East (on left) and West (on right).

The safe use of the proposed site access for traffic may be compromised by vehicles going into or
out of Lucas Lane. Here, because of the steep gradient and constrained entrance, traffic tends to
swing out across the centre-line of Town Lane. The approach from the east includes the crest of a
hill and traffic approaches at speed along this stretch. Although none of the Applicant’s documents
seem to have stated it, the whole length of Town Lane has a 7.5 tonne weight limit (which will
clearly have to be ignored by the significant amount of construction traffic which will have to use it
if the scheme proceeds). To the east of the site Town Lane crosses the Leeds & Liverpool Canal over
a single lane, grade 2 listed bridge with no footways and vulnerable parapets. To the west, the
length of Town Lane opposite Low Mill industrial Estate is almost always constrained to a single
lane by parked cars owned by the residents of terraced housing, where there is no alternative but
to park on the road.

Traffic congestion at West end of Town Lane – several parked cars are continually present here. NOTE – this is a ‘typical’
situation – it is frequently more congested than this.

In addition, Town Lane is a well-used horse-riding route. There are 4 sets of stables along its length
between Lady Crosse Drive and the canal, and it is part of a well-known local ‘circuit’ for riders,
being designated a ‘semi-rural lane’ by Lancashire County Council. The extra traffic will conflict with
this activity and could cause danger to horses, riders, and other road users.
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Given the local road layout , we would anticipate some of the extra residential traffic will use Lucas
Lane to access Chorley and Buckshaw Village, and Town Lane and the very narrow Dark Lane to
access the M61 southbound. Lucas Lane and Dark Lane are both very narrow roads and unsuitable
for journeys other than for direct access to properties on them. The extra volumes of traffic
generated by an estate which provides 675 car parking spaces will significantly exacerbate the
existing issues arising from these constraints. The Lucas Lane issue will be further exacerbated by
the applicant’s proposal to build on Croston’s Farm.
The distances quoted to support the contention that the site is highly accessible for non-motor
journeys ( by foot or by cycle) seem to be ‘as the crow flies’ or they are significant underestimates.
They also take no account of the varied local topography – for example, use of some of the footpath
routes quoted require climbing the hill on Chorley Old Road and then descending to the A6 – both
steep gradients.
The nearest bus route is at Waterhouse Green, but this provides only a very limited service of hourly
in each direction at peak times. There is no evening service, and the Sunday service has been
discontinued. The distance claimed of 400m to this bus stop is significantly under-estimated (the
distance to the site entrance being c600m), especially for the occupants of the higher density
(probably affordable) potion of the site. This is not a ‘high level of accessibility’ as claimed in the
DAS.
Much is made of Whittle Le Woods as a centre for services. Yet the plan (Framework Travel Plan,
Fig 3.3) provided is out of date, including a shop (the nearest to the site) that has closed and
ignoring the extra distance to the co-op small general store (c1600m from the site). The doctor’s
surgery is also relocating an extra c800m further north, away from the site, and the dentist indicated
elsewhere does not take NHS patients.
The DAS and other supporting documents indicate that journeys to these ‘local’ facilities are
envisaged to be via foot or cycle, rather than vehicle. This is incredibly optimistic as the footpath
leading to the north from the site (giving the most direct route, probably closest to the distances
quoted in the application) is invariably difficult to navigate because of mud – even in periods of
good weather this persists along the considerable stretch at the base of the embankment to the
former canal near Martin Farm. This route is a rough walking route with stiles, not one that would
be classed as suitable for a trip to the shops. It would certainly be impassable for large parts of the
year of a person with a buggy or less than good mobility, for example. The path then proceeds via
a private road and Hilltop Lane, neither of which have footways (including at access points to 2
quarries used by heavy traffic).
The cycleway indicated on the ‘indicative masterplan’ to the north does not yet exist, and the route
shown goes directly up the valley side, rising by 35m in less than 200m. This cycleway link is unlikely
to be built in the near future and in its absence, cyclists would need to go round Town Lane and
then tackle Dolphin Brow to access the ‘local’ store. Dolphin Brow on Chorley Old Road is itself a
steep hill with a blind and narrow bend at the top, and would not be suitable for many casual or
young cyclists.
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ABOVE: The footpath leading from the site to the north. This is not a good route to the local shop.

Above - Town Lane bend – single narrow footway

Chorley Old Rd bend on steep hill – single narrow footway

In short, the most direct route to the single local shop for pedestrians is not generally suitable for
shopping trips, and the cycle route is not easy. It is therefore likely that most trips from the site to
access these local amenities will be via car, rather than more sustainable transport. This will, in turn,
have a significant effect on traffic levels. To confirm this, the Committee are invited to undertake
a site visit which includes walking or cycling to the local amenities.
The same argument as above relates to the playground in the centre of Whittle Le Woods. The DAS
claims this has a ‘high’ level of accessibility which is plainly incorrect for children of an age that
would use the facilities provided. Additionally, one of the play areas proposed on site is immediately
adjacent to a drainage pond, which could be very dangerous.
The routes using footpaths 9-22FP58 and 92-22 BW57 which the DAS claim would be used to access
the GP surgery and School are plainly not practical – they would involve ascending Dolphin Brow /
Chorley Old Road only then to steeply descend to the A6. The much more likely route would be to
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follow Town Lane, cross Waterhouse Green and walk up School Brow, which itself has problematic
footways and parking issues. The proposed cycleway is covered in more detail in Section 2.7 below.
We have researched the local school provision and it has been confirmed to us that both the St
John’s CofE primary and St Chad’s RC primary which are closest to the site are already
oversubscribed (typically 100+ applications each year for 30-35 places). The promise of CIL to
support infrastructure is wholly inadequate for the shortcomings that exist locally for a proposal of
this size, especially combined with the applicant’s other local development underway at Croston’s
Farm.
It is our strong contention that the DAS seriously overstates the accessibility and therefore
sustainability of the site. This in turn will have a knock-on effect on the number of car journeys
made from and to the site, increasing traffic along Town Lane and more widely. In particular, the
site would mean that for anyone with conditions affecting mobility (including limited range for
walking, heart / lung conditions and visual impairment) the site would only be accessible with
assistance and probably motor transport. From a transport and accessibility point of view, this
site is very poor indeed.
2.4

Constraints and Opportunities.

The applicant’s contention that the site is of little ecological value is strongly contested. Several of
the applicant’s documents refer to the site as being ‘opencasted’ in the past. This implies it is has
been damaged and is not in its natural state. In fact the surface damage from the temporary gravel
extraction in the 1970s has been almost entirely remediated by the passage of time. The site has
the appearance of being ‘greenfield’. The site supports (either as habitat, food source or
throughfare) a wide variety of birds and animals, detailed in Appendix Two. ELEVEN of the bird
species listed are on the BoCC’s Red List. Several of these are ground-nesting species. Bats using the
site will also be disturbed and will lose habitat of mature hedges and trees due for removal.
This Appendix demonstrates the vagueness of the words used in the DAS and the impact the
proposal will have on the fauna on the site. We do not believe the applicant’s Ecological Impact
report has covered the site in sufficient detail. The wildlife currently using the site will not
continue to be supported by the much smaller areas of open land proposed by the developer,
whose track record on provision for wildlife is poor, given the evidence from Lucas Green.

The species listed in the appendix have all
been observed on the site. In particular, its
use by deer, thought to traverse northsouth between other open spaces would
be blocked by the proposal. The
disturbance of bats and ground-nesting
birds would be immense.
Left: Deer on site, January 2021. Photo:
Rabia Govali
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The effects of run-off containing silt from the construction and then longer term may affect the
fishing lodge which depends for its supply of water on springs from the site which are fed by
underground aquifers that may well be disturbed by site works. Residents on Town Lane have
already noticed increased silt levels in the stream that flows from the same applicant’s current
works at Croston’s Farm.

Springs from the site feeding the Fishing Lodge – this is vulnerable to pollution and changes in flow.
Both the Desk Study Report and Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) Documents confirm that the majority
of the site area (described in the Desk Study Report as the Eastern Area – comprising four fields to
the east of Lowe Barn) is currently poorly drained – due to historical gravel mining activity in the
1960’s for the M61 motorway. Other objectors have, we understand, commissioned a technical
review of the FRA and so our comments are made from a lay (but locally informed) standpoint. The
fields in the north and east of the site regularly hold surface water (as anyone familiar with walking
the public right of way through them would testify) and are very boggy with reeds being the
dominant vegetation .

One of several areas on
the site which currently
‘store’ water for gradual
release into the river.
The current benefit
realised
by
the
topography is that the
land already retains
considerable rainfall –
probably more than the
proposed
retention
pond for that area, the
northern end.
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The River Lostock located to the site’s north western boundary is currently protected from the
impact of swift rainfall run off from these fields because of the time taken for percolation to the
watercourse or absorption. The conversion of these fields into a major housing estate will mean
that the protection currently afforded to the River Lostock will be lost – with the resulting impact
downstream in the Waterhouse Green area of the village in times of heavy rainfall. The positioning
of the proposed attenuation pond in the ecological area close to the course of the river will not
afford the same delay in run-off reaching the river and increasing flow at critical times.
The remainder of the site (described as the Western and Central areas in the Desk Study report)
appears to be intended to drain (according to the FRA) into a proposed Detention Pond at the
Western corner of the site and from there released into a Public Surface Water drain at Lady Crosse
Drive (which in turn feeds into a stream flowing into the Lostock at Waterhouse Green). We repeat
our concerns noted above. We believe the WaterCo report should be much more detailed.
We also note that a Detention Pond was created on the recent completed Redrow Lucas Green
Estate – which appears to do little to limit excess water run-off from this estate. We have similar
concerns over the Detention Pond planned for the currently in progress Croston’s Farm
Development.
It should be noted that flood warnings are a regular occurrence in this part of the village - there
have been at least nine in the last 12 months (see graph below and Appendix Three). It should be
noted that at each EA flood Alert or warning, residents have to take action as if flooding will occur,
which causes distress and disruption. The River Lostock Telemetry was only installed in mid 2017.

Recent research by the Water Resilient Cities project indicates that the North of England is likely to
see severe flood events increase by 25-28% in magnitude. We understand this to have effects in
both frequency and seriousness of events. We believe the flood risk data relied on by the developer
is now being superseded by the increasing frequency of storm events. The Developer states that
there will be no increased run--off over the life of the development, but this is irrelevant. It is the
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exceptional event run-off that causes local flooding, and the site currently absorbs a vast amount
of water which is released slowly into the River Lostock.
We are very concerned that the ability of the proposed attenuation measures will not be enough
to prevent a worsening of the already bad situation for local residents. We are very concerned
that insufficient pre-application monitoring has been carried out to firmly conclude that the
proposals will not increase the vulnerability of Waterhouse Green / Town Lane, to flooding and
we believe the applicant’s survey and report do not cover the issues that need to be addressed.
We note the intention to drain foul water into the public combined sewer on Town Lane. We believe
this to be 375mm diameter. We note that the FRA document predates the plans finally confirmed
for the neighbouring Croston’s Farm site (which entail the installation of new sewer infrastructure
along Town Lane from its junction with Lucas Lane) and in this respect the Drainage network Plans
provided by UU to support the FRA are out of date. We have written to UU in part requesting
confirmation that the combined effect of the Croston’s Farm and Town Lane Foul water drainage
plans will not compromise the existing Public Combined sewer on Town Lane and await their reply.
We have concerns that the impact of the noise levels from the M61 have been downplayed and
that they will have a significant impact on the site. The proposed 3m noise barrier seems to be
positioned in a location that is below the level of the road and so its effectiveness will be
compromised. The issue of air pollution caused by the high amount of heavy traffic using the
motorway as it climbs the hill is also a concern. We believe the site suffers from relatively high levels
of both PM2.5 and NO2 pollution. This is further detailed in Appendix Four. We are not aware that
the applicant has carried out a detailed air quality assessment – this should be done – in conditions
of full traffic, not Covid19 lockdown – before any planning consent is considered.
In terms of delivery of the development, we have significant concerns around the amount of heavy
traffic this will generate. As previously stated, Town Lane has a 7.5 tonne weight limit, is a
designated semi-rural lane and has a significant amount of pedestrian, cycle and horse usage. The
eastern end has a narrow section outside a primary school with a footway on one side of the road
only. From this direction the road also passes over the single lane hump backed Grade 2 listed canal
bridge (with parapets and no footways), with single-side footways for significant parts of the route.
It is unlikely that heavy traffic will be able to access the site from this direction. To the west, Town
Lane has the restriction and bend outside ‘Brantwood’, again with poor footway provision and then
towards the end the hazard of almost permanently parked cars towards the entrance to Low Mill.
The footway here is single sided. This area will be a source of significant issue both during the
construction period and after when the site is occupied, if the full 250 homes are built.
2.5

Planning Policy Context

We understand this application is one of seven applications by various developers made to Chorley
BC within a short period of time. We are confining our comments to this site, but we are very
concerned at this concerted effort to rapidly expand the town when facilities and services are not
in a position to keep up. This is supported by the high number of properties developed within
Whittle le Woods over the past 20 years with very little in the way of new infrastructure, other than
the geographically distinct Buckshaw Village. The health indicators for the whole area are also
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concerning, revealing relatively high demand and relatively low provision (see Appendix Four).
Significant amounts of new development can only make this more problematic.
The higher density housing (where it is likely the affordable homes will be located) is positioned in
the least favourable part of the site – furthest away from the amenity areas, closest to the noise
and air pollution from the M61 and at the most distant point for pedestrian and cycle access to
services.
The document is very vague on environmental standards for the new development. Given the
national policy objective of achieving zero carbon by 2050 it would be appropriate to make a
commitment to delivering very low carbon properties, building in renewable energy heating rather
than committing the properties to gas boilers, orienting the properties and designing fenestration
to maximise solar gain and using some of the open space for sustainable local production (e.g.
allotments, a community orchard). We would also expect each home (including the affordable ones)
to be provided with at least one electric vehicle charging point. Whilst the application is not yet at
a detailed level, it is not unreasonable to expect these matters to be dealt with at the inception and
masterplanning stage – they are notably absent.
This section of the DAS also claims that the proposals respect local character. As stated above, local
character is exemplified by stone fronting, slate roofs, gable ends (not hips) and linked buildings.
Indications from Redrow is they propose brick built detached villas, with tiled and hipped roofs.
2.6

Access

We believe we have demonstrated above that the site will not provide easy accessibility to local
services other than by car, and therefore does not meet the requirements of local policies. We
believe the calculations for vehicular journeys vastly understate that which is likely and would be
confident of demonstrating this by surveys of other local development sites. However, the present
Covid lockdowns make such an exercise currently impossible.
2.7

Meeting Design and Access Objectives

Much of this section vaguely repeats points claimed to have been demonstrated earlier in the
document. Repetition does not indicate veracity. In many respects the DAS fails to demonstrate
that its own objectives have been met, or that the level of quality it says it aspires to will be
delivered on this site.
The site’s location, character and linkages mean several of the stated objectives are difficult to meet
(e.g. non-vehicular access).
The path and cycleway proposed to run to Town Lane at the western end of the site has been
located with scant regard for the topography of that area and safety of users. As can be seen ‘on
the ground’ and from the topographical survey, the land here rises up from the proposed housing
to the east and then falls sharply to meet Town Lane, with a significant retaining wall making the
boundary. The proposed junction with Town Lane is directly opposite Lady Crosse Drive . This is
illustrated below.
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The proposed line of the path / cycleway means it will include a considerable slope up from Town
Lane which will be much steeper than the recommended 1:20 for wheelchair use. To achieve this
gradient would require significant groundworks giving a ‘railway cutting’ effect or include zig-zags
to lengthen the path to decrease the gradient. The point of access to Town Lane is also on the
inside of a significant bend without a footway and so is a hazard for joining the trafficked route,
especially as it conflicts with the Lady Crosse Drive junction.

Redrow’s track record of providing for non-vehicular journeys is very poor, with the example
locally of the path and cycle track between their Lucas Green development and Lady Crosse Drive
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being so poorly designed and constructed that, only a couple of years after construction it has
deteriorated significantly.

Above – Cycle path/footway only recently provided by Redrow at Lucas Green. The erosion of
surface is caused by surface water run-off from inadequate rainwater mitigation measures.

Our contention is that the subject site has such significant constraints that sustainable
development, responding to the nature and context of the site is very difficult. At the scale
proposed it is impossible. If the site is to be developed it should be for many fewer properties,
designed sympathetically to compliment the local character, leaving the northern and eastern
parts of the site as open land. Much more attention needs to be paid to environmental
sustainability, responding to the site’s ecology and ensuring safe access and use of Town Lane.

3. Conclusion.
From this detailed critique we would contend that the Design and Access Statement, which is
intended to provide the main justification for the proposal, falls short in many ways. The bullet
points at the start of this analysis and the detail above provide ample evidence of this, reflecting
the inherent unsuitability of the applicant’s current proposals for this site.
If the applicant is serious about community engagement and ‘listening to learn’ we would welcome
the opportunity to take part (with other stakeholders) in a genuine community engagement
exercise in an effort to develop a more appropriate approach to the subject site.

However, given the information we have at this time, we urge the Council to
REFUSE the application as it stands.
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APPENDIX ONE – Redrow Design Variety - examples of ‘variation’ to reflect local character

Caddington Woods, Bedfordshire

Thorpe Park Leeds

Northampton
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Sherburn in Elmett, N Yorks

Leyland, Lancashire

Haywards Heath, West Sussex

Blackford Cross, Chester

Canterbury, Kent

In short, Redrow seem to provide the same pastiche of 1930s design response no matter what the
local vernacular.
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Appendix Two – Ecology and Schedule of wildlife known to use the Town Lane site and environs.
Part One - Ecology

The Design and Access statement is littered with glib statements highlighting how the development will
provide opportunities to enhance the ecology of the area. Examples include:
•
•
•
•
•

‘Nature for people: Creating new or enhancing existing wildlife habitats and better connecting
people to them.’
‘Opportunities to enhance biodiversity’
‘New development will not have an adverse effect on statutory or non-statutory designated sites
for nature conservation’
‘This area will accommodate new open water by way of a surface water detention pond. The pond
and its margins present a particular opportunity to create new and better habitats’
‘New greenspace corridors are included in the framework for development.’

We comment on the above statements below.
The Cambridge Dictionary defines ecology as:
the relationships between the air, land, water, animals, plants, etc., usually of a particular area, or
the scientific study of this:
In simple terms circa 13 hectares of safeguarded land is being removed thus increasing pollution and
removing the habitats of wildlife and vegetation. This does not, under any circumstances enhance wildlife
habitats and biodiversity.
The National Geographic Society refers to a habitat as:
‘… a place where an organism makes its home. A habitat meets all the environmental conditions an
organism needs to survive. For an animal, that means everything it needs to find and gather food, select
a mate, and successfully reproduce. ... The main components of a habitat are shelter, water, food, and
space.’
This proposal severely depletes space and food and in addition removes shelter. Thus it destroys a large
area of habitat that it purports to support and enhance.
Further the main source of water for this habitat and more downstream including the fishing lodge and
Cuerdon Valley are springs on site and the River Lostock, which will be at risk of contamination.
A report commissioned from Water Resource Associates dated January 2021 advises that the FRA report
does not include any information about the risk of contamination to the River Lostock and the fishing
lodge on the north-western edge of the site.
In regard to surface water detention ponds, they do not create “better habitats”. Evidence of this can be
found on the Redrow Lucas Lane site where, not only does the pond not function correctly, but it is not
maintained (in breach of any maintenance schedule) and has created nothing in terms of a habitat.
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Further, we would expect to see on a development of this scale:
•
•

The facility for plant and animal life to be able to pass through the development
Corridors of grassland/hedgerows throughout the development

These two points are simply not addressed by the plans submitted, despite the assertion that “New
greenspace corridors are included in the framework for development.”
.
We attach a list of wildlife observed over the
last 24 months by a local resident whose
property overlooks the site.
The list is up to date and relevant, more so
than the inadequate observations made by
the Redrow Ecology Consultants ERAP Ltd.
Importantly the ERAP report was undertaken
following a single day visit, outside the
breeding season for birds and hence it is no
surprise they found no evidence of ground
nesting birds.
The limited survey also failed to detect otters.
We know these are present in the river and the commercially stocked fishing lodge adjacent to the site
has been obliged to erect fencing to prevent otters gaining access to the lodge.
The ERAP report recommends that any loss of hedgerow must be compensated for by the provision of an
equal or greater length of native species-rich hedgerow which must be managed in the long term for its
benefits to biodiversity. Replacing mature hedgerow is known to be devastating for wildlife as the new
provision lacks the complex matrix of biodiversity that is lost. The enclosed photograph of a now 4-yearold hawthorn hedge planted and ‘managed’ by Redrow on the Lucas Lane site, evidences the flagrant
disregard of the above commitments. (This despite countless emails over 3 years asking for the issue to
be addressed. It is patently obvious that this ‘hedge’ supports nothing like the diversity of wildlife that
would suffer from the removal of a mature hedgerow.

The Design and Access statement includes “The limited extent of hedgerows on the site are Priority
Habitat, and along the north-eastern edge the broad-leaved woodland is an example of lowland Mixed
Deciduous Woodland Priority Habitat. Hedgerows and woodland should be retained and managed to
enhance their biodiversity value.” The word “should” leaves Redrow with too much scope and our
preference is that this, in the event of planning permission being granted, is replaced by will. Doubts
however exist, considering the above example, that the hedgerows would be managed.
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The list of sightings provided by the local resident detailed below includes 11 species of birdlife noted on
the Birds of Conservation Concern 4 (BoCC) Red List and 8 species on the BoCC4 Amber List. Several
species are also ground nesting e.g., Curlew, Lapwing, Snipe and Oystercatcher. Their breeding site will be
destroyed.
The ERAP report also makes recommendations for bat, house sparrow and other woodland bird boxes to
compensate for the loss of habitat. These are poor compensation for the extensive loss of habitat which
will occur. To quote the Wildlife Trust:
Nature doesn’t & can’t live in a box

Finally, Lucas Lane Pastures, a Biological Heritage Site, is close to the site. The ERAP report considers “The
proposals are reasonably unlikely to impact upon the BHS either directly or indirectly.” Hence, they do not
rule out that there will be an impact. Two potential impacts may be pollution from the site and increased
vehicular traffic on Lucas Lane. Redrow is currently building 53 houses on land opposite the BHS. Already
residents have noted the complete absence of deer grazing on the site since construction work began.
This had previously been an almost daily occurrence, much appreciated by residents of Whittle and
visitors walking along Lucas Lane. It has also been noted that the silt levels in the stream along Town Lane
have increased since the works began. This does not sit very well with the Design & Assess statement in
the first bullet point from the Design and Access Statement quoted above:
•

Nature for people: Creating new or enhancing existing wildlife habitats and better connecting
people to them.
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Appendix Two, Part Two
Schedule of Wildlife - All of these have been seen on the site over the past 2 years. Frequency varies.
1. Birds (mix of resident and visiting)
BoCC 4 Red List status
House Sparrow
Tree Sparrow
Starling
Merlin
Song Thrush
Mistle Thrush
Yellow Wagtail
Fieldfare
Grey Wagtail
Lapwing
Curlew

BoCC 4 Amber List status
Snipe
Swift
House Martin
Oystercatcher
Tawny Owl
Cormorant
Kestrel
Mallard

BoCC 4 Green List status
Blackbird
Long Tailed Tit
Great Tit
Blue Tit
Nuthatch
Blackcap
Goldcrest
Swallow
Greenfinch
Wren
Barn Owl
Little Owl
Sparrowhawk
Buzzard
Pheasant
Canada Goose
Grey heron
Moorhen
Partridge
Peregrine Falcon
Goldcrest
Robin
Chaffinch

2. Mammals, Amphibians
Moles, shrews, field mice, rats

Foxes, stoats

Roe deer, fallow deer*

Hares, rabbits, hedgehogs

Bats** (probably brown long-eared and pipistrelle)

Frogs, toads, common newts

NOTES
*It is believed that the site forms part of a north-south corridor on the western side of the M61 for deer
to traverse the area and may be a linkage between more substantial populations to the north and south.
**Some of these bats are believed to roost in one or more of the oldest sycamore trees to the west of
the site, some of which are identified for felling in the application.
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Appendix Three

-

Flood Alerts and Warnings 2015 – Jan 2021

Flood events body of Evidence

Previous
Major Floods

EA Flood Alerts / Warnings

Totals

Upon receipt of a Flood Alert, Residents
have to take action as if flooding will occur,
which causes distress and disruption.

2015

2
9
22/08/1987 31/03/2015
01/08/1999 02/06/2015
07/10/2015
22/10/2015
14/11/2015
05/12/2015
12/12/2015
21/12/2015
25/12/2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

6
03/01/2016
09/01/2016
29/02/2016
08/03/2016
22/08/2016
11/11/2016

1
21/10/2017

1
12-Oct

5
12/03/2019
28/07/2019
27/09/2019
05/10/2019
13/12/2019

8
09/02/2020
15/02/2020
16/02/2020
24/02/2020
25/08/2020
03/10/2020
06/10/2020
07/10/2020

2
14/01/2021
18/01/2021

0

0

2
L1 *
02/08/2019
L2 *
29/09/2019

4
L3
09/02/2020
L1
25/08/2020
L3
06/10/2020
L1 *
29/10/2020

2
05/10/2017
07/11/2017

0

1
29/07/2019

3
13/02/2020
27/09/2020
06/10/2020

May & Sept 2019

24/04/2019

River Lostock Telemetry system (2018)
Residents know flood threat is imminent
L1 - River has risen significantly, 2 is a concerning
level, L3 is Critical level (flooding is assured)

Boxing Day
Floods
Town Lane &
Waterhouse
Green

Note not all EA FW match
Local & telemetry events *
Local watercourse flooding
Town Lane / Lucas Lane areas
Flooding not always related to EA Alerts, could
be after heavy rainfall, water rises quickly

2
1
05/07/2012 26/12/2015
18/12/2013

1
26/01/2016

Other Issues Logged all evidenced

Water discolour

Sewer Burst

Moss Lane build

End of Town Lane

1
19/01/2020

Comments:
Whittle-le-Woods Parish Council installed a Local telemetry system in River Lostock at Waterhouse Green back in Aug 2017. It is set at 3 levels L1, L2 & L3
Residents and the Flood Action Group now know what to expect once the L1 warning is issued. By way of example February 2020 the river level rose from L1 to L3 in
4 hours, causing more flooding to houses and gardens.
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Appendix Four - Air quality issues in respect of planning application 20/01347/OUTMAJ
•

•

•
•

•

•

Allowing this development before adequate consideration through the local plan process
would appear to run contrary to the councils own stated objective of - “producing an
ambitious plan that will then support individual authorities to implement planning guidance
that seeks to minimise any negative impact of development on air quality and strive to
improve air quality”.
The design and access statement pays lip service in encouraging a reduced reliance on car
usage without adequately outlining how this will be done, but at the same time includes
provision for an additional 675 cars.
Levels of pollution already seem to be high around the two nearest monitoring tubes to
the proposed site - 18 and 18b show some of the highest levels of pollution in the area.
We conclude that the so called “affordable housing” will be occupied by residents in a
lower socioeconomic group, young families, or first-time buyers. One might surmise this
group may have poorer levels of health and comprise a higher proportion of children.
They are therefore more susceptible to the effects of pollution and it seems inappropriate
to site such housing close to the M61 motorway.
We note there are several actions listed in the Annual Air Quality Status report under section 2.3
The Local Authorities Approach to Reducing PM2.5 Emissions and/or Concentrations As detailed
in Policy Guidance LAQM.PG16 (Chapter 7) – Pages 6 and 7. We are interested to understand how
the Council seeks to apply these objectives to this and any other planning applications going
forward.
Section 2.3 also states that “Public Health have produced data (June 2017) which identifies the
mortality burden of PM2.5 on the under 75’s. The Lancashire average is 15.3/100,000 population,
Chorley is 17.1/100,000 population, the second highest in Lancashire after Burnley (Blackpool and
Blackburn with Darwen are not included as Unitary Authorities)”. Again, the proximity of some
housing close to the M61 and the number of additional cars being catered for would in our view
be likely to make this position worse. At the very least this should be considered and monitored
properly prior to allowing any development to ensure the councils own objectives on air quality
are met.

We would conclude that in the absence of a new local plan this development should be
refused. In the meantime, there should be more air quality monitoring of local sites proposed
for development prior to their inclusion in the local plan or mitigation measures put in place.
Where development is allowed the developers should as a condition of planning be expected
to put in place robust strategies to offset any additional pressure on air quality. Such
measures might include support for better public transport, the embedding of green energy
solutions such as heat pumps into housing design, or the inclusion of electric car charging
points as standard.
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Appendix Five - The state of Healthcare in Whittle, Chorley and the wider Lancashire area.
•

Across the Chorley and South Ribble area the ratio of GP’s and other patient facing staff
is below the average for England as a whole (HR1)
• Lancashire Teaching Hospital Trust, which is currently the main acute trust for the area,
has in its last annual report to 2020 only met 3 out of 14 of its performance indicators. Its
latest CQC inspection indicated that the trust “requires improvement” in three of the five
areas inspected. The CQC’s assessment of the trust was that “it requires overall
improvement” (HR2 and HR3)
• The Marmot Data for Lancashire indicates that Overall Life Expectancy and Healthy Years
Life Expectancy is below the England average across all indicators for both Male and
Females. (HR4)
• Chorley has a higher-than-average number of people with long term and complex health
conditions compared to the England average. (HR7)
• Children’s Oral health in Chorley is well below the England average and currently none of
the local dentists are taking on new NHS patients. (HR8) (NHS Choices data)
• Hospital admissions due to asthma in children and in young adults under 19 years is above
the average for England as a whole (HR5 and HR6). This has implications when considering
additional air pollution in developments close to major highways such as the A6 and M61
motorway.
• Hospital admissions generally are above the England average in Chorley. There is also a
higher incidence of admissions due to respiratory conditions particularly in children (see
above re air pollution) (HR6)
Reference documents (HRn) can be provided for the above if required.
Conclusions.
Generally, we can conclude that the health of residents of Chorley and Lancashire is below
the average for England. This results in lower life expectancy and a higher than average need
to access healthcare services. Additionally, the evidence is that local healthcare infrastructure
is at best stretched and at worst is already broken. The recent report ‘NHS Performance and
Waiting times Priorities for the next Government’ (2019), indicates that patient satisfaction
and performance are deteriorating across the whole of the country in both primary and
secondary care. Given that Lancashire and indeed Chorley are performing below the England
average it would seem logical that healthcare provision that does not keep pace with
additional residential development, risks the health and indeed the lives of existing residents?
We note that the population of Chorley has increased by 23.2% since 2016 well above the
England average of 17.3%. Some of the observations above have wider implications for
Lancashire but we would conclude that without substantial investment in infrastructure and
in particular healthcare there should be no further development in Whittle Le Woods or
indeed Chorley until a full review of the local plan and infrastructure improvements is
concluded.
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PO Box 838
Wallingford
Oxfordshire OX10 9XA

Tel: +44 (0) 1491 838190
Mobile: +44 (0) 7971108980
Email: harvey@watres.com

Review of the Flood Risk Assessment and Desk Study
for the proposed development at Town Lane, Whittle-leWoods, Lancashire
Dr Harvey J. E. Rodda BSc., PhD., FRGS
January 2021
Version 3: Final Report Incorporating Client Comments
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Executive Summary
In summary the following key points have been identified for the FRA and Desk Study Report for
the proposed development at the land off Town Lane, Whittle-le-Woods.
1. Both reports are dated February 2019, and have not been submitted until a period almost
2 years after their completion.
2. Both reports are limited and lacking in detail which may be due to the current status of the
proposals. It is expected that more detail will be provided in the FRA for the management
of surface water at a later stage once ground investigations have been undertaken at the
site (as recommended in the desk study) and the development layout has been finalised.
3. The FRA is lacking detail on the hydrology of the River Lostock and information on
historical flooding.
4. The FRA proposed a stringent design in terms of restricting the surface runoff from the
site to the 1-year greenfield flow. The associated storage volume with this flow restriction
is given as 5,500 m3, adequate provision for this storage must be demonstrated and tested
using drainage design software.
5. The FRA in its current format does not provide a robust SUDS design.
6. The FRA does not consider the issue of contamination and soil erosion during construction.
This may be requested by the EA and included within another report if any
environmentally sensitive areas are deemed to be at risk. The neighbouring fishing lodge
should be highlighted as a sensitive area which is at risk of contamination.
7. The Desk Study Report is lacking attention to detail and has listed wrong values for the
topography and incorrectly named the River Lostock the River Istock.
8. Photos of the site show wet areas and surface water indicating the risk of surface water
flooding may be higher than stated on the EA maps.
9. Information on the geology is missing from the Desk Study Report and the FRA needs to
be revisited to consider the risk of groundwater flooding once site investigations have been
completed.

2
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Background
Water Resource Associates LLP (WRA) has been engaged by Whittle-le-Woods Parish Council
(WLWPC) in January 2021 to undertake a review of the documents submitted as part of the
planning application for land at Town Lane, Whittle-le-Woods, Lancashire in relation to the risk
of flooding. This work is in addition to earlier studies undertaken by WRA in 2019 and 2020
which considered the risk of flooding associated with a number of development sites around
Whittle-le-Woods including the Town Lane site. The Town Lane site was the subject of a study
by WRA submitted in March 2020 entitled Hydrological Survey Phase 4: Review of Flood Risk
for additional development sites at Whittle-le-Woods, Lancashire. The study considered the risk
of flooding from all sources and concluded that under the current conditions the risk of flooding
was low, but with the development of the site and the conversion of greenfield land to a housing
estate with significant areas of impermeable surfaces the peak flow of surface runoff from the site
would increase approximately by a factor of three. Therefore, measures would need to be included
in the development to attenuate the additional water.
This current report provides a review of documents (and their appendices) submitted as part of the
application which are relevant to flood risk. These are a Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage
Strategy, by Waterco, dated February 2019 and a Desk Study Report for Land to the North of
Town Lane, Whittle-le-Woods undertaken by Betts Geo and also dated February 2019. It is
notable that both reports have only been recently submitted, almost two years after being
completed.

Document Contents
The contents of the two reports are as follows
Flood Risk Assessment (85 pages in total):
Pages 1-4 title and contents;
Pages 5 – 19 main text (without figures);
Pages 20 -22 Appendix A map of the development location;
Pages 23 – 24 Appendix B topographic survey;
Pages 25 – 32 Appendix C sewer plan;
Pages 33 – 52 Appendix D Environment Agency flood maps;
Pages 53 – 54 Appendix E ReFH2 model output;
Pages 55 – 69 Appendix F MicroDrainage model output;
Pages 70 – 71 Appendix G Drainage optioneering sketch;
Pages 72 – 82 Appendix H Maintenance schedules;
Pages 83 – 85 Appendix I Concept designers risk assessment.

Desk Study Report (41 pages plus 199 pages of Appendices)
Pages 1-7 title, contents and summary;
Pages 8-41 main text;
Appendix A: 11 pages showing site location plan, site photos and aerial photo;
Appendix B: historical maps divided into three files of 15, 21 and 21 pages;
3
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Appendix C: coal report divided into two files 57 and 85 pages;
Appendix D 2 pages repeating source pathway receptor conceptual model;
Appendix E 2 pages notes on limitations.
Other associated documents:
Topographic Survey: provided as three separate maps and one overview map
Illustrative masterplan: single drawing
Location plan: single map
Utilities Report: 7 pages

FRA Review
A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) is a detailed report which is submitted as part of a planning
application. This is required where development sites are shown to be within areas of medium to
high risk of flooding as shown on the Environment Agency’s (EA) flood zone maps or required
for any areas in excess of 1 ha in area. For the Town Lane site this is subject to both requirements.
The aim of the FRA is to consider the flood risk to the development site from all sources and to
ensure the flood risk to neighbouring properties is not increased by the development. The level of
detail associated with a FRA should be proportional to the scale of the development, therefore a
greater level of detail would be expected for a significant housing development such as in the
current study as opposed to a proposed single dwelling development. The 85-page report
submitted by Waterco would appear to be of considerable detail given its length. However, only
14 pages are actual written text within the FRA, the majority of the document is made up of the
appendices including drawings, reports from other organisations, and printouts from modelling
software.
The main body of text of the FRA is generally well written and but key information such as the
location, geology maps, flood risk maps and plans showing the extent of the development are not
included as figures within the main text but are given in the appendices or referred to in other
documents. There are no photos of the site which is a normal requirement to demonstrate the
consultants have actually visited the site. Overall, the FRA is very brief for the size of the
development, however it does state that proposed development plans are not available at this stage
and that the report is intended to aid with the master planning process. This implies that further
reports will be submitted giving more details at a later stage.
The FRA is generally lacking in background information on the hydrology of the site. Apart from
identifying the site being close to the River Lostock there is no information given about the
frequency and characteristics of flooding on this river. Likewise, the description of historical
flooding at the site is limited to mapped information given by the EA. For such a significant
development more information on the hydrology would be expected to be included in the FRA.
Such information is readily available through internet sources. By contrast, one of the earlier
studies by WRA on behalf of WLWPC was a Hydrological Survey of Whittle-le-Woods
undertaken in November and December 2019, which included a detailed description of the River
Lostock catchment, an analysis of flow records and a listing of flooding events which affected the
4
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parish. The FRA does identify that the site is bordering areas at high risk of surface water flooding
along town lane but it does not identify the at risk area as including both residential and
commercial properties and it only summarises the surface water flood risk at the site itself.
The FRA does provide information on the impact of the increased areas of impermeable surfaces
on surface water flooding and correctly used the ReFH2 to calculate the greenfield flow at the site.
The values for the predicted greenfield flows are given in Appendix E, but no other details in terms
of the ReFH2 model parameters are included. A comparison of the Waterco results with the ReFH2
simulations undertaken by WRA in the March 2020 study shows similar 100-year flows of 0.19
and 0.24 cumecs (cubic metres per second) respectively. Unlike the WRA study, the FRA does
not however use the ReFH2 to simulate the flow from the developed site scenario, which would
have been most appropriate given a lack of detail about the layout and would have provided
concise and clear results. The developed site peak flow value is not actually given in the FRA,
instead the discharge rate from the developed site is proposed to be limited to 0.0458 cumecs (45.8
l/s) and the volume of storage is estimated at 5,500m3. This flow value is the 1-year greenfield
peak flow, and the storage volume is much more stringent than the volume proposed in the WRA
study (1702 m3 of storage) which is based on limiting flow to the 100-year greenfield value.
The initial drainage design from the FRA based on these values would represent a reduction in the
risk of flooding to the River Lostock. However, the FRA does not provide any more details on the
actual measures or a plan showing where they would be implemented. The selected measures
would be based on the results of ground investigations at the site, which have not yet been
undertaken. It is assumed a detailed SUDS design would need to be submitted at a later stage,
which would include the finalised layout and simulations using the specialist drainage design
software, MicroDrainage to prove the performance of the system under a range of flooding
scenarios. In its current format the FRA does not include a full and robust SUDS design.
The FRA does not include any information about the risk of contamination and soil erosion from
the site and how this could lead to siltation issues in the River Lostock. It also does not consider
the impacts of construction on the reservoir (as identified in the report) which is a fishing lodge
on the north-western edge of the site. The impact of soil erosion and contamination during
construction is not normally an issue for developments unless there are particularly sensitive areas
nearby such as designated nature reserves which may be at risk of receiving contaminants. The
fishing lodge however does represent a sensitive receiving area and the Environment Agency and
local authority should be made aware of this. In this instance the developer would need to include
a construction management plan supported by the application of water quality modelling to
estimate the potential sediment erosion from the site, which would require EA and local authority
approval.

Desk Study Report Review
The desk study report is mostly a summary of the data provided by the Groundsure searches in
Appendices B and C. Groundsure are a company which undertake site based environmental
searches for domestic or commercial property. The searches make use of freely available
information in the public domain such as maps and data from the British Geological Survey
(BGS), Ordnance Survey and Environment Agency. Information provided from these searches is
5
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used to inform other aspects of the development proposal such as the FRA. In addition to the
Groundsure searches the report does refer to a brief walkover inspection of the site with some
photos. These show former mill races at the site, areas of wet ground with marsh grass, surface
water and even a spring which raise concerns about the surface water flood risk at the site being
higher than shown on the EA maps.
As with the FRA, a greater level of detail is normally expected for such a significant development
including ground investigations and monitoring which should continue over a period of at least 6
months. It appears that ground investigations will be undertaken at a later stage in the project.
These are recommended in the Desk Study Report section 8.2 but they will provide critical
information for the detailed SUDS design including the infiltration rates of the soils at the site and
boreholes which can give the seasonally high groundwater levels. If the soils are only slowly
permeable or groundwater comes to within 1m of the surface, then any infiltration-based schemes
for managing the surface water (i.e. soakaways) will not function. This would mean some form of
surface water storage, like detention ponds and swales would be the ideal solution.
The Desk Study Report is lacking accuracy. The River Lostock is incorrectly named the River
Istock, and the altitude range given in the description of the topography of the site (161 – 175m
AOD) is different from the FRA which gives the range between 73 and 92m AOD. The maps of
the topographic survey prove the FRA values are correct, although these are very difficult to read
due to the small font used for spot heights. A summary map such as that given in Appendix B of
the FRA with contours, shading for different altitude ranges and selected spot heights is more
informative and should be made available for general use on the project. The lack of attention to
detail for some of the most basic information does not inspire confidence in the authors of this
report that further information such as the review of monitoring results will be correctly presented.
There are some other aspects of the report which are not fully dealt with. The discussion of the
geology for example states that although records for 18 boreholes were found there are no freely
accessible borehole records within 250m of the site. However, the BGS Borehole Scans (BGS,
2021) listed only 4 of these boreholes as confidential. Also, other BGS data identifies the potential
for groundwater flooding within 50m of the boundary of the site, with a high degree of confidence,
as emergence from superficial deposits. The FRA does not consider the risk of groundwater
flooding to be high and it appears that it has not referenced the Desk Study Report. A revised
assessment of the risk of groundwater flooding should be given based on the BGS information and
the results of monitoring at the site.

References
BGS, 2021. Geology of Britain viewer | British Geological Survey (BGS)
WRA LLP 2019. Whittle-le-Woods, Lancashire Hydrological Survey Phase 1 and 2.
WRA LLP 2020. Hydrological Survey Phase 4: Review of Flood Risk for additional development
sites at Whittle-le-woods, Lancashire.
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Table of recent flooding events, alarms and warnings
Flood events body of Evidence
EA Flood Alerts / Warnings

Previous
Totals

Upon receipt of a Flood Alert, Residents
have to take action as if flooding will occur,
which causes distress and disruption.

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

6
03/01/2016
09/01/2016
29/02/2016
08/03/2016
22/08/2016
11/11/2016

1
21/10/2017

1
12-Oct

5
12/03/2019
28/07/2019
27/09/2019
05/10/2019
13/12/2019

8
09/02/2020
15/02/2020
16/02/2020
24/02/2020
25/08/2020
03/10/2020
06/10/2020
07/10/2020

2
14/01/2021
18/01/2021

0

0

2
L1 *
02/08/2019
L2 *
29/09/2019

4
L3
09/02/2020
L1
25/08/2020
L3
06/10/2020
L1 *
29/10/2020

2
05/10/2017
07/11/2017

0

1
29/07/2019

3
13/02/2020
27/09/2020
06/10/2020

May & Sept 2019

24/04/2019

River Lostock Telemetry system (2018)
Residents know flood threat is imminent
L1 - River has risen significantly, 2 is a concerning
level, L3 is Critical level (flooding is assured)

Boxing Day
Floods
Town Lane &
Waterhouse
Green

Note not all EA FW match
Local & telemetry events *

Other Issues Logged all evidenced

2
1
05/07/2012 26/12/2015
18/12/2013

1
26/01/2016

Water discolour

Sewer Burst

Moss Lane build

End of Town Lane

Comments:
Whittle-le-Woods Parish Council installed a Local telemetry system in River Lostock at Waterhouse Green back in Aug 2017. It is set at 3 levels L1, L2 & L3
Residents and the Flood Action Group now know what to expect once the L1 warning is issued. By way of example February 2020 the river level rose from L1 to L3 in
4 hours, causing more flooding to houses and gardens.

1
19/01/2021
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Major Floods
2015
2
9
22/08/1987 31/03/2015
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Chief Planning Officer

Planning Committee

Date: 12 April 2021

ADDENDUM
ITEM 3f - 20/01193/OUTMAJ - Land Adjacent Blainscough Hall, Blainscough
Lane, Coppull
The recommendation remains as per the original report
The Environment Agency:
Have confirmed that they have received consultation requests from Chorley Borough
Council for the [six] proposals on Safeguarded Land.
With regards to these sites, they are not planning any works or undertaking any
appraisals that could conflict with these. They are aware of flooding in the vicinity of
Tincklers Lane from Syd Brook but they would rely on Lancashire County Council
(Lead Local Flood Authority) to advise on this development as it is outside the scope
of development proposals the Environment Agency is consulted on as a statutory
consultee.
They state they have also looked through the comments from the drainage engineer
and have no comments.
The Environment Agency is not resourced to comment on surface water drainage,
sewer flooding and flooding from ordinary watercourses as these are outside our
remit as a statutory consultee.
Lancashire County Council Highways
I refer to the above planning application and would like to thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments. Lancashire County Council (LCC) as the Local
Highway Authority (LHA) is responsible for providing and maintaining a safe and
reliable highway network. With this in mind, the present and proposed highway
systems have been considered and areas of concern that potentially could cause
problems for the public, cyclists, public transport, motorists and other vehicles in and
around the area have been identified.
LCC embraces appropriate development within Lancashire in line with local and
national policies / frameworks and that which is emerging. This involves working
closely with planning authorities, in this case officers of Chorley Council, developers
and their representatives. This approach supports the delivery of high quality,
sustainable development and an appropriate scale of development that can be
accommodated both locally and strategically.
As submitted LCC CANNOT support this development, however, should the
developer provide further analysis and where appropriate propose mitigation
measures then this view could change.
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The development proposal is in outline form, save for access, for 123 dwelling.
Vehicular access to the development is proposed from the existing adopted highway
network by extending and modifying Grange Drive adjacent to number 14. The site
currently has field gate accesses to Blainscough Lane, which is a privately
maintained highway the carries PROW FP37. PROWs FP34 and FP35 run through
the development site. It is not clear from the plans whether or not pedestrian access
is proposed between the site and Blainscough Lane.
The developer has produced a Transport Assessment (TA) and Framework Travel
Plan (FTP) in support of their proposal.
The TA concludes that the impact of the development on the local highway network
should be acceptable to LCC as the Highway Authority.
There are elements of the TA which are not agreed and are as follows:
·
Traffic Generation:
The trip rate whilst derived from the TRICS
database appear to be low. LCC encourage developers to adopt the trip rate
used is northwest Preston when dealing with developments in the central
Lancashire region.
·
Junction Assessment:
No capacity assessment has been undertaken
and the TA appear to rely on observations of little queuing to conclude that
highway capacity is not an issue. No future years assessment has been
undertaken.
·
Road Safety Analysis:
The review of collision data does not cover the
extent of the local highway network that LCC considers necessary. The TA
includes "crashmap" data from 2015 – 2019, as 2020 data is now available
this should be reviewed.
In assessing the development the TA looks at distances to amenities, however, this
is only one element of why a particular route for walking and cycling may be used.
The quality of that route is also and important factor and as such the provision of
dropped kerbs and crossing points and desire lines need to be taken into
consideration.
I terms of public transport the site is close to Spendmore Lane and Preston Road
where the 362 service operates with a 20minute frequency. Whilst access to the bus
stops on Spendmore Lane would be via a safe well lit route the potential access to
the stops on Preston Road would be via Balinascough Lane which is unlit and
without footways.
Spendmore Lane would be used by all vehicular traffic to the development and the
vast majority of pedestrians, as such it is essential that this route is seen to be safe
for all road users. From Preston Road to Grange Drive (approximately 300m) there
are 4 recorded injury accidents (all slight) in a five year period. From Grange Drive
eastwards along Spendmore Lane the road safety record is poorer with 5 injury
accidents (3 severe and 2 slight) within 500m of Grange Drive.
The FTP will require additional work before it can be agreed. However, as the
application is in outline form the statement of intent it provides is considered sufficient
at this stage.

Agenda Page 69

Agenda Item 3f

Summary.
The TA requires updating with;
1.
Agreement on appropriate trip rates
2.
Junction capacity assessment for Preston Road / Spendmore Lane and
Spendmore Lane / Grange Drive, to include further years and committed
development.
3.
Review of road safety on Spendmore Lane and mitigation scheme.
4.
Review of walking routes and improvements.
5.
Access to Blainscough Lane and pedestrian improvements.
Conclusion.
As submitted LCC cannot support this proposal as based on the information provided
there is insufficient evidence to show that the development will not have an
unacceptable impact on highway safety.
LCC are willing to work with the developer, their Transport Consultants and Chorley
Planning Officers to see if the issues highlight can be resolved.
Reasons for refusal
The consultation response received from Lancashire County Council Highways
objects to the proposed development and therefore it is recommended that a further
reason for refusal is added as follows:
The application fails to demonstrate sufficient evidence to show that the development
will not have an unacceptable impact on highway safety. The proposal is, therefore,
contrary to policy BNE1 (d) of the Chorley Local Plan 2012 - 2026.
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