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458

Central Lancashire Local Development Framework Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD Issues and Options Discussion Paper Representations
on behalf of Persimmon Homes (Lancashire) By RPS Planning & Development Introduction These representations are submitted to South Ribble Borough Council on
behalf of Persimmon Homes (Lancashire) Ltd in respect of land at Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge, identified as sites SR006/015/026/053/058 in the Landowners’ and
Developers’ Site Suggestions document, and as site (c), north of Brindle Road bounded by the M6 and M61 motorways in Policy D8, Safeguarded Land, in the adopted
South Ribble Local Plan. The representations add to those prepared by Savills and submitted to the Council as part of a site suggestions exercise in March 2008. Their
purpose is to reaffirm that in our opinion the site is deliverable for residential development; that is, meets the specific requirements of paragraph 54 of PPS3 in being
available, suitable and achievable, and should be allocated for residential development in the forthcoming Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD. It
is not possible to tell how the five site reference numbers on page 50 of the ‘Landowners’ document precisely relate to parcels on the ground, a difficulty exacerbated by
the fact that none of these site references, unlike most others, have a site area attached to them in the schedule. Nor is the extent of land identified as site UPS38 on page
64 of the Central Lancashire SHLAA 2009 clear. This entry gives a total size and net developable area which is different from (ie smaller than) that promoted in these
representations. The entry also however makes it clear that the land is considered suitable, available and achievable for residential development. For the avoidance of
doubt, therefore, the attached drawing indicates the precise extent of the land in which Persimmon Homes has an interest. The whole site, indicated by the blue boundary
on the drawing, has an area of approximately 9.71 0:\1201b camelot theme park\reports\1201 r 110128 dc Idf repsbrindlerdfv.doc 2 hectares. The provisional net
developable area, indicated by the solid red boundary and whose derivation is explained below, has an area of approximately 7.26 hectares. Notwithstanding the extent of
their current land interests Persimmon Homes supports the comprehensive allocation and redevelopment of the area for residential use and such supporting facilities as
may be required, given the conclusions of the Savills report, summarised below, on the scale and location of services and facilities in the vicinity. We consider that
paragraphs 3.40 and 3.41 of the Local Plan, which follow Policy D8, provide an accurate summary of the status and purpose of safeguarded land. It is regrettable however
that the Publication Core Strategy appears not even to acknowledge the existence of safeguarded land, let alone address the extent to which more recent policy
requirements for the use of previously developed land affect the need to allocate safeguarded land for development. General Policy Considerations RPS notes the
proposed policy in the draft Joint Core Strategy to accommodate 70% of new housing on previously developed land, and the existence of safeguarded land. RPS
considers the target to be ambitious but even if it can be achieved a significant proportion of the housing requirement will need to be accommodated on greenfield land. We
recognise the role of safeguarded land as the first greenfield land that local planning authorities should turn to. However, RPS notes the change in mid 2010 to the
definition of previously developed land in Annex B of PPS3. This removed garden land, a significant source of such land and one which in many parts of the country makes
a considerable contribution to the total provision of housing on previously developed land. The change will in RPS’s opinion make it even more difficult for the three Central
Lancashire authorities to achieve what was already a demanding target, notwithstanding what appears to be an unsupported assertion in paragraph 8.15 of the Publication
Core Strategy that it can still be achieved. RPS therefore considers that there will be an even greater need to resort to greenfield sites in order to meet housing
requirements in South Ribble Borough. 0:\1201b camelot theme park\reports\1201 r 110128 dc Idf repsbrindlerdfv.doc 3 We note too the implications of paragraph 4.12 of
the ‘Landowners’ document, which suggests that it would be better to bring forward some safeguarded sites than others to meet requirements in the present round of plan
preparation. RPS nevertheless considers that the characteristics of the site are such that it is appropriate to be allocated in the present round of development plan making.
Noise and Net Developable Area The Savills report of March 2008 acknowledged that noise from the nearby motorways would affect the site, without addressing the extent
to which the realistically developable area might be reduced as a result. Since this time Persimmon Homes has undertaken initial investigative work and these
representations seek to provide greater certainty in terms of the suitability and deliverability of the site for residential use. We anticipate that this will assist the Council in its
consideration of sites eventually to be allocated in the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD. The attached drawing therefore shows not only the
full extent of the land in which Persimmon Homes has an interest and the site as a whole, but also a smaller area representing the land which we believe could be
developed without requiring inordinately expensive noise mitigation measures, for example, in the form of acoustic barriers adjacent to the motorways or in the construction
of the dwellings themselves. It also shows, by means of the pecked red line, how the net developable area could be extended northwards and eastwards. This area is
based on the categories set out in Annex 1 of PPG24: Planning and Noise and represents the area of land in category B for which the advice is: “Noise should be taken
into account in when determining planning applications and, where appropriate, conditions imposed to ensure and adequate level of protection against noise”. The land
excluded falls into category C, for which the advice in Annex 1 begins “planning permission should not normally be granted”. Although this is qualified by reference to the
question of the availability of quieter sites, RPS considers that the 0:\1201b camelot theme park\reports\1201 r 110128 dc Idf repsbrindlerdfv.doc 4 range of choice
available to the Council is not so restricted as to demand the development of the whole area in this case. This also takes into account the effect of noise on the amenity
value of gardens, which do not benefit from noise mitigation measures in construction. It should however also be possible to mitigate such effects in the design of the
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layout of any residential scheme in respect of both houses and gardens. The need to provide for a buffer zone between the motorways and the edge of residential
development has the benefit of providing land for any equipped play areas, open space and landscaping, and at the same time enabling more economical use to be made
of the net developable area. Public Rights of Way RPS notes that a public right of way crosses the site. Any detailed layout would take this route into account, and to the
extent that any amenity value it has might be diminished by residential development, this would be more than compensated for by the provision of additional amenity
space. Residential Capacity On the basis of the provisional net developable area of 7.26 hectares, it is estimated that the site could accommodate between 218 and 290
dwellings at a range of 30 to 40 dwellings per hectare. Access Access to the site would be taken from Brindle Road. Persimmon Homes continue to hold an interest in
number 215 Brindle Road, which would facilitate the provision of access of a suitable standard. Local Services and Facilities We draw to the Council’s attention the
material on these topics in the Savills report. This concluded that the site is sustainably located in respect of schools, shops, 0:\1201b camelot theme park\reports\1201 r
110128 dc Idf repsbrindlerdfv.doc 5 health facilities and recreation areas. Bus services run along Brindle Road, and Bamber Bridge railway station is located about 1.5 km
from the site. The Council’s Questions These representations also address the relevant questions put in the ‘Landowners’ document. C2: Are you aware of any sites where
it might be suitable to apply set criteria for the density of housing? RPS is aware of the removal from RPS3 of the minimum density requirement of 30 dwellings per hectare
(dph). We also recognise that the more general requirement for the efficient use of land remains and indeed support this principle. In this particular case, we do not
consider that there are any grounds for development at a density lower than 30 dph. We consider that the density to be achieved on any site should eventually be
determined by detailed design, but that for greenfield sites, a starting point for estimating capacity involves applying a density figure to the net developable area. As
indicated above, we have done this in the case of land north of Brindle Road. C3: Are you aware of any sites which would be suitable for affordable housing in South
Ribble? Subject to viability, RPS would expect a policy requiring the provision of affordable housing to apply to a site such as this, at levels to be determined through the
development plan process and consistent with any relevant national guidance. Conclusion It is concluded that the Brindle Road site is deliverable for residential
development and meets the criteria of PPS3 paragraph 54. This part of Lancashire is densely built up, and although Preston is clearly the most important settlement in it,
the lack of an otherwise clearly defined settlement hierarchy makes the task of selecting sites for housing more difficult. However it is considered that there are relatively
few strategic opportunities in the vicinity owing to 0:\1201b camelot theme park\reports\1201 r 110128 dc Idf repsbrindlerdfv.doc 6 the constraints of Green Belt, and flood
risk, particularly on the southern bank of the River Ribble. Land at Brindle Road is not in the Green Belt and it is not at risk from flooding. It is close to local services and
employment, and also within easy reach of employment opportunities in Preston and the higher order services offered by the city centre. It therefore provides a significant
strategic scale opportunity for residential development in a sustainable location. Although the parts of the site closest to the motorways would have to be excluded from the
developable area, they could provide amenity space. The site would constitute an appropriate rounding off of the built up area in the vicinity. No more permanent boundary
could be envisaged than the motorways on the north western and north eastern sides, and so there would be no encroachment on the Green Belt to the north east of the
site.

306

Dear South Ribble, | would like to comment upon the proposed SHLAA sites at Kellet Lane (SR136) and Brindle Road (SR 006, 015, 026, 053, 058). Kellet Lane and
Brindle Road to the south of the Hospital Inn railway crossing are country lanes which currently suffer from over-use due to drivers using it as an east west rat run to avoid
travelling through Bamber Bridge. The traffic queues which frequently occur because of the railway crossing are a nuisance to residents of the area and often prevent them
accessing their own properties. To build more housing on Kellet Lane or this part of Brindle Road would exacerbate this problem. Kellet Lane is quite perilous as it is now,

adding more traffic and residential access points would make it even more dangerous.

Site SR018
Reference Comments
90|Objection. | OBJECT TO FURTHER DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE VILLAGE OF LONGTON BECAUSE 1. TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND PARKING ARE ALREADY A

PROBLEM 2. THE CHARACTER OF THE VILLAGE AND VIEW OF THE SURROUNDING COUNTRYSIDE ARE ALREADY BEING LOST 3. THE NATURAL
ENVIRONMENT AND HABITAT OF LOCAL WILDLIFE WILL BE DESTROYED 4. LOCAL SCHOLS ARE ALREADY OVER SUBSCRIBED 5. PARKING IN THE VILLAGE
IS ALREADY VERY DIFFICULT 6. GREENBELT LAND SHOULD NOT BE USED FOR DEVELOPMENT



Site SR023
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Comments

220

Residential building on this land must be very strongly opposed, it is the last piece of greenfield site that separates Lostock Hall/TARDY Gate with Waton Park. There is
enough residential building land already available in the Lostock Hall area, ie Gasworks, Vernons, Bee Lane. Wateringpool Lane, Linden Drive and Doodstone Nook is
already saturated with traffic. Brownedge Rd is already a bottle neck, so further development would make it a lot worse. Air pollution is a great worry as most houses have
2 cars. This site has already been rejected by residents in the past. This small piece of greenspace must be protected against building.

532

Objection | object for building more houses in Lostock Hall. It is only a small village and every where you look there’s houses. The traffic is bad and how and if you build
more houses where will the traffic go? Doodstone Ave is quiet place to live and if you open it up the Ave will be to busy with the cars going down and we need some fields
round for the wild life.

213

Lostock Hall is a heavily populated village with very little green land available to all of the community. | know that as a community we feel very strongly against anymore
development within these areas therefore | hope the following suggestions will be much appreciated.

| feel that SR042 SR120 SR083 should be open land for the community to roam with their families will the potential to develop them into nature reserves (like the
surrounding area)or picnic areas for communities to use. However, SR023 i feel has the potential to benefit the whole of the Lostock Hall community. This could be
developed into a car free allotment area. Allotments are very hard to come by and have a long waiting list to get a place, plus a general fee is around 10 - 12 which within
this finanical climate would highly benefit the South Ribble council and the local community with a popular service. Many of the people | have spoken to within the Lostock
Hall community have been very excited and would fully support the scheme. With the nature of the roads not being able to cope with demand of residential traffic | feel that
this allotment scheme has two possibilities. These could be a no car scheme except to transport heavy equipment (This | feel wouldn't be a problem if this service was able
to only the surrounding communities) or by providing a small car park; this will allow to kept the roads clear and still accessible for residents. | am very supportive in
preserving the local environment and protecting the wildlife. | have lived on St Cuthberts Rd for 23 years and have seen an increasing number of wildlife move up towards
my house for food and housing; this has not been helped by local residential developments. With these suggestions | feel that it is supporting the local community with
services of green land to enrich their lives from walks with their dogs to having a picnic and football game with their families. If this area was to become residential not only
would the local community be very objective to the developments but also put a lot of pressure on the community services. This would be mainly seen through schools as
there is already a shortage problem along with local medical services as | myself have been waiting for 2 years to get an appointment to just be registered. The roads
along with drains, waste and traffic capability would need to be redeveloped as they are already struggling with the demand of traffic at this moment without the extra
demand of more residential developments. | feel that the suggestions that | have mad will fit into the way Britain is looking to the future and being more pro-active with the
environment and providing ourselves with the right frame of mind with family, health and a sense of community.

494

| have been notified today that a meeting was held re building plans for housing near Doodstone Drive on the 26th January at the Catholic Club in Lostock Hall. | also
heard that this was advertised n the local paper (which paper) and also announcement in the Conservative Club, it is strange that no one was aware of this meeting. It
seems that South Ribble Council; | hell bent on approving this planning application despite the meeting held last year when a few residents turned out voice their objection
and vent their anger at this planning application. Doodstone Drive / Ave is a small residential area with narrow roads and it will make more traffic. | was born in this area
and we have many paces for children to play but not anymore, children form three schools use this roads with more house more children, can the schools take anymore? If
some one from South Ribble Council will take time to visit and see the traffic that clogs up on Doodstone Nook and Linden Drive they will see many cars waiting for
children and it can only get worse. Please make notice of the residents and say not to this application.

410

iM VERY VERY CONCERNED RE THE DEVELOPMENT OF HOUSES ON THE FIELD AT THE BOTTOM OF DOODSTONE. FIRSTLY, THE OPENING OF
DOODSTONE DRIVE, THIS WOULD CAUSE TOO MUCH TRAFFIC THE ROAD IS NOT SUITABLE FOR AN EXTRA 350 CARS. NEITHER IS WATERINGPOOL LANE.
THERE ARE NOT ENOUGH SCHOOLS, DOCTORS AND DENTIST FOR THE PEOPLE OF LOSTOCK AS IT IS!'IT IS LOVELY TO SEE ANIMALS IN THE FIELD - LETS
LEAVE IT THAT WAY. | BELIEVE HOUSES ARE BEING BUILT AT VERNONS,MORE ON THE GAS WORKS AND ON THE LAND OF AVONDALE SCHOOL. THAT
SURELY IS MORE THAN ENOUGH FOR LOSTOCK HALL THAT WILL MORE THAN A QUARTER OF HOUSES RECOMMENDED BY THE GOVERMENT.

440

| am against building houses on the field because we need a buffer zone between lostock hall and walton park, there is enough building planed for south ribble the roads
are a nightmare in this area without adding more traffic.why not plant trees and put bird boxes up anything to encourage wildlife you have built enough in this area over the
years lets have some GREEN SPACE,

199|Lostock Hall / South Ribble Central Area - 26th Jan 2011 First a detailed comment. The massive proposed developments in sectors around the Gas Works and Vernons
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Lodge should be cut right back or stopped altogether. le. SR040, SR042 and SR023. This is the last remaining really nice part of this area. To build houses up against the
edge of Vernons Lodge would be sacrilege. The fields in SR023 are a vital green lung for the area. The maximum development that should be permitted here are a few

more new houses up against the existing new development on Leyland Road. Maybe extend that estate by 50%. The new link bridge should be scrapped. It's benefits will
disappoint even it's Supporters and will be short lived. Two new bypasses have not removed the congestion south of the Ribble. Leyland Road and the A6 are as busy as

to a meeting to give their views. This is local democracy. Almost everyone has the view that the area is already far too congested and there should be no more
development. The response is that You must accept 350 houses per year and that's that. If you and your Council object, you will be charged a fortune when you lose the
Developers' Appeals .This sounds about as democratic as Stalinist Russia.The Planning Officer making the presentation suggested that local people might want to protect
areas of open space. The layout map of 'Site Suggestions in Central Area' shows every bit of open space being filled in. The bits that don't get filled in during this round will
get filled in next time.

The Elephant in the room is population increase. When is this fundamental issue going to be addressed? The Country is already badly overcrowded. What number will the
'Powers That Be' let the population rise to before they WISE UP 1l

Will population rise to 70 million, or 80 million, or 100 million, or 200 million.

Let them name their figure.

Population increase must be stopped at some point, so do it now while the country is just about worth living in and we have a chance of countering potential problems such
as climate change or sea level rises or .?

Have our Rulers got no imagination, or are they just not bothered because they will be rich enough to escape to their own sanctuary? Maybe they only care about
increasing GDP as a proxy for increasing their own prestige. Their grandchildren won't be in the FOOD RIOTS.

617|Objection / suggestion for changes If more houses were built in this location it would obviously result in considerably more traffic passing along Doodstone Drive and the
surrounding areas. The entrance/s to such a site would have to be from watering pool lane resulting in more traffic passing close to a nearby school and nursery. Existing
essential services i.e fire appliances ambulances and council refuge election vehicles could possibly have access difficulties coping with a higher volume of moving traffic
and on street parking. The increase in traffic activity would ultimately result in environmental issues such ad constant noise and pollution in a location adjacent to an
existing and well established nature reserved which was created by South Ribble Council to preserve and encourage the sanctuary of local wildlife.

710l think that this proposed development need to take into consideration keeping a green buffer zone at both sides of the footpath from Bamber Bridge to Preston.

594 (Should be kept as green open space as part of a “Central Park” as a buffer between Preston/South Ribble (Lostock Hall)

372|Objection | feel we need some green space, you have ample land that you ate building on and have plans to build on this area. We also need space between Lostock Hall
and Walton Park. The roads, schools, Doctors ad Dentists are full. Give Wildlife a life line, leave this field green.

338|Query: Having lived on Doodstone Drive for 22 years | have seen vast amounts of green land around my home disappearing and | believe that this is a very sad state of

affairs. With the increased awareness of the Greenhouse Effect in recent years it should be fairly obvious to all concerned that the current use of the field, for the grazing of
farm animals, is its best use. Not to mention the fact that the area is beginning to look more like a messy, urban maze with houses being built on top of houses. The
introduction of more houses to an already saturated population within Lostock Hall is unacceptable. The local Doctors Surgery is already full, with people often having to
wait two weeks for an important appointment. There is also the question of how these new houses are going to be reached. The only plausible option would be to open up
one of: Wateringpool Lane, Doodstone Avenue or Doodstone Drive. As the situation stands at the moment, Wateringpool Lane is already heavily congested with parked
cars and moving traffic which is dramatically increased during school pick up and drop off hours. We also need to remember there are two schools in the immediate area
and think how an increased amount of traffic would affect the movement of pedestrians to and from those schools, many of whom are young children. As for the opening
up of Doodstone Drive or Doodstone Avenue, this would be both reckless and inconsiderate. These two roads have long been developed as small residential communities
and are the home of many young children who like to play outside in the street in the summer. Having lived in this street all my life, | myself was one of these children not
many years ago. This new development would render this past time both dangerous, unpleasant and in most cases impossible. Finally, | would like to make known my
complete disgust at the lack of notice regarding the meeting held on 26th January 2011 to residents who would be immediately affected. The amount of notice was clearly
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inadequate as previous meetings were so full that many people were unable to enter the hall and were required to stand outside. If this meeting were properly advertised, |
can assure you, with no shadow of a doubt, that this would have been the case again. | for one demand that another meeting should be held with ALL concerned parties
given the proper notice.

683

Lostock Hall is immediate surrounding areas are becoming more and more congested. We are almost at good luck now to build further residential developments would put
a terrific strain on a unacceptable problem. The old infant school on Avondale Drive has been closed — why could this not be utilised for a medical practise and dental
surgery-We have thousands of new residents but no increase in medical provision. Could we ask has a professional study been earned out to ensure that old sewer and
drainage systems are able to cope will ever more escape. We have gone from a rural area to a town environment but no evidence that this matters has been addressed.
More residential means more families- can the present schools cope with a further influse of children? We are fearful too that we are being pushed near and nearer to
Preston. We do not wish to have Preston overspill and all that would bring with it. You only have to look at Ribbleton and Deepdale area to see the problems we could
have. There are several properties in the area which could be modernised and utilised without the new built. Please allow us to have some “great areas” we need them to
walk, relax away from all the traffic pollution and unacceptable upset that the volume of the traffic creates. Children and families need the nature walks and the area of
recreation.

293

Suggestion for Changes: It is likely that all these sites, if developed for housing would fall in the geographical priority area for pupil admission to Lostock Hall High School.
The school is already popular and over subscribed and has ib the last few years been the subject of appeals from parents. | would ask that when considering land for
residential development that the views of the school and the LA are sought to ensure that sufficient places are available.

305

| strongly object to site SR023 being designated for residential. This site has been subject of previous planning applications and a government department review. The site
had had applications rejected to protect the urban sprawl between Lostock Hall and Walton Park. Also the serious traffic problems at Tardt Gate/Wateringpool Lane.

26

A green belt strip should be included within these proposed residential sites to afford a 'green belt strip buffer' alongside the tramway nature reserve to support the
proposed Central Park.

292

Agreement in already in place with the council that this area of land would remain part of a 'greenfinger' of land that separates Lostock Hall from Preston town centre to
enable the passage of wildlife and the continuation of nature. In the summer of 2010 over 150 local residents unanimously voted to leave this site undeveloped. This
current consultation has not in my view been pubicised sufficiently to enable more local people to be aware of its existence and have their say.

If residential property was built on this site the only access is via Wateringpool Lane which is a small residential lane. The average number of cars per family now is 2.7
which means with 90 properties there would be a minimum of 180 cars (rounding down and assuming 2 cars per family)passing up and down Wateringpool Lane each day.
Brownedge Road is already a bottleneck at rush hour into Preston and this additional traffic would cause further congestion and traffic jams. Not to mention the pollution.
There is affordable housing available in the local area and standing empty - including new properties next to the gas works. Market conditions remain that people cannot
afford to move or to buy a property. This site also enable valuable and rare wildlife to exist - foxes, butterflies, dragonflies and toads live on this site and bird species feed
on this site including starlings which are in danger of becoming an endangered species. There is no additional schools in the area so where would the children from these
families go to school? There is a local football club and the development of this site would mean that they would not have anywhere to park when games are played. At the
moment they park on the road. This would not be possible with the traffic up and down the road to and from the properties on this site. Accidents are inevitable with limited
access for emergency vehicles such as fire and ambulance.

450

If I understand correctly the proposal for this area is social housing. in the last couple of years the council has removed a playground adjacent to the old railway line due to
the congregation of youths causing physical damage. Bringing social housing to this area has the potential to increase this issue. In addition the old railway line is a well
used recreational area for walkers,cyclists, dog owners etc. | believe to bring this type of housing to this location would remove the element of safety that currently exists in
this well used sanctuary away from the busy areas that surround it. For the above reasons and the maintenance of some green areas for recreational purposes in the area
| object to the development of this land.

605

| strongly object to site SR023 being designated for residential. This site has been subject to previous planning applications and a Government department review. This
site has had applications rejected to protect the urban sprawl between Lostock Hall and Walton Park. The serious traffic problems at Tardy Gate/Wateringpool Lane.

291

Suggestion for changes: As this land is being used for grazing animals, | propose an alternative to this would be the land being used for local resident for allotments as this
would benefit the local community rather than more housing and congestion in the Lostock Hall area

711

As the Todd Lane area is already congested with houses and schools, the areas indicated should be left as greenspaces for the enjoyment and leisure purposes of the
residents of this area we have little enough as it is. A park area could also be considered, but under no circumstances should more houses be built on this land. Todd Lane
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in particular would not take the extra traffic that building more houses would incure as flooding at the corner of Lyndale Ave is a regular occurance along with the morning
and evening traffic from the school that is very heavy on a road that has not been designed to take this use.

505

As a resident living on Doodstone Drive and having previously attended the Central Area Committee Meeting hel do n15 June 2010, | wish to express my objection to the
proposed residential development on land off Wateringpool Lane, Lostock Hall by Morris Homes (NW). As discussed at the meeting on 15 June 2010, there are numerous
reasons for not allowing such a development — it will be detrimental to the infra-structure of a small village. This, along with high levels of traffic congestion and the
destruction of the surrounding nature habitat is not acceptable. As indicated at this meeting all who attended opposed the development which should be seriously
considered. | would also like to point out that any subsequent meetings were not publicised effectively as most people were not aware of them. For such an important issue
residents should have been informed directly by letter.

393

Thankyou for seeing me a short notice yesterday. | would like to register my objection to the proposal of the possibility of building housing on the field adjacent to
wateringpool lane, lostock hall, preston. | have lived in Doodstone drive for 17 years and overlook the field.This area of land is the last piece of green left in the area, 17
years ago, i could see as far as preston, since then walton park has encroached closer and closer, filling every other piece of land available. The only route to this piece of
land is either down wateringpool lane or the doodstones, niether of which are built to take increasing amounts of traffic, the schools in the area already leave the roads
choked in the morning and hometime. | feel there are better areas in the region which can provide the land neccesary without destroying the last piece of green land in the
area.

Site SR024

Reference

Comments

389

1. These representations relate to a site located at Dorothy Avenue/Bretherton Terrace, Leyland - see attached plan. 2. The site is situated immediately to the south and
east of the defined town centre of Leyland, and part of the site is within that defined town centre boundary. Historically the southern element of the site formed part of the
extensive Leyland Truck Company factory complex at Leyland. More recently the site was held by Lancashire County Council as highway authority as part of a potential
new road link into/from Leyland town centre. That potential road scheme has been permanently abandoned and the County Council disposed of the site in 2006/2007. This
southern part of the site was subject to a "Tender" process in July 2006 and was offered for sale as a "Town Centre Development Site". 3. The site had an interim
treatment in the form of a grassed mound. The site is now fenced and is no longer managed or maintained. 4. The northern part of the site comprises a commercial yard
which contains a motor vehicle repair/ servicing garage and a commercial painting and decorating business (office, training rooms, storage building and yard area). 5. The
site is surrounded by urban developments and land uses, primarily residential dwellings and a care facility. The site occupies a sustainable and accessible location close to
the defined centre of Leyland. 6. Allocation/development of the site for housing would be consistent with the national planning policy for housing set out in PPS 3. It would
also be consistent with the objectives and spatial strategy of the Central Lancashire Publication Core Strategy as Leyland is one of the key focus points for new housing. 7.
The site is ineffectively utilised currently and its redevelopment for housing is supported and encouraged by national, regional and emerging local policy. It is close to
shops, local facilities, employment opportunities and public transport routes and links. 8. The site has been identified by the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment as deliverable - i.e. it is suitable for housing development, and it is available and achievable. The site will be subject to a planning application in the very near
future. 9. The site was not identified by the Central Lancashire Employment Land Study as being of significance to the portfolio of existing employment sites. Re-cycling of
the site for housing is wholly appropriate. 10. The site should be formally identified/allocated for housing development.

52

RE plot of land SR024.Approximately 12 months ago, a planning application was submitted for the building of dwellings on this plot. I, along with my neighbours
campaigned against the application. There were many reasons for our objection, some of which were, the size of plot, the access to the plot, the safety of existing
residents, the disruption to parking, which is already limited. we were, and still are 100% against any development of this land as it will create severe problems. The
Highways agency also recommended refusal for similar reasons. For these reasons | ask the committee to remove this plot of land from the list of sites going through to
the next stage of the consultation process.

38

Land off Dorothy Avenue Nature of response:: Objection Comments:: Comment submitted 17 January 2011 This land was previously submitted for planning permission
approx 12 months ago and was recommended for refusal by the Highways Agency due to poor access and poor visibility for vehicles and pedestrians. | together with all
my neighbours are very much against the idea of this very small site being developed for housing. Such a small area with very narrow access for vehicles would create

severe traffic, parking and safety issues. | would urge the committee to remove this site from the list of sites going through to the next stage of the consulatation process. If
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you require any further information or details of the other residents who are also in opposition of this proprosal please do not hesitate to contact me either by email or
phone.

113|l am against any houses been built because there are too many cars down the street and it is so difficult to get out onto the main road. You have to remember families now
have more than one car nowadays, mum, dad and teenagers have a car each, we also have Harrisons Part yard and the vans coming and going. We also have Turpin
Green residents parking down our street (Bretherton Terrace) as they have no parking. So you can see, we have far too many cars for one small cul-de-sac. We have
small children down our street and there are 2 lines of parked cars on both sides, there is only one footpath, it is very dangerous already we don't need more cars.

Site SR025

Reference Comments

63 (We support: - The Council in identifying the 231 Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge (SR025) site as a new possible site for housing development. We submit: - That the 231
Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge (SR025) site is a suitable one for housing development, which is readily available for development and its development is readily achievable
and deliverable in a manner consistent with the wider principles and objectives of the Core Strategy and national planning guidance; - That the need to identify and make
provision for the delivery of sufficient housing land should be listed as a ‘Key Issue’ for the DPD; - The RSS housing provision levels (Policy L4) should be used to calculate
the housing land requirements for the DPD plan period; and - The DPD should plan for a minimum period of 15 years housing provision from date of adoption, ie until 2030.
We suggest: - That the 231 Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge (SR025) site be allocated for housing development in the forthcoming DPD, for delivery within the first five years
of the DPD.




Site SR026

Reference

Comments

458

Central Lancashire Local Development Framework Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD Issues and Options Discussion Paper Representations
on behalf of Persimmon Homes (Lancashire) By RPS Planning & Development Introduction These representations are submitted to South Ribble Borough Council on
behalf of Persimmon Homes (Lancashire) Ltd in respect of land at Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge, identified as sites SR006/015/026/053/058 in the Landowners’ and
Developers’ Site Suggestions document, and as site (c), north of Brindle Road bounded by the M6 and M61 motorways in Policy D8, Safeguarded Land, in the adopted
South Ribble Local Plan. The representations add to those prepared by Savills and submitted to the Council as part of a site suggestions exercise in March 2008. Their
purpose is to reaffirm that in our opinion the site is deliverable for residential development; that is, meets the specific requirements of paragraph 54 of PPS3 in being
available, suitable and achievable, and should be allocated for residential development in the forthcoming Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD. It
is not possible to tell how the five site reference numbers on page 50 of the ‘Landowners’ document precisely relate to parcels on the ground, a difficulty exacerbated by
the fact that none of these site references, unlike most others, have a site area attached to them in the schedule. Nor is the extent of land identified as site UPS38 on
page 64 of the Central Lancashire SHLAA 2009 clear. This entry gives a total size and net developable area which is different from (ie smaller than) that promoted in
these representations. The entry also however makes it clear that the land is considered suitable, available and achievable for residential development. For the avoidance
of doubt, therefore, the attached drawing indicates the precise extent of the land in which Persimmon Homes has an interest. The whole site, indicated by the blue
boundary on the drawing, has an area of approximately 9.71 hectares. The provisional net developable area, indicated by the solid red boundary and whose derivation is
explained below, has an area of approximately 7.26 hectares. Notwithstanding the extent of their current land interests Persimmon Homes supports the comprehensive
allocation and redevelopment of the area for residential use and such supporting facilities as may be required, given the conclusions of the Savills report, summarised
below, on the scale and location of services and facilities in the vicinity. We consider that paragraphs 3.40 and 3.41 of the Local Plan, which follow Policy D8, provide an
accurate summary of the status and purpose of safeguarded land. It is regrettable however that the Publication Core Strategy appears not even to acknowledge the
existence of safeguarded land, let alone address the extent to which more recent policy requirements for the use of previously developed land affect the need to allocate
safeguarded land for development. General Policy Considerations RPS notes the proposed policy in the draft Joint Core Strategy to accommodate 70% of new housing
on previously developed land, and the existence of safeguarded land. RPS considers the target to be ambitious but even if it can be achieved a significant proportion of
the housing requirement will need to be accommodated on greenfield land. We recognise the role of safeguarded land as the first greenfield land that local planning
authorities should turn to. However, RPS notes the change in mid 2010 to the definition of previously developed land in Annex B of PPS3. This removed garden land, a
significant source of such land and one which in many parts of the country makes a considerable contribution to the total provision of housing on previously developed
land. The change will in RPS’s opinion make it even more difficult for the three Central Lancashire authorities to achieve what was already a demanding target,
notwithstanding what appears to be an unsupported assertion in paragraph 8.15 of the Publication Core Strategy that it can still be achieved. RPS therefore considers that
there will be an even greater need to resort to greenfield sites in order to meet housing requirements in South Ribble BoroughWe note too the implications of paragraph
4.12 of the ‘Landowners’ document, which suggests that it would be better to bring forward some safeguarded sites than others to meet requirements in the present round
of plan preparation. RPS nevertheless considers that the characteristics of the site are such that it is appropriate to be allocated in the present round of development plan
making. Noise and Net Developable Area The Savills report of March 2008 acknowledged that noise from the nearby motorways would affect the site, without addressing
the extent to which the realistically developable area might be reduced as a result. Since this time Persimmon Homes has undertaken initial investigative work and these
representations seek to provide greater certainty in terms of the suitability and deliverability of the site for residential use. We anticipate that this will assist the Council in
its consideration of sites eventually to be allocated in the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD. The attached drawing therefore shows not only
the full extent of the land in which Persimmon Homes has an interest and the site as a whole, but also a smaller area representing the land which we believe could be
developed without requiring inordinately expensive noise mitigation measures, for example, in the form of acoustic barriers adjacent to the motorways or in the
construction of the dwellings themselves. It also shows, by means of the pecked red line, how the net developable area could be extended northwards and eastwards.
This area is based on the categories set out in Annex 1 of PPG24: Planning and Noise and represents the area of land in category B for which the advice is: “Noise
should be taken into account in when determining planning applications and, where appropriate, conditions imposed to ensure and adequate level of protection against
noise”. The land excluded falls into category C, for which the advice in Annex 1 begins “planning permission should not normally be granted”. Although this is qualified by
reference to the question of the availability of quieter sites, RPS considers that the range of choice available to the Council is not so restricted as to demand the
development of the whole area in this case. This also takes into account the effect of noise on the amenity value of gardens, which do not benefit from noise mitigation

measures in construction. It should however also be possible to mitigate such effects in the design of the layout of any residential scheme in respect of both houses and
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gardens. The need to provide for a buffer zone between the motorways and the edge of residential development has the benefit of providing land for any equipped play
areas, open space and landscaping, and at the same time enabling more economical use to be made of the net developable area. Public Rights of Way RPS notes that a
public right of way crosses the site. Any detailed layout would take this route into account, and to the extent that any amenity value it has might be diminished by
residential development, this would be more than compensated for by the provision of additional amenity space. Residential Capacity On the basis of the provisional net
developable area of 7.26 hectares, it is estimated that the site could accommodate between 218 and 290 dwellings at a range of 30 to 40 dwellings per hectare. Access
Access to the site would be taken from Brindle Road. Persimmon Homes continue to hold an interest in number 215 Brindle Road, which would facilitate the provision of
access of a suitable standard. Local Services and Facilities We draw to the Council’s attention the material on these topics in the Savills report. This concluded that the
site is sustainably located in respect of schools, shops, health facilities and recreation areas. Bus services run along Brindle Road, and Bamber Bridge railway station is
located about 1.5 km from the site. The Council’s Questions These representations also address the relevant questions put in the ‘Landowners’ document. C2: Are you
aware of any sites where it might be suitable to apply set criteria for the density of housing? RPS is aware of the removal from RPS3 of the minimum density requirement
of 30 dwellings per hectare (dph). We also recognise that the more general requirement for the efficient use of land remains and indeed support this principle. In this
particular case, we do not consider that there are any grounds for development at a density lower than 30 dph. We consider that the density to be achieved on any site
should eventually be determined by detailed design, but that for greenfield sites, a starting point for estimating capacity involves applying a density figure to the net
developable area. As indicated above, we have done this in the case of land north of Brindle Road. C3: Are you aware of any sites which would be suitable for affordable
housing in South Ribble? Subject to viability, RPS would expect a policy requiring the provision of affordable housing to apply to a site such as this, at levels to be
determined through the development plan process and consistent with any relevant national guidance. Conclusion It is concluded that the Brindle Road site is deliverable
for residential development and meets the criteria of PPS3 paragraph 54. This part of Lancashire is densely built up, and although Preston is clearly the most important
settlement in it, the lack of an otherwise clearly defined settlement hierarchy makes the task of selecting sites for housing more difficult. However it is considered that
there are relatively few strategic opportunities in the vicinity owing to the constraints of Green Belt, and flood risk, particularly on the southern bank of the River Ribble.
Land at Brindle Road is not in the Green Belt and it is not at risk from flooding. It is close to local services and employment, and also within easy reach of employment
opportunities in Preston and the higher order services offered by the city centre. It therefore provides a significant strategic scale opportunity for residential development in
a sustainable location. Although the parts of the site closest to the motorways would have to be excluded from the developable area, they could provide amenity space.
The site would constitute an appropriate rounding off of the built up area in the vicinity. No more permanent boundary could be envisaged than the motorways on the
north western and north eastern sides, and so there would be no encroachment on the Green Belt to the north east of the site.

306 |Dear South Ribble, | would like to comment upon the proposed SHLAA sites at Kellet Lane (SR136) and Brindle Road (SR006, 015, 026, 053, 058). Kellet Lane and

Brindle Road to the south of the Hospital Inn railway crossing are country lanes which currently suffer from over-use due to drivers using it as an east west rat run to avoid
travelling through Bamber Bridge. The traffic queues which frequently occur because of the railway crossing are a nuisance to residents of the area and often prevent
them accessing their own properties. To build more housing on Kellet Lane or this part of Brindle Road would exacerbate this problem. Kellet Lane is quite perilous as it is
now, adding more traffic and residential access points would make it even more dangerous.

29|Against building on this land. Should be kept a green area. too built up around this area

Site SR029
Reference Comments
386|FOR THE ATTENTION OF THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT. It has come to my notice that there is a Local Development Framework consultation in process which

commenced on 8th December 2010 and which is due to complete on 31st January 2011. That the process has been brought to my attention | can thank my neighbours in
New Longton. | received a photo copy of Appendix 11 - Consultation Response Form informally through my letterbox last Saturday 22nd January 2011. It had been left by
a neighbour and until then | was completely oblivious to the process. During the last week | have had an opportunity to view the LDF document on the South Ribble
website. Clearly the Council has expended a great deal of time and money in producing this document. The document states 'Our hope is for as many individuals and
organisations as possible to participate in the production of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy'. Hope being the operative word. In my humble opinion as a council tax
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payer helping to fund this project, the advertising of the consultation has been abysmal and the consultation period far too short. | feel that a great opportunity to include
the community has been lost. Having viewed the LDF document | wish to strongly object to the proposed development reference number SR029. Given that the area
proposed for development is clearly within Green Belt and is used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt policy,
particularly in such an unsustainable and open location. | attach a full schedule of my objections together with supporting documents for your attention; a signed and dated
hard copy of which will be delivered by hand to your offices at West Paddock on Monday 31st January 2011. Unfortunately given the time remaining | will struggle to
provide you with structured answers to the 50 questions raised in Appendix 10 of the LDF document.

106

| object for the following reasons within the village of Longton:Greenbelt land should not be used for development.Traffic congestion and parking will be made worse.Local
schools are over subscribed.We are losing the character of the village and the view from the village to open countryside.This will destroy and affect the natural enviroment
and habitat of wildlife.Parking in the village is already very difficult. This will also reduce opportunities for excercise and leisuire within the village.

700

Objection on grounds of; - too much increase in traffic - concreting over green land will worsen flooding issues - more houses will result in extra load on already very dated
sewage and rainwater drainage system

286

Greenbelt land should not be used for development Traffic congestion and parking will be made worse. Local schools are over subscribed. We are rapidly losing the
character of the village and the view of open countryside This will destroy and effect the natural environment and habitat of wildlife. Parking in the village is already very
difficult.

243

| object to these Planning applications and the building of so many houses. The village cannot sustain any more development on the grounds of mains sewerage, road
traffic increase, schools, doctors, already over subscribed. | also object on enviromental grounds. Loss of habitat for mammals and birds, particularly owls. We have
already lost a signifcant number of farmland birds (yellow hammers, lapwings, skylarks

and ground nesting birds, and | feel these developments will just add to the decline of important British Birds.

658

| do not feel that this is a suitable plan for any type of industrial or residential use. Access to local roads is poor in this junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane already
suffer from a lot of traffic.

109

Objection Comments:: | object for the following reasons within the village of Longton:- < Greenbelt land should not be used for development Traffic congestion and parking
will be made worse Local schools are oversubscribed We will lose the character of the village and the view from the village to open countryside This development will
destroy the natural environment and habitat for wildlife Parking in the village is already very diffucult

661

Yet again | object to development on this land. There are Ecological issues to consider- loss of wildlife habitat for example Bats, Barn Owls, great crested, newts and
numerous bird species. This agriculture land should be left alone for all to enjoy!!!

342

This application would have irreversable implications for the environment and natural habitat of wildlife, particularly on migrating birds which come to visit this area.
Pollution is another worry that such a development would have on the area. The application is a no-brainer and would be heavily resisted through legal action.

219

With reference to South Ribble Borough Council's proposals to use greenbelt land for residential development, | wish to object for the following reasons: 1. | believe that
greenbelt land should not be used for development 2. traffic congestion and parking will be made worse 3. local schools are already oversubscribed 4. the character of the
village is being lost and views of the open countryside will also be lost 5 the habitat of wildlife and the natural environment will be destroyed 6. as many households in
Longton have 2 cars (some even have 3) parking problems will obviously become more difficult.

295

Given that the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt policy,
particularly in such an unsustainable and open location. The current land is for pasture/grazing. Is it counter-intuitive that the removal of farm land would be supportive of
the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). The habitat in this area would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site reference SR029.

280

. | object to the re-zoning of Green Belt land for any type of development. All land in the green belt should excluded from this consultation and not carried forward. 2.
Longton already contains undeveloped land outside of the Green Belt which must be used for development before any consideration is given to the destruction of Green
Belt land. This non green belt land should provide development potential for the next 30+ years. South Ribble as a whole has thousands of acres of land capable of
development, without the need to destroy the Green Belt and villages like ours. 3. Leyland, Lostock Hall and Buckshaw village have a lot of areas not in the Green Belt or
being used for agriculture which could be developed. These places have better communications than Longton e.g. close to motorway junctions and rail links at Leyland and
Lostock Hall with the possibility of opening the old Royal Ordnance station at Buckshaw Village. Leyland has good shopping and parking facilities which can cope with
additional residents. Both Leyland and Lostock Hall have primary and secondary schools and Leyland has Runshaw College obviating the need for children to travel to
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surrounding towns for education. 4. | object to the loss of agricultural land. The population is growing and there is a move to local sourcing. Many acres of agricultural land
has been lost to building in South Ribble in the past few years. We must keep what agricultural land that we have for the production of food, the maintenance of the varied
wildlife in the area, the separation of the villages and the pleasure of the residents. 5. Ecological issues - loss of habitat. Local species include bats, barn owls, tawny owls,
buzzards, greater crested newts, pheasants and many other birds, animals, amphibians, reptiles and insects. 6. Congestion/highways. Junctions with Liverpool Road
throughout Longton and road such as Chapel Lane, Marsh Lane and Shirley Lane are already heavily used. Intensification of development would create dangerous road
conditions. The A59 is at a standstill going in and out of Penwortham at busy times. This congestion is added to by the secondary school and college children having to
travel from Longton and other villages to Penwortham, Preston etc. as there are no secondary schools or colleges in the Longton area. 7. Existing Longton sewers are
already at capacity. 8. Development of Dobson's farm would provide a continuous link of the 2 settlements of Longton/Walmer Bridge providing urban sprawl. 9. There is a
history of flooding on parts of Dobson's Farm and other areas in Longton. 10. Longton is limited in the room it has for shops, services, parking etc. and serves as a
shopping and services centre for the surrounding area. The traffic in Longton is already heavy and the current parking in the village centre, including the Booths car park, is
already well used. As any additional development in the area will be some distance from the shops and services, the current facilities are unlikely to be sufficient and |
cannot see there being any suitable areas to extend.

262

1. | object to the re-zoning of Green Belt land for any type of development. All land in the green belt should excluded from this consultation and not carried forward. 2.
Longton already contains undeveloped land outside of the Green Belt which must be used for development before any consideration is given to the destruction of Green
Belt land. This non green belt land should provide development potential for the next 30+ years. South Ribble as a whole has thousands of acres of land capable of
development, without the need to destroy the Green Belt and villages like ours. 3. Leyland, Lostock Hall and Buckshaw village have a lot of areas not in the Green Belt or
being used for agriculture which could be developed. These places have better communications than Longton e.g. close to motorway junctions and rail links at Leyland and
Lostock Hall with the possibility of opening the old Royal Ordnance station at Buckshaw Village. Leyland has good shopping and parking facilities which can cope with
additional residents. Both Leyland and Lostock Hall have primary and secondary schools and Leyland has Runshaw College obviating the need for children to travel to
surrounding towns for education. 4. | object to the loss of agricultural land. The population is growing and there is a move to local sourcing. Many acres of agricultural land
has been lost to building in South Ribble in the past few years. We must keep what agricultural land that we have for the production of food, the maintenance of the varied
wildlife in the area, the separation of the villages and the pleasure of the residents. 5. Ecological issues - loss of habitat. Local species include bats, barn owls, tawny owls,
buzzards, greater crested newts, pheasants and many other birds, animals, amphibians, reptiles and insects. 6. Congestion/highways. Junctions with Liverpool Road
throughout Longton and road such as Chapel Lane, Marsh Lane and Shirley Lane are already heavily used. Intensification of development would create dangerous road
conditions. The A59 is at a standstill going in and out of Penwortham at busy times. This congestion is added to by the secondary school and college children having to
travel from Longton and other villages to Penwortham, Preston etc. as there are no secondary schools or colleges in the Longton area. 7. Existing Longton sewers are
already at capacity. 8. Development of Dobson's farm would provide a continuous link of the 2 settlements of Longton/Walmer Bridge providing urban sprawl. 9. There is a
history of flooding on parts of Dobson's Farm and other areas in Longton. 10. Longton is limited in the room it has for shops, services, parking etc. and serves as a
shopping and services centre for the surrounding area. The traffic in Longton is already heavy and the current parking in the village centre, including the Booths car park, is
already well used. As any additional development in the area will be some distance from the shops and services, the current facilities are unlikely to be sufficient and |
cannot see there being any suitable areas to extend.

328

Any further development in Longton will cause significant problems with schooling in the village. The current schools will not be able to cope with the increased demands
for places meaning some children having to travel to schools out of the village. There will also be issues with increased traffic and lack of parking in the village centre itself.
At busy times Liverpool Road already suffers from significant congestion and parking spills over to the roads around Franklands and school lane. The proposed
development will add further to this problem. In addition the proposed homes will no doubt be purchased by commuters further adding to the daily bottle necks heading to
the motorway network and Preston. Without substantial investment in the roads in the area, including the building of a Penwortham bypass, further development in areas
around Longton should be avoided.

The land proposed to be used for development is greenbelt and should be protected from development to protect the village character.

267

| object for the following reasons within the village of Longton: Greenbelt land should not be used for development Traffic congestion and parking will be made worse Local
Schools are overscribed Waste water and sewage capacity is insufficient Back Lane has insufficient capacity to give access to a number of new developments We are
losing the character of the village and the view from the village to open countryside This will destroy the natural environment and wildlife habitats Brownsite land should be
developed before greenbelt land

264|I object for the following reasons within the village of Longton: 1. Greenbelt land should not be used for development. 2. Traffic congestion and parking is already difficult
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and will be made worse 3. Local schools are already over subscribed. 4. We are losing the character of the village and the view from the village to the open countryside. 5.
This will destroy and significantly effect the natural environment and habitat of the wildlife. 6. Public footpaths and rights of way will be destroyed. 7. Parking in Longton
village is already difficult. 8. Most residents live in Longton Village because it still retains the village atmosphere and these proposals will destroy this

274

The Council and residents should be working to protect the Green Belt around this area, and not to expand the residential areas as has happened in Longton. The lanes in
this area are narrow and very busy, as they are used by local residents, and also by many others, who use Long Moss Lane as a shortcut through to Leyland. The lane is
also used extensively by the farming community, and many of their vehicles are, by necessity, much wider than the average car. Would the drainage/school/doctor etc be
able to cope with another influx of people? Only last year, there were extensive drainage works in the village, and this caused disruption to the flow of traffic for several
weeks. This was to alleviate an already existing long standing problem for some residents of the village. In my view it is not sensible to continue overloading a system
which appears to be already operating to its full capacity. | understand this site reference does not yet have a spacific planning application at this time, | would be obliged if
you would advise me of Council policy in situations such as this. Does the Council actively seek contractors to develop the site, or has it merely been earmarked as a
potential development site for consideration, in the event that any builder/developer should make a planning application?

163

| object for the following reasons within the already over crowded village of Longton: Greenbelt land shouldn't be used for development. The drainage and sewage systems
are already overstretched. Traffic congestion and parking will be made worse than it already is. Local schools are already over subscribed. We are losing the character of
the village and the views from the village to open countryside. This will destroy or effect the natural environment and habitat of wildlife.

266

1. | object to the re-zoning of Green Belt land for any type of development. All land in the green belt should excluded from this consultation and not carried forward. 2.
Longton already contains undeveloped land outside of the Green Belt which must be used for development before any consideration is given to the destruction of Green
Belt land. This non green belt land should provide development potential for the next 30+ years. South Ribble as a whole has thousands of acres of land capable of
development, without the need to destroy the Green Belt and villages like ours. 3. Leyland, Lostock Hall and Buckshaw village have a lot of areas not in the Green Belt or
being used for agriculture which could be developed. These places have better communications than Longton e.g. close to motorway junctions and rail links at Leyland and
Lostock Hall with the possibility of opening the old Royal Ordnance station at Buckshaw Village. Leyland has good shopping and parking facilities which can cope with
additional residents. Both Leyland and Lostock Hall have primary and secondary schools and Leyland has Runshaw College obviating the need for children to travel to
surrounding towns for education. 4. | object to the loss of agricultural land. The population is growing and there is a move to local sourcing. Many acres of agricultural land
has been lost to building in South Ribble in the past few years. We must keep what agricultural land that we have for the production of food, the maintenance of the varied
wildlife in the area, the separation of the villages and the pleasure of the residents. 5. Ecological issues - loss of habitat. Local species include bats, barn owls, tawny owls,
buzzards, greater crested newts, pheasants and many other birds, animals, amphibians, reptiles and insects. 6. Congestion/highways. Junctions with Liverpool Road
throughout Longton and road such as Chapel Lane, Marsh Lane and Shirley Lane are already heavily used. Intensification of development would create dangerous road
conditions. The A59 is at a standstill going in and out of Penwortham at busy times. This congestion is added to by the secondary school and college children having to
travel from Longton and other villages to Penwortham, Preston etc. as there are no secondary schools or colleges in the Longton area. 7. Existing Longton sewers are
already at capacity. 8. Development of Dobson's farm would provide a continuous link of the 2 settlements of Longton/Walmer Bridge providing urban sprawl. 9. There is a
history of flooding on parts of Dobson's Farm and other areas in Longton. 10. Longton is limited in the room it has for shops, services, parking etc. and serves as a
shopping and services centre for the surrounding area. The traffic in Longton is already heavy and the current parking in the village centre, including the Booths car park, is
already well used. As any additional development in the area will be some distance from the shops and services, the current facilities are unlikely to be sufficient and |
cannot see there being any suitable areas to extend.

129

| object to the development of the above sites because:- * This is all greenbelt land and should not be used for development * It will considerably add to traffic congestion &
parking problems in the village. The present roads through the village cannot cope with the existing volumes of traffic. * Back Lane in particular is "an accident waiting to
happen" with the volume of cars using the lane since the development of new housing (particularly around Aspendale Close). This lane is not equipped to cope with this
amount of through traffic. Cars already "scream" up and down, with little consideration for other residents. It is becoming unsafe & further development will compound the
problems. * The infrastructure of the village cannot sustain this amount of development:- schools, doctors, dentists etc * This amount of development, especially on Back
Lane, will destroy the natural environment & habitat of the abundant wildlife that lives around this area

168

|(OBJECTION), GREEN BELT. Outside settlement area, agricultural land.

166

| object for the followign reasons within the village of longton: - Traffic congestion and parking will be made worse - Local schools oevr subscribed - we are losing the
character of the village and the view to open countryside - destruction of habitat and natural environment - parking already limited in the village
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34

'y

Objection Comments:: | object for the following reasons within the village of Longton 1) Greenbelt land should not be used for development 2) Traffic congestion and
parking will be made worse 3) Local schools are over subscribed 4) We are losing the character of the village and the view from the village to the open countryside 5) This
will destroy effect the natural environment and habitat of wildlife 6) Parking in the village is already very difficult

118

| object on these grounds: 1 Green belt land is sacrosant and should NOT be developed. 2 We need more agricultural land not less for future needs. 3 We should not
destroy wildlife habitat and the natural environment. 4 This village is already overcrowded and parking is becoming more difficult. 5 Local schools are over subscribed. 6
The medical centre is over subscribed. 7 Traffic congestion will be much worse [ Marsh Lane and Back Lane are already problem areas.] 8 The village will lose it's
character and the very things which make it a pleasant place to live.

276

1. | object to the re-zoning of Green Belt land for any type of development. All land in the green belt should excluded from this consultation and not carried forward. 2.
Longton already contains undeveloped land outside of the Green Belt which must be used for development before any consideration is given to the destruction of Green
Belt land. This non green belt land should provide development potential for the next 30+ years. South Ribble as a whole has thousands of acres of land capable of
development, without the need to destroy the Green Belt and villages like ours. 3. Leyland, Lostock Hall and Buckshaw village have a lot of areas not in the Green Belt or
being used for agriculture which could be developed. These places have better communications than Longton e.g. close to motorway junctions and rail links at Leyland and
Lostock Hall with the possibility of opening the old Royal Ordnance station at Buckshaw Village. Leyland has good shopping and parking facilities which can cope with
additional residents. Both Leyland and Lostock Hall have primary and secondary schools and Leyland has Runshaw College obviating the need for children to travel to
surrounding towns for education. 4. | object to the loss of agricultural land. The population is growing and there is a move to local sourcing. Many acres of agricultural land
has been lost to building in South Ribble in the past few years. We must keep what agricultural land that we have for the production of food, the maintenance of the varied
wildlife in the area, the separation of the villages and the pleasure of the residents. 5. Ecological issues - loss of habitat. Local species include bats, barn owls, tawny owls,
buzzards, greater crested newts, pheasants and many other birds, animals, amphibians, reptiles and insects. 6. Congestion/highways. Junctions with Liverpool Road
throughout Longton and road such as Chapel Lane, Marsh Lane and Shirley Lane are already heavily used. Intensification of development would create dangerous road
conditions. The A59 is at a standstill going in and out of Penwortham at busy times. This congestion is added to by the secondary school and college children having to
travel from Longton and other villages to Penwortham, Preston etc. as there are no secondary schools or colleges in the Longton area. 7. Existing Longton sewers are
already at capacity. 8. Development of Dobson's farm would provide a continuous link of the 2 settlements of Longton/Walmer Bridge providing urban sprawl. 9. There is a
history of flooding on parts of Dobson's Farm and other areas in Longton. 10. Longton is limited in the room it has for shops, services, parking etc. and serves as a
shopping and services centre for the surrounding area. The traffic in Longton is already heavy and the current parking in the village centre, including the Booths car park, is
already well used. As any additional development in the area will be some distance from the shops and services, the current facilities are unlikely to be sufficient and |
cannot see there being any suitable areas to extend.

125

| object for the following reasons within Longton Village GREEENBELT LAND SHOULD NOT BE USED FOR DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC CONGESTION ALONG BACK
LANE AND SHIRLEY LANE IS ALREADY BAD AND WILL ONLY BE MADE WORSE IF THIS DEVELOPMENT GOES AHEAD. THESE FIELDS ARE A HAVEN FOR
WILDLIFE AND BUILDING ON THEM WILL DESTROY THEIR HABITAT. THE LOCAL SCHOOLS WILL BE UNABLE TO COPE WITH THE INEVITABLE INCREASE IN
CHILDREN REQUIRING PLACES. PARKING AROUND THE VILLAGE IS ALREADY DIFFICULT AND WILL BE MADE WORSE.

698

(OBJECTION), GREEN BELT. Outside settlement area, agricultural land.

263

I have never before objected about a planning proposal. | previously lived at 14 chapel lane, longton and was directly affected by the school lane development 10 years
ago but did not raise any objections as | could see no necessary grounds, however in relation to the proposed development affecting the back lane area of Longton | have
concerns regarding the level of traffic. Back lane has many small bends in the road which can affect visibility. There is already a high level of kerbside residential parking
on back lane which again impairs visibility.

| am concerned that to increase the volume of traffic would impact the safety of road users and pedestrians, many of which are young children crossing back lane at school
times when the existing volume of traffic it also at its busiest. My concerns regarding this planning application are solely based on road safety issues. | feel that Back lane
cannot support an increse in traffic volume.

142

Suggestions for Changes Comments:: Green belt Land should not be used for development as there is significant Brownfield sites in surrounding areas, these should be
used instead. the impact of using green belt land would be detrimental to the wide variety of flora and forna in the area including an extensive resident and visiting bird
population.

124

| Have lived in longton all my life and seen so many developments new to the village,it is so much busyier and it isent the village it used to be.l feel the greenbelt land
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should be left alone.

353

Dear Sir/Madam | have tried to complete the consultation response form online but there seems to be a problem with it and it will not let me past the first page. | am
objecting to the proposals to build properties on sites numbered SR045 and SR029. Sr045 nature of response is OJBECTION COMMENTS. The reasons | am objecting to
this is site are 1. This is a proposed plan to build | believe 45 houses, we do not have any room at our local school for any more children 2. We do not have any room in our
doctors we find it extremely difficult to get an appointment 3. The structure of the village cannot take any more houses we are already liable for flooding and more concrete
foundations will make this situation considerably worse. 4. We already have at least 38 houses for sale in New Longton therefore there is not a need to build anymore. 5.
We are a small village, Wain homes are trying to take over the village they have already “garden grabbed” on Hugh Barn Lane and built several houses, we do not want
and we cannot cope as a village with any more.

288

where do i start - how does this fit into the councils long term strategy, is there an economic requirement for the area to build more houses, particularly when the housing
market is in a depressed state, loss of greenbelt which the council in its mismanagement has managed to massively erode over successive decades, >capacity of
sewerage system that struggles to cope, lack of village infrastructure (old school knocked down in previous development for example) lack of jobs in the area,
>environmental impact (wildlife, traffic).

144

| object for the following reasons within the village of longton: Greenbelt land should not be used for development, Traffic congestion and parking will be made worse, Local
schools are over subscribed,We are losing the character of the village and the view from the village to open countryside, This will destroy effect the natural enviroment and
habitat of wildlife,Parking in the village is already very difficult.

214

Objection | object for the following reasons within the village of Longton: Greenbelt land should not be used for development. Traffic congestion and parking will be made
worse. Local schools are over subscribed. We are losing the character of the village and the wiew from the village to open countryside. This will destroy/effect the natural
environment and habitat of wildlife. Parking in the village is already very difficult.

309

The proposed site developemnt is located in Greenbelt and is currently used for agriculture (grazing of sheep and cows). The discussion paper para 8.15 refers to
agriculutre being an important part of the rural economy. This lands forms part of the land required to support the needs of agriculture The propsal is not in accordance with
the councils own policy, ref 6.16 of the discussion paper on the protection of Greenbelt. There is no exceptional circumstance under Planning Policy Guidance 2 that can
justify a change of land use and the encroachment onto Greenbelt. This would also set a president for future in that landowers can successfully agrue for planning
permmission to develop Greenbelt land. As in this case nodoubt the landowner will profit millions from this proposal. the site development proposal is outside village
boundaries, refer to plan on page 79. There is no logical reason to develop the site, all other previous proposals, page 82 were rejected due to being located in Greenbelt.
This priciple should apply in this case. The proposed use is unclear. Employment is not a consideration since there is no demand in this location for commercial use, there
are many other sites that can be developed for commercial that are not in Grennbelt

119

Objection Comments:: | would like to object to the Developers site suggestions for Longton. | have several concerns in relation to Highways, environment and
infrastructure.The strategy states that the housing is needed to take account of the ageing population yet in the last five years South Ribble BC have allowed the demolition
of an old people's home on Liverpool road to enable the building of a small estate with limited affordable housing!!! With regard to my objections | have a concern in
relation to the increase in residential property and lack of consultation with other key stakeholders. At this present time LCC, Education and Lancashire constabulary are all
reducing staff and services in order to deal with the current budgetary difficulties. How will they then deal with the increased demand that will result from increased
residential properties? In particular there will be increases in crime and disorder, more congested highways and oversubscribed schools which will cause problems and
which aren't being taken into account in plans for other key agencies.In relation to environmental factors the greenbelt is home to many different species of animals,birds
and vegetation. The plans submitted will have a significant impact on the local habitat for numerous species.

233

greenbelt land should not be used for development. traffic congestion will be made worse we are losing the character of the village. losing the country side. it will destroy
the wildlife. local schools are already over subscribed. parking in the village is already difficult.

388

Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car Item 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by
car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029
is isolated. It is one mile form the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston
runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school.
The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from

the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion
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and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs.
This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing
the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The
existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to
offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). An increase in the local population of
180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using
local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be
a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and
unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these
distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative
and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted.

428

Green Belt ltem 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within
the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states
‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use
of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances — to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general
extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be
satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt
boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or
development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2 states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the
applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of
inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State
will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County
Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Letter from South Ribble
Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029
lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Given that the area is clearly within
designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable
and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other overriding use or
requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for comment. Catering for
Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car Iltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by car which
causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029 is isolated.
It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston runs at one
hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school. The local
population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from the local
population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion and
pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs. This is
hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing the site
is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The existing
immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to offer no
more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An increase in the local
population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150
vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle
movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site
unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not
support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location.
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This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small
at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of
housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two
detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold
standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with
homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards.
Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is
therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to
these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75
dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable. Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The
current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality
agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and
most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss.
The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.

390

Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than
20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is
likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the
area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches.
The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage
system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left
open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any
additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given
that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as
sustainable.

390

Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by
car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029
is isolated. It is one mile form the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston
runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school.
The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from
the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion
and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs.
This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing
the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The
existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to
offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). An increase in the local population of
180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using
local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be
a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and
unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these

distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative
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and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted.

388

Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. Item 8.16 of
the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pature/grazing.

388

Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers.

388

Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be
supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).

388

Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than
20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is
likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the
area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches.
The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage
system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left
open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any
additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given
that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as
sustainable.

43

—_

| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt ltem 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198
Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy attached). Given that
the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in
such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other
overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for
comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are
taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site
SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to
Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to
school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be

drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased



Reference

Comments

congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To
Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for
potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing
density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site
is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). An increase in the local
population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150
vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle
movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site
unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not
support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location.
This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small
at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of
housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two
detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold
standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with
homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards.
Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is
therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to
these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75
dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable. Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The
current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality
agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and
most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss.
The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.

435

In response to your 15 year local development plan (which we and over 90% of our affected neighbours only became aware of just over a week ago), we wish to place on
record that we oppose any development of the green belt land (SR029) to the rear of 169-198 Chapel Lane, New Longton. Only last year the South Ribble Planning Dept
confirmed to us the land to be Green Belt. We have lived at the present address for 23 years and are increasingly concerned at the amount of increase in traffic on both
Chapel Lane and Moss Lane and the increase in noise from ‘very’ large transport vehicles over what used to be the bridge on Moss Lane. Also it is still unbelievable that
such a narrow winding B road as Moss Lane (interconnecting Chapel Lane and New Longton village) is still a 60mph highway after the number of recent accidents on this
section. Drainage — as SR are aware, we have had major drainage problems in this are in recent years with major drainage works having to be carried out. Also: | object to
the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt Item 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed to
protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
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the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear
gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy
attached). Given that the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt
Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested
use. There is no other overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be
given to allow for comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car Iltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in
South Ribble are taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed
development site SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent.
The local bus to Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or
take their children to school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential
workforce would be drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the
consequential increased congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the
premises displaying ‘To Let signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause
2.6). As use for potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in
terms of housing density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local
character, the site is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not
attached — ZT) An increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional
households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local
junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not
accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are
and how additional population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a
sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated
above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of
respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local services will be inadequate given that
the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the
proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane
has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were carried out during a six month period
from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to
resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional flow without substantial improvement.
The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the proportion of fixed capital investment in
providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable. Delivering Economic Prosperity —
Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be supportive of the rural economy (cf
Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies
between 168 to 198 Chapel Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County
Council has installed a ‘Caution Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial
development taking place on site reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers. Tackling climate change —
protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper
states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is
located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.

433

| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt Item 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy

Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
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|

countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198
Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy attached). Given that
the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in
such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other
overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for
comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are
taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site
SRO029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to
Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to
school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be
drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased
congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To
Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for
potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing
density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site
is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An
increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely
to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any
additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This
emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional
population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and
appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is
isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local
character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in
the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development
plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in
recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008
onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was
found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility
services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to
75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable. Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy
The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
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reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality
agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and
most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss.
The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.

428

| object to the development of site ref SR029 and in addition to the reasons details on the attached document | would add the following: - A sequential test approach should
be applied to the development of land within the borough which prioritises brownfield sites above land within the green belt. Only when the supply of brownfield sites has
been exhausted should consideration be give to the release of land within the green belt. - Development at this location is outside the settlement boundaries of Longton
and New Longton and would severely jeopardise the individual identities of these settlements by introducing additional development in the intermediate land between
them. Currently the land between the villages comprises intermittent ribbon development providing a break between the settlements. A substantial development such as
that proposed would introduce significant massing which would fundamentally alter the character of the area between the settlements. If following the sequential test
approach it is determined that development in Longton or New Longton area then this should be within the boundaries of the existing settlements or immediately adjacent
to those boundaries. - The road junctions adjacent to the site are below current highways standards and introducing additional traffic would be undesirable. The junction of
Brownhill Lane and Chapel Park Road has poor site lines and inadequate junction spacing with Chapel Lane. The adjacent junction of Chapel Park Road, Chapel Lane
and Longton by pass is above capacity and the introduction of additional traffic would impact upon highways safety. There is inadequate distance visibility on Moss Lane to
safely introduce a junction due to the former railway bridge. - There is insufficient demand for light industrial or commercial use of the land in the area as is evidenced by
the continued availability of land designated for this purpose at the Walmer Bridge roundabout. The development of this land is wholly inappropriate for the reasons stated
above and on the attached detailed submission. | trust that you will reconsider and | request that you notify me by letter if you intend to proceed with this proposal so that |
may sustain my objection at any future public inquiry.

388

| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt Item 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198
Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy attached). Given that
the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in
such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other
overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for
comment.

387

Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers.

387

Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be
supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).

387

Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than
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20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is
likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the
area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches.
The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage
system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left
open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any
additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given
that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as
sustainable.

387

Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car Item 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by
car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029
is isolated. It is one mile form the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston
runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school.
The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from
the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion
and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs.
This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing
the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The
existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to
offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). An increase in the local population of
180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using
local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be
a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and
unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these
distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative
and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted.

387

| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt Item 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198
Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy attached). Given that
the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in
such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other
overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for
comment.
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386

Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of
the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pature/grazing.

434

| wish to strongly object to proposed development of land opposite my house (Ref SR029). | bought my property in April 2005 because of the lovely views and the wildlife
etc. There are sheep and cattle all year round and this is why we live here. There are far too many developments springing up all over Longton, New Longton, Hutton, etc
and it’s ruining this lovely area. | wish to be contacted to explain what is going on. | object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons:
Green Belt ltem 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within
the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states
‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use
of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances — to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general
extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be
satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt
boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or
development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2 states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the
applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of
inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State
will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County
Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Letter from South Ribble
Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029
lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Given that the area is clearly within
designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable
and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other overriding use or
requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for comment. Catering for
Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car Iltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by car which
causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029 is isolated.
It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston runs at one
hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school. The local
population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from the local
population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion and
pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs. This is
hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing the site
is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The existing
immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to offer no
more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An increase in the local
population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150
vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle
movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site
unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not
support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location.
This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small
at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of
housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two
detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold
standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with
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homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards.
Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is
therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to
these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75
dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable. Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The
current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality
agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and
most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss.
The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.

432

| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt ltem 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear
gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy
attached). (Not attached — ZT) Given that the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to
established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having
more than one suggested use. There is no other overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the
alternative proposals should be given to allow for comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car Item 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states
‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to
use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to
limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their
cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it
is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount
of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely
unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate
area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst
respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses
per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your
Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service
provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant

congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the
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junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows
how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and
support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All —
Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In
order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local
services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole
fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing
drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were
carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a
number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional
flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the
proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable.
Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be
supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The
redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and
other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would
be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development
occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land.
Item 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance
Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.

94

| would like to object to the proposed development proposals in Longton for the following reasons: Longton is a village with both charm and character. Any further
development in the village will only serve to destroy both.Why would anyone propose to build on greenbelt land when there are numerous brown field sites that could be
developed. Traffic through the village is at present tolerable. Any additional traffic would be both unwelcome and unsafe. Parking in the village is already inadequate and
could not support any futher development. There are no places at the local schools to accommodate any additional children coming into the village. Part of the charm of
the village and one of the main reasons for living there is the open aspect to the countryside. This would be lost and would destroy the whole feeling of the village. The
proposals would destroy the natural habitats of many types of wildlife including birds, pheasants, bats etc.There is no demand for any further development in the village.
The infrastructure of the village i.e. drainage, electrical supply etc. simply cannot support any further development. This proposal can only have been conceived by
somebody with little or no knowledge of the village or the lives of the residents within it. To press ahead with this proposal, when other more suitable sites exist, would be
completely unjustified and would adversely affect the lives of every resident in the village.

100

Greenbelt land should not be used for development. Traffic in Longton is already congested and any development will mean parking and traffic congestion far worse. Back
Lane is a small secondry road with cars parked making it difficult for traffic to pass if this traffic was to increase this would make this road extremely unsafe. The Village
schools in Longton are already over subscribed and development of Longton would increase this problem. | have lived in longton from being a small girl and enjoy the
village life it has offered for me and my family. The character of the village would change dramatically with any development of all are green areas. Places to walk and for
children to play. | have continued to live in the village and would not like to see the village change.The wildlife in Longton is wonderfull to see. The recent planning on
Marsh Lane has already affected this. The trees that once were home to owls and bats have now been chopped down to enable building of houses this is a great shame.
The pond behind is home to many unusual birds and wildlife that all combine to create the village of Longton. The parking issues are also a major concern all the houses
being built for families with two or more cars adding to the already problamatic parking issues we have to deal with. We need our Green belt areas for the future of Wildlife
and Village life and when this land is no longer protected from building on by the profit driven development of housing we will loose this forever.

506

| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt ltem 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances

— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
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exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt. Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and
proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. Given that the area is clearly within designated as
Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable and open
location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other overriding use or requirement to
release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for comment. Catering for Sustainable
Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car Item 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by car which causes traffic
congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029 is isolated. It is one mile
from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston runs at one hour
intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school. The local
population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from the local
population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion and
pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs. This is
hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing the site
is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The existing
immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to offer no
more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37. An increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive
effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to
congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one
which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or
employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is
required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be
immediately discounted. Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is
approximately less than 20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more
than 75 new homes. It is likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing
telephone installation to the area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the
surrounding drainage ditches. The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain.
Extensive works to the drainage system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss
Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system
would be able to cope with any additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment
in the local infrastructure. Given that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development
could hardly be described as sustainable. Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive
that removal of the farmland would be supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create
and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays,
woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel
Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the
activity of the development occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best
quality agricultural land. Item 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton
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Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently
used for pasture/grazing.

98

Objection Comments:: | object for the following reasons within the village of Longton. Greenbelt land should not be used for development. Traffic conjestion and parking
will be made worse. Local schools are over subscribed. We are losing the character of the village and the view from the village to open countryside. This will destroy the
natural environment and habitat of wildlife. Parking in the village is already very difficult.

50

—_

Housing on the land marked would spoil the countryside, it should stay as greenbelt. The value of our property would fall, their would be more noise and vandalism. More
traffic on eoads between Longton and New Longton. Its bad enough now we don’t want anymore. Noise. It would probably overload the sewage and drainage system and
electric and water supplies. Drainage in particular and flooding has be a problem in this area for many years.

414

Concern 15 yr development plan , particularly SR029 | would like to make 'shot across the bows' enquiries with regard to plot SR029 and the private land adjacent to the
plot which was the track bed of the form Preston and Southport railway line. >Should plot SR029 have its usage changed from agricultural land to either land for domestic
dwellings or for light industrial use, then the value of the field would be considerably increased - especially if it were the former. The first question | would like to raise is
who is the current owner of the land. It may be Lancashire County Council. On the other hand it may be a private individual or company. Should there be any connection
between the owner and any councillor or officer of South Ribble or the Lancashire County Council then questions will be raised as to whether any impropriety has taken
place in the decision to pluck an isolated field in the green belt and redesignate it as suitable for non agricultural development. The land is seen (rightly or wrongly) as
Hesketh's Farm and certainly a Hesketh has been a councillor for the area. Secondly, the sale of the railway cutting land adjacent to plot SR029 was subject to
investigation by the Ombudsman and he was not completely satisfied by the records of the decision making process which culminated in the land being sold unadvertised
to a private individual. The decision making audit tr en at more than one point. The suspicion of effectively 'insider trading' had been raised and was not fully allayed
because of the deficient audit trail. It would be a very stran ce if the owner of the former railway land (a brown field site) were to benefit financially should the land adjacent
(Plot SR029) were to have a change of usage, for the former railway site could provide additi to Brownhill Lane, or with suitable infill would also be suitable for development
with the adjacent land no longer being green belt. As the land is substantially undeveloped, one assumes it was bought as a long term speculative investment. What a
coincidence it would be if the adjacent land has a change of use and the railway land appreciated in value from the 10 000 paid to the County Council! One would be
tempted to think that the purchaser at the time of purchase had some inside knowledge as to (informal) long term plans for the redesignation of SR029 These
considerations are worth holding in mind when decisions are taken as to the future use of plot SR029.

197

| understand this land is classed as Green Belt and am therefore concerned at the possible suggestion of it being considered for the development of housing, commercial
use or any other apart from agricultural. | have grave reservation regarding the drainage of the area, having lived at the other side of the old railway cutting for over 40
years | recall it flooding at the time the County Council took over the cutting and extra drainage having to be installed, the area still struggles to cope, the recent filling in of
the cutting near Moss Lane caused flooding which resulted in new drainage pipes being installed around two years ago in Chapel Lane. It must also be noted the
underpass in Chapel Park Road still fs of heavy rain. | am convinced developing this field in any way would result in further problems which would not easily be overcome
without replacing miles of drainage pipes. Presently | experience problems in entering and exiting my drive in Chapel Lane, this is due to high volumes of traffic. The
junction with Brown Hill Lane and Chapel Park Road is already congested, along with an over crowded Chapel Lane, to add further private of business properties will
increase the problem to an unacceptable level, also making it unsafe for children to walk to should not be considered for further development.

103

Objection Comments:: greenbelt land should not be used for development. traffic congestion & parking will be made worse. local schools are oversubscribed.
we are loosing the character of the village & the view from the village to open countryside.This will destroy and affect the natural environment and habitat of wildlife.parking
in the village is already difficult.

97

Objection Comments:: | object for the following reasons within the village of Longton. Greenbelt land should not be used for development. Traffic conjestion and parking
will be made worse. Local schools are over subscribed. We are losing the character of the village and the view from the village to open countryside. This will destroy the
natural environment and habitat of wildlife. Parking in the village is already very difficult.

390

Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be
supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).

95

390

Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
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Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers.

33

Object. Greenbelt. Outside settlement area. Agricultural land.

397

Development is on green belt land and don't believe that further development is necessary. Local school is currently over subcribed and the infrastructure within the village
cannot support such a large development. Within south ribble, there must be brown field alternatives.

396

Development is on green belt land and don't believe that further development is necessary. Local school is currently over subcribed and the infrastructure within the village
cannot support such a large development. Within south ribble, there must be brown field alternatives.

196

Objection: | wish to object to the proposed re-designation of the land on Brownhill Lane New Longton. The reasons being. 1. This is greenbelt land in a rural setting and
any development would change the character of the area. 2. The land in question, is at the rear of ribbon development on Chapel Lane and would fragment activity from
the centre of the village. 3. | have also great concerns regarding the drainage of this area especially the railway cutting, which has in the past experienced severe flooding.
4. Access to the area is by very minor roads and any development would increase congestion and traffic use on the junctions of Chapel Lane and Brownhill Lane and
Chapel Lane and Moss Lane. 5. Traffic noise from the dual carriage way is at present significant, any more development is bound to increase this.

425

| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt Iltem 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear
gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy
attached). (Not attached — ZT) Given that the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to
established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having
more than one suggested use. There is no other overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the
alternative proposals should be given to allow for comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states
‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to
use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to
limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their
cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it
is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount
of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely
unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate
area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst
respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses
per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your
Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service
provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant

congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the
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junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows
how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and
support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All —
Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In
order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local
services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole
fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing
drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were
carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a
number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional
flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the
proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable.
Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be
supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The
redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and
other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would
be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development
occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land.
Item 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance
Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.

426

SR029 — Objection This site is totally unsuitable for development See accompanying Local Development Framework document which set out the reasons for that
assertion, as well as supporting documenting. Other The manner of notification of residents that this process was operating was totally inadequate. Very late on in the
period and by chance | became aware of it. None of my neighbours were aware of it. A better way to bring these matters to attention MUST be identified. | object to the
development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt Item 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed to protecting
the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy Guidance 2:
Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the countryside form
encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances — to retain land in
agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in exceptional circumstances.
If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development within the urban areas
contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development plans should be altered
only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2 states ‘Inappropriate
development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to justify inappropriate
development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of the presumption
against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning applications or appeal
concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green Belt (pdf copy
attached). Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and
proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy attached). Given that the area is clearly
within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an
unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other
overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for
comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are
taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site
SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to

Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to
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school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be
drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased
congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To
Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for
potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing
density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site
is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). An increase in the local
population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150
vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle
movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site
unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not
support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location.
This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small
at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of
housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two
detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold
standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with
homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards.
Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is
therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to
these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75
dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable. Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The
current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality
agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and
most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss.
The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.
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| object to the above proposal on the following grounds and would like this to be taken into consideration at the consultation: - Loss of privacy and significant overlooking. -
Loss of rural open aspect to the front of my property. - Loss of conservation and wildlife. - Loss of tranquillity, living standards and quality of countryside. - Industrial use
already on Brownhill Lane causing noise, disturbance and congestion and regular breech of current planning use. - Scale of the development site would have a detrimental
impact on the surrounding area and road structure. - Additional reasons on attached sheets. Insufficient services surrounding Brownhill Lane: - No gas supply - No main
drains - Overhead cable and wire supply - Overcrowded schools and facilities - Public transport and links - Hazardous road junctions already causes significant problems
with highway safety caused by overdevelopment in surrounding villages with no upgrading of infrastructure to accommodate excess traffic. Other: - Brownhill Lane is one
fo the few remaining original country lanes that has so far been unaffected by development. - It is enjoyed and used by families, bikers, walkers, children and horse riders
for their pleasure and leisure. - This green belt area should be safeguarded countryside from encroachment and should be retained for the enjoyment of residents and
should not be allowed to be developed. - The land is of agricultural grazing pasture and always used in this way. The land has never been ploughed or grown crops. -
Whilst a small corner of the land was used during the construction of Longton by pass over 40 years ago, the land has been returned to grazing with no detriment to the
farmer (Hesketh), his family or livelihood. - | do not feel this to be a significant reason for green belt land to be changed into brownfield site for future development.
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| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt ltem 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy

Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
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countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear
gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy
attached). (Not attached — ZT) Given that the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to
established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having
more than one suggested use. There is no other overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the
alternative proposals should be given to allow for comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states
‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to
use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to
limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their
cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it
is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount
of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely
unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate
area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst
respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses
per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your
Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service
provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant
congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the
junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows
how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and
support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All —
Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In
order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local
services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole
fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing
drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were
carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a
number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional
flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the
proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable.
Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be
supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The
redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and
other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would
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be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development
occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land.
Item 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance
Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.
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| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt ltem 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear
gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy
attached). (Not attached — ZT) Given that the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to
established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having
more than one suggested use. There is no other overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the
alternative proposals should be given to allow for comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states
‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to
use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to
limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their
cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it
is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount
of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely
unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate
area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst
respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses
per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your
Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service
provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant
congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the
junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows
how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and
support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All —
Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In
order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local
services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole
fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing
drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were
carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a
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number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional
flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the
proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable.
Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be
supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The
redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and
other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would
be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development
occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land.
Item 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance
Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.

582

| do not agree with the proposal to use this land for possible light industrial use, if it were allowed it could become a transport depot or timber merchants or virtually any
use. It would not be a very nice outlook for the houses along Chapel Lane, which back onto this land.

46
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SR029 — Objection My property is adjacent to the site in plan reference SR029. | have attached a three page summary of my objection to the development of the site. |
have condensed my objections here as follows: a) Development of Green Belt land. b) Increased traffic in the area to junctions that are often saturated at peak times. c)
Adverse effect on existing poor drainage of any development if the site. d) Adverse effect on natural environment; wild life etc. | object to the development of site reference
number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt Item 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed to protecting the Green Belt within South
Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026.
Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6
states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances — to retain land in agricultural, forestry and
related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is
proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development within the urban areas contained by and beyond
the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development plans should be altered only exceptionally.
Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2 states ‘Inappropriate development is, by
definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not
exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of the presumption against inappropriate
development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning applications or appeal concerning such
development.’ The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached
— ZT) Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and
proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Given that
the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to established Green Belt Policy, particularly in
such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having more than one suggested use. There is no other
overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the alternative proposals should be given to allow for
comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are
taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to use their car less’. The proposed development site
SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to
Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to
school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it is unlikely that any potential workforce would be
drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount of local traffic with the consequential increased
congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To
Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for
potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst respecting the local character in terms of housing
density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses per hectare to respect the local character, the site

is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An
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increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely
to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any
additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the junction networks could not accommodate. This
emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows how distant local facilities are and how additional
population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and
appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All — Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is
isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local
character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in
the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development
plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in
recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were carried out during a six month period from December 2008
onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was
found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility
services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to
75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable. Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy
The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel
Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution
Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site
reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality
agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and
most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss.
The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.
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| object to the development of site reference number SR029 for the following reasons: Green Belt Item 6.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states ‘The Council is committed
to protecting the Green Belt within South Ribble. Green Belt will not be released within the plan period (except in exceptional circumstances as defined by planning Policy
Guidance 2: Green Belts) up until 2026. Clause 1.5 of the above policy guidance states ‘purposes of including land in Green Belts — to assist in safeguarding the
countryside form encroachment’. Clause 1.6 states ‘Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role to play in the following circumstances
— to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses’. Clause 2.6 states ‘Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances. If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development
within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt. Similarly, detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development
plans should be altered only exceptionally. Detailed boundaries should not be altered or development allowed merely because the land has become derelict’. Clause 3.2
states ‘Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to Green Belt. It is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special circumstances to
justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In view of
the presumption against inappropriate development, the Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning
applications or appeal concerning such development.” The Lancashire County Council Mario map identifies the area of the proposed development SR029 lies within Green
Belt (pdf copy attached). (Not attached — ZT) Letter from South Ribble Borough Council to John Kirkpatrick confirms that the railway cutting which lies between the rear
gardens of 168-198 Chapel Lane and proposed development plot SR029 lies within Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate for the majority of development. (pdf copy
attached). (Not attached — ZT) Given that the area is clearly within designated as Green Belt and used for agricultural purpose, to release the site would be contrary to
established Green Belt Policy, particularly in such an unsustainable and open location. Within the LDF Discussion Paper, site reference SR029 is described as having
more than one suggested use. There is no other overriding use or requirement to release Green Belt land and therefore an explanation of what is the nature of the
alternative proposals should be given to allow for comment. Catering for Sustainable Travel — Reducing Reliance on the Car ltem 3.2 of the LDF Discussion Paper states
‘At the moment most journeys in South Ribble are taken by car which causes traffic congestion and pollution, so we need to create opportunities and choices for people to
use their car less’. The proposed development site SR029 is isolated. It is one mile from the site to the nearest grocer, doctor, school or medical centre. Local buses run to
limited routes and are infrequent. The local bus to Preston runs at one hour intervals during the day. The nearest supermarket is one mile away. Local residents use their
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cars to visit the supermarket or take their children to school. The local population comprises mainly of elderly people, so if the site were to be used for business purpose it
is unlikely that any potential workforce would be drawn from the local population. Therefore the use of the site for business purposes would be likely to increase the amount
of local traffic with the consequential increased congestion and pollution. The existing small trading estate which lies between Brownhill Lane and the A59 is largely
unoccupied with many of the premises displaying ‘To Let’ signs. This is hardly evidence of an exceptional need for further industrial/business premises in the immediate
area (cf Policy Guidance Clause 2.6). As use for potential housing the site is small at 2.90 hectares. A core strategy of the council is to make efficient use of land whilst
respecting the local character in terms of housing density. The existing immediate local housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. Given a potential 25 houses
per hectare to respect the local character, the site is likely to offer no more than 75 houses or an additional 180 population at an average household size of 2.37 (Your
Lancashire pdf — attached). (Not attached — ZT) An increase in the local population of 180 is hardly likely to have a positive effect on the quality of the local bus service
provided’ but 75 additional households would be likely to add a further 150 vehicles using local roads. Thus adding to congestion and pollution. There is already significant
congestion at all local junctions at peak times. Any additional vehicle movement would be a further detriment and one which the local road and more importantly the
junction networks could not accommodate. This emphasises the site unsustainable and unsuitable location for residential or employment or as a mixed use site. It shows
how distant local facilities are and how additional population would not support these distant facilities. Additional land if it is required, should be located close to and
support existing facilities and be in a sustainable and appropriate location. This speculative and inappropriate site should be immediately discounted. Homes for All —
Respecting the Local Character As stated above, the site is isolated and small at 2.90 hectares. The existing housing density is approximately less than 20/hectare. In
order to accord with the core strategy of respecting the local character in terms of housing density, the site is unlikely to yield more than 75 new homes. It is likely that local
services will be inadequate given that the newest homes in the area are two detached houses constructed in 1975. The existing telephone installation to the area is pole
fed. The fields which comprise the proposed development plot SR029 hold standing water during the winter months, as do the surrounding drainage ditches. The existing
drainage system along Chapel Lane has been failing in recent years with homes becoming flooded in times of heavy rain. Extensive works to the drainage system were
carried out during a six month period from December 2008 onwards. Excavations to a connection at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane were left open for a
number of weeks whilst a solution to resolve the connection was found. It is therefore unlikely that the existing drainage system would be able to cope with any additional
flow without substantial improvement. The provision of the utility services to these homes would require a substantial investment in the local infrastructure. Given that the
proportion of fixed capital investment in providing utility services to 75 dwellings would be comparatively high any development could hardly be described as sustainable.
Delivering Economic Prosperity — Supporting the Rural Economy The current land use is for pasture/grazing. It is counterintuitive that removal of the farmland would be
supportive of the rural economy (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6). Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment — restore create and protect habitats for species The
redundant railway cutting which lies between 168 to 198 Chapel Lane and Site Reference SR029 provides habitat to rabbits, jays, woodpeckers, pheasants, ducks and
other native species. The County Council has installed a ‘Caution Ducks Crossing’ road sign at the junction of Moss Lane and Chapel Lane. The habitat in this ear would
be threatened by any substantial development taking place on site reference SR029 both during the construction phase and later by the activity of the development
occupiers. Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land.
Item 8.16 of the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance
Clause 1.6). Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pasture/grazing.
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Dear Sirs, | object to the above proposed applications for the following reasons within the village of Longton: Greenbelt land should not be used for development Traffic
congestion and parking will be made worse Local schools are over subscribed We are losing the character of the village and the view from the village to open countryside
This will destroy\ effect the natural environment and habitat of wildlife Parking in the village is already very difficult
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Objection Comments:: greenbelt land should not be used for development.traffic congestion & parking will be made worse.local schools are oversubscribed.
we are loosing the character of the village & the view from the village to open countryside.This will destroy and affect the natural environment and habitat of wildlife.parking
in the village is already difficult.
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Tackling climate change — protecting the best quality agricultural land As a key issue the Council is committed to protecting the best quality agricultural land. ltem 8.16 of
the LDF Discussion Paper states that the best and most versatile agricultural land has been identified (amongst others) at Longton Moss (cf Policy Guidance Clause 1.6).
Site Reference SR029 is located at Longton Moss. The road to the East boundary of the site is Moss Lane. The site is currently used for pature/grazing.
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Objection Comments:: This application would have irreversable implications for the environment and natural habitat of wildlife, particularly on migrating birds which come to
visit this area. Pollution is another worry that such a development would have on the area. The application is a no-brainer and would be heavily resist