| ﬁi The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision

Inquiry held on 27 and 28 September 2016
Site visit made on 28 September 2016

by Diane Lewis BA(Hons) MCD MA LLM MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Decision date: 25 November 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/P4225/W/15/3138783
Land to the west of Hollin Lane, Middleton, Manchester M24 5LN

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

e The appeal is made by Wainhomes (North West) Limited agains decision of
Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council.
e The application Ref 15/00358/0UT, dated 24 March 2015 efused by notice dated

22 September 2015.
e The development proposed is residential developme
associated works.
e The inquiry was closed in writing on 26 Octob
unilateral undertaking and the opportunity to co

@to 88 dwellings with

fter the submission of a
ent further on place-making.

1. The appeal is dismissed.

X
Decision Q
o

The Appeal and the Propo evelopment

2. The planning applica n outline with approval for access being sought at
this stage. All ot ers — appearance, landscaping, layout and scale - are
reserved. Thed of access are limited to the design of a proposed junction
on the west si ollin Lane, almost opposite Hazelhurst Drive on the
eastern sid@lin Lane. Reference was made to proposed pedestrian
linkages thr h the site to connect with a public right of way to the west but
no details were provided.

3. The Council issued a Screening Opinion dated 8 May 2015 that stated the
proposal did not require an Environmental Impact Assessment.

4. The Council refused the application for three reasons, which centred on harm
to highway and pedestrian safety, harm to the safe and efficient operation of
the highway network and the inability of the local infrastructure to
accommodate the additional demand from new residents. After the appeal was
made, a resubmission was made to the local planning authority and the
detailed design of the access was amended. The second application (ref
15/01207/0UT) also was refused planning permission. No appeal was lodged.

5. During the course of the second application an updated transport assessment
was submitted. As a result the Council withdrew reason for refusal 2 regarding
highway capacity. There is no detailed evidence to contradict the Council’s
conclusion that the overall cumulative impact of the proposed development on




Appeal Decision APP/P4225/W/15/3138783

10.

11.

12.

the highway network would be significant but not severe. Therefore I do not
intend to consider this matter further.

The appellant also indicated a willingness to enter into a section 106 planning
agreement, which led to the Council to withdraw reason for refusal 3 regarding
local infrastructure. A unilateral undertaking dated 7 October 2016 regarding
affordable housing, public open space, education and infrastructure provision
will be considered later in this decision.

The Council’s refusal of planning permission was based on a set of plans
comprising a location plan which identified the land, a sketch layout of the
houses and public open space and the proposed site access as shown on plan
ref AO89001-001 Rev A.

Before the inquiry the appellant confirmed that the appeal evidence related to a
proposed site access plan ref AO89001-001 Rev C and additional traffic calming
shown on plan ref AO89001-012. It appeared to me that the plan of the site
access was part of the resubmission scheme and not the appeal application.
Having heard submissions from the appellant and the Co% at the start of the
inquiry I decided that I would accept the amended e site access for
three main reasons. The location and basic crossr out of the access
remained the same and the amendments primasi ted to the proposed
pedestrian crossing facilities. The Council rais% objection to the
consideration of the amended scheme ands#n had addressed that proposal
in its evidence. No significant prejudice e caused to interested parties.
However, I did not accept the traffic ing¥scheme because it had formed no
part of the appeal proposal and the nt did not consider it a necessary
element of the proposal.

The appellant also put forwar ternative proposals - a signalised junction
and a compact junction, whg e number of exit lanes on Hazelhurst Drive

would be reduced from twex{d,one. I decided that these alternatives would not
be considered as part Q ppeal because to do so would cause prejudice to
the Council and inter. @ parties.

The ground leyel e land to the west of Hollin Lane are variable and I
asked the a bout the gradient of the proposed access. At the inquiry
the appella@uced an additional plan to address this matter and to form
part of the pRgposal. The Council had no objection to the consideration of this

plan and I am satisfied that I am able to take these details into account.

As a result the appeal is proceeding on the basis of the following plans: location
plan 1439WHD/HLM/LPO1 rev B; sketch layout 1439WHD/HLM/SKO1 rev F
(illustrative only); proposed site access ref AO89001-001 Rev C, site access
level assessment and vertical alignment A089001/P005 rev A.

The illustrative layout indicates that the residential development of the land
would require the demolition of a group of farm buildings. However, the appeal
application did not specifically include the demolition as part of the proposed
development.

Planning History

13.

Following the refusals of the appeal and the resubmission applications, the
appellant submitted a third planning application in respect of the same area of
land (ref 16/00725/0UT). The proposed access into the site was from Langley
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Planning Policy

17.

18.

19.

Lane to the south. Planning permission was granted on 19 September 2016 for
up to 94 dwellings. Consequently the issue in this appeal is not the
acceptability of the use of the land for housing but whether the submitted
details on access are acceptable.

The open lands to the west and north of the appeal site and to the east of
Hollin Lane, owned by Taylor Wimpey, have been the subject of several
planning applications for residential development. The Council resolved to
grant planning permissions, subject to section 106 agreements, for a total of
up to 420 dwellings. Neither the Council nor the appellant has stated that the
planning permissions have been issued but nevertheless have proceeded on
the basis that the housing developments are commitments. For example the
appellant through Mr Khan’s evidence on highway matters consistently refers to
‘consented’ schemes and the proposals were included in assessing the
cumulative impact of developments on the highway network. The Council took
account of the schemes when applying policy on Protected Open Land. I will
adopt a similar approach.

All these housing sites are in the Hollin Lane Masterpla . The framework
masterplan was prepared by Taylor Wimpey, the m nt version being
submitted with the application for up to 65 dwellin and west of Hollin
Lane and north of the appeal site (ref 16/00444@ The Council has relied
on the masterplan in assessing the various de ent proposals. Mr Harris
(the appellant’s planning witness) noted ig hj dence that the 2016
application proposing the Langley Lane ac oint followed the masterplan.
Therefore the main parties have acc that the masterplan is a relevant
consideration and I will take it into Q@n’t

At my request the appellant prodqu
proposed access in the appea
arrangements and highway
developments to the eas
(west of the appeal i

plan to show in detail how the

e would relate to the agreed access
vements to serve the Taylor Wimpey housing
est of Hollin Lane. The third Taylor Wimpey
would be served by an access from Langley Lane.

the develo lan comprised the Rochdale Borough Unitary Development
Plan adopte 2006 (the UDP) and the Greater Manchester Minerals Plan.
The relevant policies in the emerging Rochdale Core Strategy were afforded
limited weight because modifications might be recommended by the Inspector
following the public examination.

At the time g |I s determination of the Wainhomes planning application

In August 2016 the Council received the Inspector’s report on the examination
into the Core Strategy. The Inspector concluded that the Core Strategy
provides an appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough subject to a
number of modifications. Subsequently, the Council and the appellant
submitted comments on the implications of the Core Strategy for the purposes
of the assessment of the appeal.

On 19 October 2016 the Council adopted the Core Strategy and as a result it is
part of the development plan. The Core Strategy sets out the spatial vision
and overall direction of growth and the development strategy for the Borough.
It is centred around delivering and supporting sustainable development and
Policy SD1 sets out how this objective will be achieved in accordance with the
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National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). An Allocations
Development Plan Document (DPD) will identify development sites and
boundaries for specific policies and provide more detailed policy guidance
where appropriate. Certain saved policies in the UDP continue to apply until
replaced by the Site Allocations or other DPD'.

The Framework is an important material consideration.

Main Issue

21.

In view of the planning history of proposals for the site and nearby lands, the
main issue in this appeal is the effect of the proposed access on highway safety
and the creation of a sense of place, taking account of the character of Hollin
Lane, its function within the highway network and the proposals for residential
development of neighbouring lands.

Reasons

Access %

22.

23.

24.

Policy and guidance @
o

The key theme of Policy T2 of the Core Strategy i oving accessibility. The
identified measures include requiring develop d infrastructure proposals
to satisfy the Council’s accessibility hierar nsport user needs with
highest priority are people with impaired jly and pedestrians. Long stay
and peak time commuter traffic is lowest in'¥e order. In all circumstances the

safety, accessibility and amenity of t ho live or have business in the area
will have priority while providing re journey times for those travelling
through.

Policy A/24 of the UDP has ng Q en replaced by policies of the Core Strategy
and therefore applies. In ry, the policy requires the Strategic Highway
Network, as defined on t @, roposals Map, to be managed to accommodate
main flows of genera @ IC within and through the Borough, other than
motorway traffic. qun is made for the introduction of physical traffic
management me s and to meet pedestrian, cyclist and bus access
requiremen necessary.

Core Stratedy Policy DM1 sets out general development requirements for all
development proposals. Of relevance to the main issue, proposals are expected
to demonstrate that they are of high quality design and take the opportunity to
enhance the quality of the area. Satisfactory vehicular access is required.
Policy P3 aims to improve the design of hew development by setting out a
number of design principles. These include enhancing the Borough’s sense of
place, ensuring a development is easy to move through and providing a
hierarchy of routes, streets and spaces relating positively to visual connections
between the development and its surroundings. Developments are required to
have regard to the principles set out in various documents including the Urban
Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (the SPD).

25. The Framework in paragraph 32 requires that decisions should take account of

whether:

e safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and

! Appendix 3 in the Core Strategy details the replaced, saved and deleted UDP policies.

4
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29.

30.

31.

32.

e improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost
effectively limit the significant impacts of the development.
Development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds
where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.

In considering opportunities for the use of sustainable transport modes,
developments are expected to be located and designhed to create safe and
secure layouts which minimise conflicts between traffic and cyclists or
pedestrians. The Framework also states that high quality and inclusive design
goes beyond aesthetic considerations. In summary, decisions should address
the connections between people and places. The aim should be to ensure that
developments will function well and add to the quality of the area over the
lifetime of the development. Permission should be refused for development
which would not fulfil that aim?.

National Planning Practice Guidance advises that a Transport Assessment may
propose mitigation measures where these are necessary to avoid unacceptable
or “severe” impacts. The Guidance also indicates that Assessments can
positively contribute to creating accessible, connected@clusive

|

communities, improving health outcomes and qualits‘( and improving road
iIsts

safety. Measures should not be used to penalise .

The appellant and the Council differed in the i ’@’cation of the ‘severe’ test
in paragraph 32 of the Framework. The in#er, tion of policy is a matter for
the courts, although the Council’s approa es more sense to me because
it better reflects the wording of the bullat pofhts and is more consistent with
policy objectives expressed through mework. Whichever conclusion is

preferred, the newly adopted Cor gy is highly relevant now. Policy T2
places priority on safety and improWi afety in residential communities.

Manual for Streets (MfS1) a@nual for Streets 2 (MfS2) set out principles of
inclusive design and inclu vice on a range of issues. MfS1 focuses on
lightly trafficked resiqe reets. MfS2 builds on that guidance exploring in
greater detail how a ere its key principles can be applied to busier streets
and non trunk roa e aim of MfS2 is to help bridge the perceived gap in
design guidanee betyween MfS1 and the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges
(DMRB).

DMRB is the asign standard for trunk roads and motorways. Within DMRB,
the document TD 42/95 gives advice and standards for the geometric design of
major/minor priority junctions with regard to traffic operation and safety. MfS2
advises that the strict application of DMRB to non-trunk roads is rarely
appropriate for highway design in built up areas regardless of traffic volume.

The highways statement of common ground confirmed that the matter in
dispute between the main parties is the use of DMRB for designing the
proposed site access. Consequently the evidence was very much directed
towards DMRB and MfS and the associated issues raised by the guidance in
those documents.

Appeal site and Hollin Lane

The appeal site is an area of some 3.6 hectares (ha) of pasture land, located to
the west of Hollin Lane and north of Langley Lane in Middleton. The site is

2 The Framework section 7 particularly paragraphs 56-58, 61 and 64.
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

approximately 2 kilometres (km) to the north of Middleton town centre and is
adjacent to the residential area of Langley. Junction 19 of the M62 motorway
is approximately 1 km to the north. Hollin Lane is the highway connecting the
motorway and the built-up area to the south.

Hollin Lane is classified as the A6046, which forms part of the Council’s
Strategic Highway Network (SHN). Hollin Lane is also part of Transport for
Greater Manchester’s (TfGM) Key Route Network (KRN). The KRN is managed
and funded centrally and forms highway corridors and routes across Greater
Manchester that will support the Greater Manchester Strategy and enable
growth. MfS acknowledges that highway authorities assess the relative
importance of particular routes within an urban area as part of their normal
responsibilities.

On the basis of traffic survey information the typical two way AM peak hour
flow on Hollin Lane is 1,233 vehicles and 1,281 vehicles in the PM peak north of
the Hazelhurst Drive junction. The two-way flows south of the junction have
been calculated to be around 1,500 vehicles in the AM peagk hour and 1,430
vehicles in the PM peak hour. The annual average daily, (AADT) flow on
Hollin Lane immediately north and south of the juncéi agreed to be
between 12,300 and 15,000 vehicles. Therefore important purpose of the
Hollin Lane, as confirmed by these substantial tx olumes, is to
accommodate main flows of general traffic it@ d through the Borough.

Hollin Lane is a single carriageway with o in each direction. There is a
cycle lane and footway on each side street lighting is present. North of the
junction with Langley Lane the housia@\is%n the form of frontage development,
with driveways having access ont incipal route. There are a few shops
at the corner with Langley Lane @n destrian crossing just north of the
junction. Hollin Drive and Ho Close serve small groups of dwellings and

form a crossroads junction x ollin Lane. At the edge of the built-up area
Hazelhurst Drive leads of] e east and serves St Anne’s Academy and
provides access into r residential area. St Anne’s Academy is set a
good distance ba s very little presence on Hollin Lane. The nearby
fields and the Ior@nce views to the hills to the north give the sense of an

edge of urban Yqdatibn. To the south of the junction with Langley Lane built
developm extensive and Hollin Lane has an urban character.

The Transport®Assessment (TA) outlines the provision for pedestrians in the
locality and the facilities/amenities accessible by foot. The main pedestrian
flows (which the appellant’s evidence identified by observation rather than a
survey) are to St Anne’s Academy, with crossing movements over Hollin Lane
concentrated between the Langley Lane and Hazelhurst Drive junctions. Hollin
Lane is also identified as an on road cycle route with cycle facilities and the
surrounding residential areas are described as offering a network of relatively
quiet roads for cyclists.

I conclude that movement by all modes is a key function of Hollin Lane. On the
edge of the built up area, in the vicinity of the site, the road has little by way of
a place function at the present time.

The character of the section of Hollin Lane, north of Hazelhurst Drive will
change if the housing schemes proposed by Taylor Wimpey go ahead. New
priority junctions, pedestrian crossings and bus stops are proposed, together
with traffic calming measures. The Masterplan indicates greenspace along
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40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

Hollin Lane with no buildings addressing the primary route. There is little to
suggest the creation of a sense of place. The movement function would adapt
to cater more for pedestrian, cyclist and bus access requirements and local
accessibility, consistent with development plan policies.

The current Wainhomes scheme forms part of this proposed small urban
extension and as explained in further detail below would reinforce the
movement function. The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)
suggests a design objective is to assimilate the scheme into the landscape and
to mirror the density of adjacent housing developments. The overall experience
of motorised users is expected by the LVIA to be one of a more urbanising
effect in the locality. There is no indication of the scheme contributing
positively to the place function of Hollin Lane.

Proposed access

The site has a short boundary to Hollin Lane, almost opposite Hazelhurst Drive,
with a strip of land behind connecting to the main body of the site to the west.
The land slopes quite steeply and the area near the boun@ is overgrown
with hawthorn scrub, bramble and a number of oth i€s. At one time a

Bar House (toll cottage) used to be sited on the frg :

The proposed single vehicular access from the %ding highway network
would occupy this parcel of land, with a re in%wall along the northern side.
The gradient of the highway would vary f@ o at the junction to 5% before
reducing to 3%. The new access road wou e offset from Hazelhurst Drive
by 7.5 m or so, in effect creating a s off-centre crossroads. The layout
would have a right turn facility inco ing ghost islands for traffic turning
into the site and Hazelhurst Drive: uncontrolled pedestrian crossing

would be located to the south junction. A signalised pedestrian crossing
is proposed an estimated 2 rth of the junction®.

Traffic moving from one r arm to the other would not have to travel any
significant distance a@ e major arm but would simply move from one
minor arm to the herefore the proposed arrangement is a crossroads

and is not in the of a staggered junction. The standards in TD 42/95 for
stagger dist identified by Mr Crossley (the Council’s highway witness) do
not apply ccepted this point at the inquiry.

MfS2 describes junctions as critical places. In traffic terms they are a potential
source of delay and where most collisions tend to occur. In place terms
junctions can be seen as an opportunity because they are good locations for
buildings attracting activity and for distinctive features. Achieving a good
balance of place and movement functions is considered important, especially in
urban areas. In this context crossroads and multi-armed junctions are
identified as having much higher numbers of conflicting traffic movements and
therefore tend to perform worse in terms of road safety. However, grid type
networks with crossroad junctions are described as very legible and encourage
walking and cycling. Again striking the right balance is emphasised.

The issue is whether the proposed junction would achieve this balance and be
an appropriate form of junction in its context. The choice of a crossroads
junction should not be ruled out solely on the basis that there would be a

3 This facility would be provided by the Taylor Wimpey scheme if that goes ahead first.
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46.

47.

concentration of conflicting turning movements and hence a higher risk of
collisions. MfS certainly envisages new development embracing and connecting
with existing highways and strategic routes, promoting a change to a more
humane character.

There is little evidence that the basic junction form and location of the
proposed access was determined at a masterplanning stage in accordance with
MfS advice. The design and access statement and the other initial documents
supporting the proposal do not explain the design concept or thinking behind
the appellant’s stated preferred location of the proposed access off Hollin Lane
or how it will relate to and strengthen the movement structure within the site.
Whilst the scheme is envisaged to form part a small urban extension the
proposal fails to demonstrate how the access arrangement will integrate the
new housing with development of adjacent lands. There is no design
justification or vision for departing from the Masterplan for the lands north of
Middleton, which indicates that access to the appeal site would be via a simple
priority junction from Langley Lane and / or via an access from Hollin Lane into
the Taylor Wimpey site to the north. The appellant’s exp tion for continuing
to pursue the Hollin Lane access after the 2016 planni ission focused on
the range of off-site highway works required in asso with the alternative
Langley Lane access, rather than any place ma in% gn benefits.

Turning to consider how the junction desig ork in practice, very little
assistance was gained by the appellant’s gfgrem€e to a crossroads junction on
the A664 in the locality. I prefer to concen on the details of the proposal in
question. The Council’s primary objeatidhwas the use of ghost islands. The
main parties focussed a lot of attentj n whether reference should be made
to DMRB for detailed technical gui on this specific aspect of the design.
MfS is guidance, not policy. MfS\dops*fiot set out comprehensive detailed
guidance on the design of pr'c@Junctions and MfS2 does in fact refer to TD
42/95 when considering proWision of a right turning lane at priority junctions.
In this case TD 42/95 is ormation source and has connection to the
matter in question. context, highway characteristics and the key
principles of MfS aﬁQ rs in assessing how far the advice is suitable to the
Hollin Lane junctj sign. In other words the DMRB guidance should not be
applied uncrjsi &@)ﬁore especially because it is written specifically for trunk
roads.

Mr Crossley largely confined his attention to Table 2/1 in TD 42/95 and
concluded that the Table shows the use of ghost islands is unsuitable at
crossroads junctions. The document makes clear that the Table is a starting
point and is not a mandatory standard. Elsewhere a wide range of factors are
indicated that may be useful when considering junction options for a site such
as traffic flow, traffic delays, turning stream capacities, accident costs and
overtaking opportunities. There was no consideration or application of the
mandatory section that describes ghost islands as highly effective in improving
safety because they provide right turning vehicles with a degree of shelter from
the through flow. I accept the appellant’s submission that the Council did not
identify any ground on which the ghost islands would make the junction less
safe, given that the number of conflicting movements at a crossroads would
remain the same whether or not there is a ghost island. I conclude Table 2/1
of TD 42/95 does not demonstrate that the proposed junction design would be
unsafe.
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54,

In respect of MfS, MfS2 examines the TD 42/95 recommendation that
consideration should be given to providing a right turn lane at priority junctions
where the side road flow exceeds 500 vehicles per day and considers the effect
on pedestrians crossing major roads. The appellant has not presented a similar
explicit exercise to justify the inclusion of right turn lanes and carriageway
markings as part of the proposal.

After the refusal of planning permission in September 2015 two stage 1 Road
Safety Audits (RSA) were undertaken on the then proposed site access. In
addition a stage 1 RSA was carried out on a composite plan that showed the
proposed access for the Wainhomes’ site and the proposed site access for the
Taylor Wimpey scheme to the east of Hollin Lane.

In the first RSA concern was raised about the formation of a crossroad junction
and the increase for potential for vehicular conflicts due to the added
complexities of additional turning movements, especially during the peak hour.
However, information on trip generation and maximum forecast queues
satisfactorily addressed the concern. In response to addienal concerns the
original proposal was amended to increase the lengths right turn lanes
and to amend pedestrian crossing facilities.

Taking account of the improvements to the desi@eugh the RSA process
and the forecast level of turning movements ther nothing to indicate that
the proposed crossroad junction would ha %acceptable effect on highway
safety when considered in isolation from t posed access arrangements to
serve development on nearby lands.

Qsing facilities, the proximity to St

n important factor to have in mind.
rn about any increase in the everyday risk
osal includes a signalised staggered crossing
2 to indicate any inherent safety risk. An
hat such crossings may also be used by cyclists.
ould be located on or close to desire lines to
encourage their us this respect the crossing point is displaced to the north
away from thesprfobable desire line between the housing site and the Academy.
The use of% Ing or other deterrents may be necessary to increase

In respect of the proposed pedestri
Anne’s Academy on Hazelhurst Dr
Local residents expressed thei
to the safety of children. Th
facility. There is nothing j
advantage noted by Mf
The advice is a crossij

safety. Thi er was raised in a RSA and as a result an uncontrolled
pedestrian crdssing point was introduced on the south side of the junction. The
Council produced no convincing evidence (such as research findings, site
specific analysis) to explain why the signalised pedestrian crossing should
increase the likelihood of pedestrian vehicle conflicts or why its proximity to the
priority crossroad junction would lead to a risk of driver confusion.

The reason for refusal of the appeal application refers to the close proximity of
the proposed access to the access proposed to serve the Taylor Wimpey site
east of Hollin Lane in conjunction with the Hazelhurst Drive junction, access to
St Anne’s Academy and an existing pedestrian crossing facility. Circumstances
have changed since then in so far as an additional new junction to serve the
Taylor Wimpey site to the west of Hollin Lane has been approved in principle.

The composite plan considered in the RSA was not the same composite plan
produced for the inquiry, which included a third junction to serve the Taylor
Wimpey site to the west of Hollin Lane. In the event all three proposals went
ahead there would be a concentration of ghost island junctions in a short
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length of highway, together with bus stops, crossings and traffic calming
measures. Mr Khan had argued that the Wainhomes proposal would not create
a new junction but would add a fourth arm to an existing junction - therefore
the junction spacing argument did not exist®. In his oral evidence he considered
there would be no interaction with the new junction to the north, some 80 m
away. For the Council, Mr Crossley noted that the proposed site access would
be out of character with the two proposed reasonably spaced 3 arm priority
junctions.

MfS2 advises that the provision of additional junctions on existing routes
should be assessed in the round, taking account of a wide range of factors such
as the need for access at particular locations, the potential for interaction
between adjacent junctions and the consequent effect on user delay and road
safety. There is no evidence to show that the three new potential junctions
and associated crossings and traffic calming measures were considered in any
detail by the highway authority or through the RSA process, possibly because
of the timing of the various schemes and the refusals of the Wainhomes’
applications. The consultation response by the highway ority on the Taylor
Wimpey proposal to the west of Hollin Lane anticipate@/ainhomes’ site
would be accessed via the land to the north, overco& e need for site
access now in dispute’.

I have concern that the two accesses into the \m9 lands to the west of
Hollin Lane would be in close proximity wi Ignalised pedestrian crossing
in between. Furthermore over the short st as a whole there would be
several locations with right turning t movements - the crossroads junction
to the appeal site, the priority junct'%he north and the priority junction to
the Taylor Wimpey east site, with ht turn lane into Dingle Farm
immediately to the north. In the\gb e of any analysis I am not satisfied that
the effect on highway safety \@ be acceptable.

Place-making é

MfS1 states that a s f place encompasses a number of aspects, most
notably the street’S{odal distinctiveness, visual quality and propensity to
encourage social ity. In new developments locations with a relatively high
place functi be those where people are likely to gather and interact
with each - MfS1 reflects and develops guidance in the Council’s SPD (of
an earlier dat®) on matters such as character, safety and inclusion, legibility
and good streets and spaces.

The importance of positively contributing towards an increased sense of place
was accepted and promoted by the appellant as an objective, especially in view
of the proposals for the residential development of neighbouring lands. Mr
Khan believed that the ‘consented’ and appeal proposals would strengthen the
existing sense of place function of Hollin Lane by traffic calming related to the
appeal site access, the site accesses to the Taylor Wimpey sites and associated
traffic calming, the signalised and uncontrolled pedestrian crossings, and an
increase in pedestrian and cycling activity. The proposed crossroads junction
was said to provide an element of focus for the development as well as
increasing connectivity by all modes of transport.

4 Mr Khan’s appendices Document B.10 paragraph 2.36
5 CD1.30 page 40
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Providing for street users’ needs and encouraging walking and cycling by new
crossings and traffic calming are integral to the movement function of Hollin
Lane, rather than the place function. MfS1 refers to the choice of surface
materials, planting and street furniture having a large part to play in achieving
a sense of place but none of these aspects is detailed in the proposal. To the
contrary the potential clutter of traffic signage, street furniture and road
markings around and especially to the north of the site access would have a
negative impact on the success of the street as a place. The site visit was very
helpful in appreciating the short distance between the site access and the farm
access track to the north, where a lot of infrastructure would be introduced.

Establishing a strong sense of place encompasses much more than catering for
movement, as explained by MfS1. The Framework also indicates the use of
streetscapes and buildings to create attractive and comfortable places to live,
work and visit. Visual attractiveness is linked to good architecture and
appropriate landscaping, whilst social interaction is associated with active
street frontages and neighbourhood centres. None of these considerations
were addressed by the appellant, whether in respect of t rossroads junction
or the residential layout it would serve.

The ability to use the access proposal to enhance \5e of place is heavily
constrained by the amount of frontage space aval , the shape of the
landholding, the ground levels and the dep ting adjacent residential
plots to the south. As the Council submittgd ndmark buildings and in fact

no buildings at all are proposed in the vici f the junction. The additional
plan confirmed that the access road be bounded by a retaining wall up to
2.5 m in height. Alternatively, the | jon of the primary site access would
conflict with an aim to reinforce t | character of Hollin Lane (north) by
belts of structure planting and ndscaping along the boundaries to the
housing sites. é

The appellant also argue the proposed crossroads would be in accordance
with the recommend t in MfS2 that demonstrates how crossroads

highway routes. ever, the illustrative layout for the housing site does not
support such & usion in that the street pattern incorporates a number of
unconnect S&ential culs-de sac®. There is no indication that the character
of Hollin Lartg would change by significantly strengthening the place function.
The location of the junction has not been shown to bring the design advantages
advocated by the appellant. The alternative conclusion put forward by the
Council is more probable, namely that the junction is in the only place it can go
on land available to the appellant abutting Hollin Lane.

improve sustaina@/ ctivity in urban extensions, even on strategic

Conclusions

The details of access concern the accessibility to the site for vehicles, cycles
and pedestrians and do not extend to accessibility within the site.

A movement function is dominant on Hollin Lane north of the junction with
Langley Lane and in the vicinity of the proposed site access.

6 The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment at paragraph 6.8 states that parcels of the development will be
accessed via a primary route running generally east to west with branches of smaller access drives into housing
culs-de-sac.
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65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

The use of a crossroads junction would be expected to perform worse in terms
of road safety simply because of the much higher number of conflicting traffic
movements than at other forms of junctions. Nevertheless scrutiny of the
geometric design features of the junction layout has not identified any specific
objection on highway safety grounds. Appropriate crossing facilities would
enable pedestrian connectivity with the Academy and the residential area to
the east.

The highway safety performance of the proposed junction should not be
considered in isolation but in the context of the proposals for access to the
Taylor Wimpey housing sites to the east and to the west of Hollin Lane. Such
an analysis has not been carried out and therefore it has not been shown that
the effect on highway safety would be acceptable.

By reason of the land constraints the junction would not offer an opportunity to
locate buildings attracting activity and for distinctive features to promote a
sense of place. The proposal would detract from rather than strengthen the

place function of Hollin Lane.

In the wider context the proposed sequence of juncti %associated
infrastructure would be concentrated over a relativ rt length of Hollin
Lane. The character of the rural route would ch ndamentally but the
development of a new place function, as advo & y the appellant, is not
apparent. The movement function would %/ith greater emphasis on
walking, cycling and public transport.

The MfS based reasons put forward b@ appellant to justify the proposed
access proposal into the site have n substantiated.

The proposal complies with Polici Aj2#”of the UDP in that there would be no
significant adverse effect on @ nction of Hollin Lane as part of the Strategic
Highway Network. The pr alralso complies with the Council’s accessibility
hierarchy set out in Polic@.

When considered i 'Qon the site access proposals would not perform any
worse than may ected at a crossroads junction. However, the

relationship to* ilfrastructure proposals for nearby housing sites has not
been adeq ddressed. Therefore there is an incomplete picture as to
whether sa within the residential community would be improved and that

the site access would be safe for all people. This matter precludes a positive
conclusion on safety and compliance with Policies T2 and DM1 of the Core
Strategy and policy in the Framework.

The proposed location for the site access is severely constrained and does not
present an opportunity to promote a sense of place. Principles in MfS and the
SPD are not reflected in the design of the access. Consequently in this respect
the proposal fails to comply with Policies DM1 and P3 of the Core Strategy.
Turning to policy in the Framework, at this stage in the design process the
scheme has failed to show that the development would function well, add to
the quality of the area over the lifetime of the development or create a safe
layout which minimises conflicts between all users of the highway.

Other considerations

73.

Evidence for the inquiry primarily focused on the main issue of site access. I
considered this approach was appropriate because of the very recent grant of

12
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74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

outline planning permission for housing development on the land and the large
amount of common ground between the main parties on a range of planning
considerations. Against that background the acceptability or otherwise of the
access was likely to be a key factor in the success of the appeal. Therefore
other considerations will be dealt with relatively briefly.

Housing land supply

The Core Strategy in Policy C1 aims to provide sufficient land to deliver at least
460 net additional dwellings per year up to 2028 and to ensure that there is
always a deliverable five year supply of land for new homes.

The Inspector in his report on the Core Strategy dated 22 August 2016
concluded that the 2014 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA) identified there to be sufficient provision to meet the housing
requirements of the Core Strategy including a five year supply of deliverable
sites for housing in accordance with paragraph 47 of the Framework.
Furthermore within the context of the scale of identified hqusing land supply he
found no evidence to suggest that matters have arisen t ould cause the
Council to be unable to demonstrate a 5 year suppl erable sites for
housing’. \s{'

In its evidence for this appeal the Council confi
additional homes per year forms the objeci
SHLAA® demonstrates that there is capac o gleliver in excess of the OAN per
annum in the first five years and that the CO¢hcil can demonstrate a five year
housing land supply. More particularf{omthe supply of land, the officer report
on the 2016 application stated that 015 SHLAA identifies land that could
deliver 690 additional dwellings in the first five years.

hat the figure of 460
sessed need (OAN), the

demonstrate a five year | based on the information in the 2015
SHLAA, which supersede@ 2014 SHLAA referred to in the Inspector’s report.
The appellant also no at a 20% buffer must be applied because the
Council had persi ailed to meet its housing target. Therefore the appeal
site is said to Re rtant in boosting the supply in Rochdale as required by
paragraph 4 Framework.

The appellant considered thzé@n initial research the Council cannot
ply

The Core StRategy has only just been adopted. The National Planning Practice
Guidance advises that the examination of Local Plans is intended to ensure that
up to date housing requirements and the deliverability of sites to meet a 5 year
supply will have been thoroughly examined prior to adoption in a way that
cannot be replicated in the course of determination of individual appeals where
only the appellant’s evidence is likely to be presented to contest the authority’s
position. The Inspector was confident that the Council is able to demonstrate a
five year housing land supply and it is unlikely that the position would have
substantially changed in the course of a few months. The appellant’s position,
referring to the 2015 SHLAA, was not supported by any detailed evidence
because of the main site access issue, the extant planning permission and the
planning history of the adjacent lands. I conclude that the Council can
demonstrate a five year housing land supply.

7 The Inspector at paragraph 99 of his report sets out a calculation that results in a housing land supply of 14
years.
8 Position as at 1 April 2105
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79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

Release of Protected Open Land

Areas of land outside the urban area and not in the Green Belt have been
protected for over 20 years for their amenity value and in recognition of the
need to focus development and regeneration within the urban area and on
brownfield sites. The UDP Proposals Map defined the protected areas of land
and Policy D/10 set out the policy criteria controlling development. The appeal
site is within a designated area near Middleton.

The Core Strategy has carried forward the concept of protected open land but
in so doing accepts that not all of the land provides a vital green infrastructure
resource. Therefore provided there is justification, some protected open land is
seen as providing a potential resource and flexibility to meet future
development needs which cannot be met within urban areas or on previously
developed land. Policy G5 (section 1) identifies similar broad areas to those on
the Proposals Map, including land north of Langley/Hollins, Middleton. The
current position is that Policy D/10 is saved and should be read in conjunction
with Policy G5 until replaced by a Site Allocations or otheg®evelopment Plan
Document. Policy G/5 confirms that where the release ected open land
can be justified the Council will seek to identify it as& cation in a future

DPD.
Policy G5, in section 3, states that protected o ’&j will not be released for
development unless all of the identified crj r'%ply. In summary these
criteria cover the need for the developme the effect on regeneration, the
sustainability of the location, the imp, n [@ndscape, biodiversity or wider
green infrastructure, and the capabil?%deliver supporting infrastructure.

The grant of planning permissio ember 2016 for the 94 dwelling
scheme in effect released the site for development. Nevertheless the
policy criteria provide a use cture for considering whether the land
should be released for thé@

distinguished by the %
Regeneration/sust@i

The Council X d that that the release of land was justified because of the
need to si ly boost the supply of housing, including affordable housing,
the need to ®gliver a supply of housing sites attractive to the market and the
ongoing pressure on delivery in view of the planned demolition of existing units
as part of the regeneration programme. It remains the Council’s position in
light of the adoption of the Core Strategy that the proposal would not
undermine delivery of other currently allocated sites because of the location of
the site within a wider masterplan area. Local residents had questioned this

line of reasoning but without the necessary detailed evidence to substantiate
their argument I do not question the Council’s conclusion.

osed development currently at issue, which is
means of access.

The location of the site provides reasonable accessibility by a choice of travel
mode to a range of services, community facilities and employment
opportunities in the locality and the wider surrounding area, including
Middleton, Heywood, and Manchester.

Landscape/biodiversity

Referring to the LVIA, the site appears as managed grassland influenced by
strong urban settlement to the south and east. Therefore there is a visual
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86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

association between urban and rural uses. An extended phase 1 habitats
survey demonstrated that the site is of low ecological importance.

The residential development of this area of open countryside land would alter
its character substantially, in effect extending the urban area. The degree of
change would be most pronounced for those living near the site, the users of
the adjacent footways and public rights of way. Balanced against this negative
aspect, the susceptibility of the local landscape to change is generally low.
There would be the opportunity through the design of the housing layout and
the landscape scheme to incorporate and replicate landscape features that are
evident in the local area, to increase biodiversity and to enhance greenspace.
These measures also would assist in softening the visual impact in short
distance views. Some mid and longer distance views of the development would
be restricted due to the topography and screening elements and hence would
show no change. In other places where the site is more visible, the new
housing would be seen in the context of the settlement edge and no significant
adverse change would result.

Overall, the evidence indicates that the development c accommodated
without an unacceptable impact on the area’s Iands& iodiversity or wider

green infrastructure value. (b'

Physical suitability

Technical reports were submitted with th@ ation with assessments on
flood risk, drainage, traffic noise, air qualityd@rchaeology, minerals and

geotechnical and geo-environmental M These studies show that the land is
physically suitable for the scale and of development proposed. Planning
conditions were proposed to cont ensure outstanding details would be

resolved before commenceme@ evelopment.

Supporting infrastructure

The Core Strategy at igh priority to improving people’s health and
wellbeing (PoIicy@ ancing green infrastructure (Policy G6) and to

improving educa d skills (Policy C7). Residential development is
expected to r contribute financially towards recreational open space,
including nce, in accordance with the standards set out in a
Supplemen Planning Document (the Open Space SPD)°.

The proposal is for family housing. The development would result in an
increase in the local population in an area where there is pressure on some
aspects of social infrastructure. In particular, primary and secondary schools in
the locality are at capacity and additional school places would be needed within
the township of Middleton. The Travel Assessment does not identify any play
areas, parks or public open spaces within walking distance. The Council
explained that most of the sports facilities within a 2 km distance are
educational sports grounds with restricted general public access. Public pitches
and facilities are located towards the distance threshold. Therefore new and
improved social infrastructure is required to provide new residents with
opportunities for healthy lifestyles and education.

Planning obligations have been offered in respect of:

° Provision of Recreational Open Space in New Housing Supplementary Planning Document
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92.

93.

94.

95.

e financial contributions in accordance with an accepted formula towards
additional primary and secondary school places,

e an employment and skills plan to promote training opportunities and
other initiatives,

e a financial contribution based on Sport England’s sports facility calculator
towards improving outdoor sports and playing pitches at Bowlee Playing
Fields,

e provision of on-site public open space, including a local equipped area
for play (LEAP).

These planning obligations are in accordance with Core Strategy Policies DM2,
C7 criterion (h), C8 criterion (h) and G6 criterion (d). They are necessary to
make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the
development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the
development.

The obligations are provided through a unilateral under,
the undertaking is such that the owners’ complianc
obligations is subject to the Council serving a Dee
the wording introduces a degree of uncertainty Nﬂ
There is provision for a public open space

. The wording of
he terms of the
venant. In this case
k of transparency.

ent plan but at this stage

there is no indication as to who is to und e«@nd be legally responsible for
ongoing maintenance. The Open Space SPBjglicates that such matters should
be determined before the issue of pI permission. In addition the

contribution to off site public open would not be made before
commencement of development, Qb’y to the Open Space SPD. No
justification for this timescale g %s

contributions has been prow verall I have reservations as to whether

certain elements of suppotting ‘frastructure are capable of being delivered
through the unilateral un ’@ aking.

ed payments of the education

new or improved stops and cycle lane improvements on Hollin Lane. Such
types of impr. to sustainable forms of travel would encourage less
travel by c ence deliver small environmental benefits. There is support
for such medgures in Policy T2(g) and Policy DM2 and in the consultation
advice from Transport for Greater Manchester and Highways England.
However, no explanation has been provided to justify the sums stated in the
deed and there is no detail of the location / type of works proposed. Therefore
I am unable to conclude if the contributions are fairly and reasonably related in
scale and kind to the development.

Planning obligatichgso offered to make financial contributions towards

I have concluded that the proposed access to the housing site is not
acceptable. Therefore criterion 3(f) of Policy G5, regarding infrastructure, is not
met for this reason alone. In addition, in relation to criterion 3(g), it has not
been shown that the proposal fits into a comprehensive scheme for the delivery
of the transport infrastructure to the serve the development in conjunction with
the development of nearby land.

Conclusion on Protected Open Land
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96.

97.

98.

99.

All the criteria in Policy G5 (3) have not been satisfied. The protected open
land should not be released to enable the housing scheme, with the access now
being proposed, to be developed.

Affordable housing

The development is for more than 15 dwellings and therefore Core Strategy
Policy C4 on affordable housing applies. The appellant has indicated delivery of
15% affordable housing in accordance with development plan policy. However,
reliance is placed on a planning obligation in the unilateral undertaking to
address this issue. The delivery of affordable housing through the scheme,
whether on or off site, is subject to a viability report.

The economic viability of the development is recognised by Policy C4 as a
factor to be taken into account in negotiating the level of affordable housing
and how it is to be provided. At this stage in the absence of any information
on viability there is no certainty that any affordable housing would be secured

as a result of the development. I would have expected this issue to be dealt
with more thoroughly and transparently at the outline st%when the
principles of the development should be established, T ore in this instance
the delivery of affordable housing has little weight j lanning balance.
Other matters \

An Agricultural Land Classification report I d that the land is grade 3B
agricultural land of moderate quality. PolicyAipthe Framework is directed at
conserving land of higher quality, ca jsed as the best and most versatile
agricultural land. Accordingly there j policy reason to resist the loss of this

area of farmland.
100. The site lies within a Miner@uarding Area for coal and for brick clay.

101.

The need for the residential opment outweighs the need to extract the
minerals. Accordingly th osal complies with Policy 8 of the Mineral Plan.

The appellant did
housing developm
the scheme has

gue that the extant 2016 planning permission for

the site is incapable of implementation. It follows that
onable possibility of being carried out and that new
homes cou vered through that option. There would be the potential for
a slightly g@contribution to the Borough’s housing supply and there is no
firm evidence%that the number of affordable homes could be less. The local
planning authority concluded that the access off Langley Lane was acceptable.
Therefore this fallback scenario does not provide significant weight in favour of
the current proposal.

Conclusions

102. The proposed access has not been demonstrated to be acceptable on

103.

highway safety grounds and by reason of its location and design it would
contribute little to the creation of a sense of place on Hollin Lane. The
environmental and social harm weighs strongly against the proposal. Balancing
all relevant factors, including the economic considerations identified by the
appellant, I conclude the proposal is not a sustainable form of development.

In the Core Strategy requirements of Policies SD1, T2, P3, G5, DM1 and C4
are not met. The proposal fails to comply with the development plan as a
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whole. Material considerations, including the Framework and MfS, do not
indicate a decision other than in accordance with the development plan.

104. For the reasons given above the appeal should be dismissed.
Diane Lewis

Inspector
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APPEARANCES

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Mr John Hunter of Counsel Instructed by Mr J Holmes, Planning Solicitor for

the Council
He called

Mr Richard Crossley CEng Senior Technical Director, Mouchel
MICE FCIHT

FOR THE APPELLANT:

Mr Vincent Fraser QC Instructed by Mr S Harris

He called

Mr Amjid Khan MSc BSc Director of Transport WYG Group
CEng MICE MCIHT

Mr Stephen Harris Director of Emery PIanning%
BSc(Hons) MRTPI

INTERESTED PERSONS: \Q

X0

Mr Roger Colson Local resident

Mr Stuart Meade Local resid 6

Mr Kevin Shackell Spokespersog fef People against Taylor Wimpey
and Wai mes

DOCUMENTS & PLANS submitted t%mquiry

1 Opening on behalf of the local gla authority

2 Proposed site access and hi improvements plan AO89001-
PO16A Ss

3 Potential site access Ie\@ essment and vertical alignment plan
A089001 POO5 A

4 Application plan fQIor Wimpey sites

5 Desire lines pla < v

6 Closing su igc‘gﬂs on behalf of the Appellant

7 Closing isstons on behalf of the Appellant
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