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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Authority’s reasons for refusal and reasoning are set out in the decision 

notice dated and the officer’s delegated report accompanying the appeal 

questionnaire. 

1.2 This statement sets out the Authority’s response to the appellants’ statement of 

case. 

2. Appellants statement 

2.1 The Appellant’s statements seeks to address the Authority’s reason for refusal 

and puts forward why they consider the development. The Authority has formed 

different conclusions on the proposals which are outlined in detail in the 

delegated report and decision notice to which the Inspector is referred. Any 

specific points are also dealt with below.  

2.2 The Appellant’s statement under paragraphs 4.3 to 4.9 argues that development 

within the application field would have an acceptable visual and landscape 

impact.  

2.3 The Authority formed different conclusions on the level of impact outlining that the 

proposals would lead to the addition of buildings and an associated access road, 

driveways, hard landscaping and gardens into an otherwise undeveloped field. 

As a result the Authority considers the proposed development would represent a 

significant change to the character and appearance of the site at odds with the 

undeveloped rural nature of the northern side of the road and entrance to the 

village. 

2.4 Paragraphs 5.1 through to 5.6 of the Appellants statement seeks to argue that 

the Authority’s second reason for refusal, the inability to secure the properties for 

local needs, is incorrect and a suitable condition or obligation could be secured at 

the technical matters stage.  

2.5 The scope of the considerations for permission in principle is limited to location, 

land use and the amount of development permitted. All other matters are 

considered as part of the subsequent Technical Details Consent application. The 

NPPG is clear that conditions and legal agreements cannot be utilised to control 

development through a grant of permission in principle. Any conditions attached 
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at the technical matters stage would need to past the usual tests of planning 

conditions including relevance and reasonableness.  

2.6  Land use is a matter dealt with at the PIP stage therefore the Authority would 

maintain that the imposition of a condition at the technical details stage in relation 

to this matter would not pass the tests of relevance or reasonableness. 

Consequently, without a mechanism to control tenure at the permission in 

principle stage, the proposed land use must be considered in an unfettered way. 

An unfettered dwelling would as a matter of principle conflict with the aims of the 

Local Plan Housing policies.  

2.7 This is the same approach that has was taken in a recent appeal decision on a 

PIP application in Witherslack, appended below for the Inspectors reference.  

2.8 The Appellants statements raises no other points which need to be address 

3.  Conclusion 
 
3.1 Given the reasons for the refusal of planning permission, the Inspector is 

respectfully requested to dismiss this appeal. 
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Appendix A: 7/2022/5075 (APP/Q9495/W/21/3282243) Land south of Holme Cragg, 

Holme Road, Witherslack - Appeal Decision 
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