
  

  

APPEAL BY MR G ADAMS AGAINST THE DECISION OF THE COUNCIL TO REFUSE 
OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION FOR A DETACHED DWELLING AT LAND 
ADJACENT TO FARCROFT, MANOR ROAD, BALDWIN’S GATE 
 

Application Number  18/00674/OUT 
 
LPA’s Decision Refused under delegated powers    
 
Appeal Decision                      Dismissed 
 
Date of Appeal Decision 30th August 2019   
 
 
The Inspector identified the main issue to be whether occupiers of the proposed development 
would have satisfactory access to shops and services having particular regard to the 
availability of sustainable transport modes.  
 
In dismissing the appeal the Inspector made the following key comments and observations:- 
 

 Policy SP1 of the Core Strategy sets out spatial principles of targeted regeneration 
and seeks to direct new housing to sites within identified areas. The two key aspects 
of this policy are (1) which sets out the locations where new housing will be primarily 
directed towards and (7) which prioritises the use of previously developed land where 
it can support sustainable patterns of development and provide access by transport 
modes other than private motor vehicles.  

 The Council and appellant agree that Policy SP1 of the Core Strategy is out of date. 
The general aim of the policy, however, to prioritise the use of previously developed 
land where it can support sustainable patterns of development and provide access by 
transport modes other than private motor vehicles generally accords with the 
Framework. As such, the Inspector afforded this policy significant weight.  

 Paragraph 78 of the Framework states that to promote sustainable development in 
rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of 
rural communities. The appellant indicates that the site is located approximately 
650m due west of the settlement edge of Baldwin’s Gate, with all of the services that 
exist within the settlement being approximately within 1200-1600m (or less) actual 
walking distance. These facilities and services include the nearest petrol filling 
station, post box, bus stop, shop/post office, public house/restaurant and primary 
school. Whilst future occupants would provide some support for the nearest local 
services, being for one property, it would only make a very limited contribution and 
therefore the Inspector gave this benefit limited weight.  

 The Manual For Streets (MfS) guides that walkable neighbourhoods are typically 
characterised by having a range of facilities within 10 minutes (up to about 800m) 
walking distance of residential areas, which residents may access comfortably on 
foot. The walking distances for future occupiers of the appeal site to access the 
nearest facilities would be in excess of this guideline. The appellant estimates walking 
times of approximately 15 minutes to the nearest bus stop, 18 minutes to the nearest 
primary school, and 19 minutes to the nearest public house and shop.  

 MfS states that this 800m guideline for walkable neighbourhoods is not an upper limit. 
Furthermore, the distances in MfS are indicative and do not provide firm thresholds. 
As such, it is necessary to assess the suitability of the route for pedestrians. In this 
case, the route would, for a significant part, be along Manor Road and Madeley Road. 
These roads do not include footpaths or street lighting. Whilst a grass verge exists for 
part of the route, it does not provide a particularly safe or suitable pedestrian refuge. 
Consequently, it would be likely that pedestrians would routinely encounter conflict 
with vehicular traffic. These circumstances do not lend themselves to safe use by 
pedestrians. Similarly, the lack of street lighting would be unlikely to encourage 
cycling to the nearest services and facilities after dark. These factors would not 
encourage the healthy lifestyles and community building supported by paragraph 91 
of the Framework.  

 It is acknowledged that the Framework states that opportunities to maximise 
sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas. The appellant 



  

  

refers to the ‘dial-a-ride’ service provided by Border Cars and states that a bus 
service is provided at Baldwin’s Gate and that it is intended to provide on-plot car 
charging infrastructure. Nevertheless, the lack of suitable walking route to the nearest 
facilities and services for future occupiers would significantly reduce the likelihood 
that generated car trips would be replaced by sustainable journeys.  

 For all the above reasons, there would be a lack of sustainable transport choices 
available to enable future residents to conveniently access services and facilities. The 
likely reliance on the private motor car for access to everyday services would not 
support walking, with its attendant health and community building benefits, contrary to 
the provisions of the Framework. The proposal would also conflict with the aims of 
Policy SP1 of the Core Strategy relating to targeted regeneration prioritising the use 
of previously developed land where it can support sustainable patterns of 
development and provide access by transport modes other than private motor 
vehicles. 

 The appellant referred to a number of appeal decisions, including at Gravel Bank, 
Waggon and Horses and The Workshops. In relation to the Gravel Bank appeal, it is 
evident that much of the route to Loggerheads includes a well-lit footway. With 
reference to the Waggon and Horses decision, the proposal related to the 
redevelopment of a fire damaged public house. In the case of The Workshops 
decision, the Inspector found that the proposal would likely see a reduction in trips 
made by private car when compared with the existing situation. The appellant also 
referred to an appeal decision at 133 Smithy Lane where the Inspector attributes 
moderate weight to the harm of accessing the nearest facilities by private motor 
vehicle. In each case, the Inspector made a planning judgement based on the 
specific proposal and its particular merits. On the basis of the evidence before him, 
the Inspector did not find any clear comparisons between those other schemes and 
the one before him. In any event, he considered this appeal on its own merits. 

 There is no dispute between the parties that the site lies outside of any defined 
development boundary or village envelope and is, therefore, located in the open 
countryside for the purposes of applying planning policy. The appeal proposal does 
not satisfy any of the listed requirements of Policies H1 or ASP6 and therefore 
conflicts with them.  

 Only limited weight is given to the conflict of the proposal with Policies H1 of the Local 
Plan and ASP6 of the Core Strategy given their conflict with the Government’s 
objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes. Moderate weight is given to 
the conflict of the proposal with Policy SP1 of the Core Strategy by virtue of the lack 
of access by transport modes other than private motor vehicles to the nearest 
facilities and given the policy’s aim to encourage re-use of previously developed land 
where it provides access to services and service centres by foot, public transport and 
cycling.  

 The Inspector acknowledged that the proposal would result in some economic and 
social benefits, including through its construction and as a result of a slight increase 
in spending and patronage of facilities in the local area. The proposal would also 
make a limited contribution to the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the 
supply of homes. He stated that he was aware of the importance of windfall housing 
and that housing targets should not be considered as a cap on the delivery of housing 
however, as the proposal is for a single dwelling, the social and economic benefits 
identified would be limited.  

 There would be environmental and social harm arising from the lack of sustainable 
transport choices available to enable future residents to conveniently access services 
and facilities. The lack of suitable walking routes to local facilities would not 
encourage the healthy lifestyles and community building supported by paragraph 91 
of the Framework.  

 Overall, the above identified adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the Framework policies taken as a 
whole. The proposal would not represent sustainable development. 
 

Recommendation 
 
That the appeal decision be noted.  


