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I am responding to the specific points made by Mr Burns, to provide clarification for the 
Inspector. 
 
Dealing with each of the points he makes, in turn. 
 
Paragraph 2.1 
I would not wish the inspector to consider that the AECOM report is a kind of definitive 
guide to the history of Broughton-in-Amounderness.  It is not. 
 
The AECOM document in my view is limited in its understanding of settlement.  I did not 
find it particularly useful in that respect.   I carried out my own, independent assessment of 
the settlement, by considering the available evidence, including the Victoria County History 
documentary record, and historic map regression and I reached different conclusions on a 
number of aspects.  My detailed analysis is included in my Heritage Statement – Appendix 1 
to my Proof of Evidence. 
 
I have written approximately 50 conservation area appraisals, including the designation of 
multiple new conservation areas, and studied settlement development for 35 years.  It is 
one of my specialisms.  In my view, my own Heritage Statement prepared for this Inquiry is 
well considered and looks at the historic development in some depth.  I do not wish to split 
hairs, but at the risk of repeating comments I have already made, we simply do not know 
where the earliest ‘settlement’, if there was one, as distinct from a farm, was specifically 
located.  The use of the name ‘broc’ for brook does not mean that alongside the brook is the 
precise location where there was early settlement. The AECOM statements are 
unsubstantiated.   
 
The AECOM report also states that “William de Singleton and his family settled along 
Blundel Brook, establishing a wooden church”. There is no documentary or physical 
evidence for this, although these are stated as facts.  We do not know that they built a 
wooden church and we do not know where they built their manor house.  The 19th century 
census returns refer to “Church Hamlet” as the properties starting with Oak Bank (which is 
more remote, to the north-west), and continues along Garstang Road to include a number 
of cottages as well as Bank Hall, Broughton House, the Golden Ball Inn, as far as Bridge 
House to the south.  So, the local use of the name ‘Church Hamlet’ to define just the 
buildings around the church appears to be a modern construct.  
 
Mr Burns gives a great deal of weight to the suggestion that the Church Hamlet (the part 
around the church) is the historic focus of settlement, but in my view it is unsubstantiated 
and it is distracting as it is not dealing with the specific designated heritage assets, each of 
which has specific values which make up their separate significance. 
 
The church was originally built as a chapel serving a manor, probably in association with a 
manor house.  In the immediate vicinity of the church there is now a school and a former 
dwelling in use as a museum.  The church, the school and the museum are ‘community’ 
buildings and they hold group value.  That is not the same as having the same setting.   
 



Paragraph 3.1 
Historic England guidance provides a scenario where heritage assets may have an 
overlapping setting.  This might apply, for example to a grade I listed country house, sitting 
within a Grade I listed park.   That would be an extensive heritage asset. 
 
The school, the church and the museum each have a setting and, as I have set out in my 
Heritage Statement and Proof of Evidence, the setting is, in this instance, different for each 
one.  The settings of the school and the museum are not the same as the church.  That does 
not mean that they don’t have group value, by ‘co-location’.  That is accepted, as is their 
community value.  The reason for the different settings is that they are different buildings, 
with different uses and different significance.  If they shared the same significance then we 
could reasonably attribute a common setting, but they don’t.  Step 2 of the Historic England 
guidance is to ‘assess the degree to which these settings and views make a contribution to 
the significance of the heritage asset(s) or allow significance to be appreciated’. 
 
It was made clear in Catesby Estates v Steer Judgment in the Court of Appeal [2018] EWCA 
Civ 1697 that a relationship needed to be more than remote or ephemeral in order to be 
considered part of the setting. 
 
An example of where a connection would be ephemeral is where Mr Burns gives weight to 
the name ‘Church Farm’, the previous name for the application site, when in fact it was 
previously called D’Urton Lane End Farm, or Lane End Farm and was only referred to as 
Church Farm as recently as 1961.  A name is ephemeral.  Simply the use of the name Church 
Farm, therefore, does not bind the application site to the setting of the church. 
 
Paragraph 4.2 
I do not accept that I have ‘reduced in function’ the church by simply stating that it was 
originally a chapelry.  This status was historically high, being only one of two public places of 
worship in the Preston area for a long time.  I do not accept that at any time have I stated 
that the church is not important.  My assessment takes its importance as a grade II* listed 
building and its setting fully into consideration. 
 
Please note that the ‘community’ in 1902 relocated the stocks to the present location.  It 
was not simply refurbished here. The precise whereabouts of the previous location is 
unknown.  This event is recorded in the publication ‘Broughton Roundabout’, written in 
1979 by Reverend George Jackson. 
 
I accept that I was incorrect in stating that there was no recommendation for a Conservation 
Area in the AECOM report. I missed this bullit point.   
 
Paragraph 4.3 
We are in agreement over this.  I agree that “there will be locations outside of the listed key 
views where any proposal has the potential to impact on the setting of heritage assets”.  
This is precisely what I have concluded in paragraph 7.9 of my Proof of Evidence in relation 
to the church.  
 
 



Paragraph 4.4 
The statement is correct. 
 
Paragraph 5.1 
To be clear about the point at which the by-pass passes through a field system, this first 
occurs just beyond the Blundel Brook, to the north of the roundabout where D’Urton Lane 
meets James Towers Way.   Between where the A6 crosses the Blundel Brook and the 
application site the land is part of the reclamation area and landscaping mitigation 
associated with the Bypass.  It is crystal clear on plate 24 of Appendix 1 to my Proof of 
Evidence, to which I refer the Inspector. 
 
Paragraph 5.2 
Appendix 2 – Figure 2 of Mr Burns Proof.  I agree that ‘both the by-pass and the motorway 
are barely apparent’.  I refer to the English Heritage comment which recognised this in 6.11 
of my PoE.  I still consider that in this view the relationship between the church and the 
proposed development is remote and oblique.   Other buildings (school, church cottage) are 
not visible. 
 
I do not consider the view identified by Mr Burns in his Figure 1 to be a view which 
‘enhances’ the setting of heritage assets.  In my opinion, this is one of the views which have 
not been valued.   As seen in Mr Burns Figure 1, the foreground of the view has multiple 
rows of trees planted as mitigation planting for the Bypass and they will grow in time to 
completely obscure that view.  I do not know whether this photograph is recent or whether 
this is an old image, perhaps a few years old. In my view there are no views from the Bypass 
which contribute to the significance of any of the heritage assets or enable them to be 
appreciated.   There is no public footpath along the Bypass, so the experience is very limited 
and fleeting.  The only building which is visible is the church and I have identified the view 
from the public footpath to the north-east where its significance can be appreciated and 
where a viewer can dwell. 
 
Paragraph 5.3 
It is accepted that the development needs to be considered as part of a series of cumulative 
changes.  That does not mean that there is no room for new development.  In my opinion it 
does not matter that it does not have a local precedent as it will be a landmark in its own 
right.   
 
I do not accept that “Currently the area still remains open and rural”.  The specific aspects of 
landscape will be dealt with by our landscape witness. 
 
Paragraph 6.1 
There is no dispute that if the Inspector wishes to include and consider the Locally Listed 
buildings along D’Urton Lane he is entitled to do so.  It is correct that if he does wish to 
include them then they should be assessed under Paragraph 203.  The weight given to this, 
however, will not be the same as that given to listed buildings (designated heritage assets).  
It is not a statutory duty and Locally Listed buildings (under the ICOMOS table of values for 
heritage assets) have ‘Low Value’.   
 



However, it is my view that the setting of the Locally Listed buildings relates to how they are 
directly experienced from D’Urton Lane.  The White Cottage is the only building seen from 
the Bypass.  It is further my view that the application site does not contribute to the setting 
of the Locally Listed buildings along D’Urton Lane, either their significance or how they are 
appreciated.   The site is not seen in conjunction with the majority of them.  The only place 
where there is a glimpse of the site and one of the buildings on D’Urton Lane (White 
Cottage) is from the road bridge on the M55.  In my opinion, as there is no public access 
here, it is not a view which should carry any weight.   For that reason, and because there is 
no statutory duty to consider the setting of these NDHAs, I contend that there is no 
requirement to consider these buildings under paragraph 203 of the NPPF.  
 
Paragraph 7.1 
The issue of landscape is addressed in the LVA and Proof of Evidence of our landscape 
witness and his evidence to be part of the round table discussion. 
 
Additional Issue 
Roman Fort 
For the record, I wish to point out that there is no evidence for a Roman Fort on or close to 
the application site. 
 
At Mr Burns suggestion in his Proof of Evidence that there is evidence of a Roman Fort to 
the south of the church, I have approached Lancashire County Council Archaeology Team 
and requested from the Historic Environment Record whether a search to identify a 
potential Roman Fort would be informative.  Their email response, which is appended to 
this rebuttal, states, 

 “As far as we are aware, there is no evidence of a Roman fort in the vicinity of your 
site. There may be Roman findspots in this area and there is a projected line of a 
Roman road which passes the site a short distance to the west; however, its 
existence has not been confirmed in the immediate vicinity. There are known Roman 
forts at Lancaster to the north, Kirkham to the West and Ribchester to the east and 
there is a Roman industrial site Walton le Dale, but it is not a fort, although it does 
have some military characteristics. 
Please note that a 200m radius search from the grid reference you supplied wouldn't 
pick up the Roman road, so if you wished for that record to be included in the search 
results I would recommend a 250m radius search.” 

 
We, therefore, consider that there is no justification for an archaeological evaluation of the 
site. 
 
 


