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1.0 The rebuttal prepared by Mel Morris Conservation highlights a number of issues, referenced 

on the contents page of that rebuttal. These are: 

1. Broughton in Amounderness Heritage and Character Assessment 2016   

2. Areas of Heritage Common Ground   

3. Areas where we do not agree   

4. The By-pass   

5. Non Designated Heritage Assets   

6. The application site itself - Rural Setting   

2.0 Broughton in Amounderness Heritage and Character Assessment 2016 

2.1 It is agreed that the report, prepared by AECOM, is a useful document, and ‘showed great 

foresight’, which was then used in the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan.  

 

3.0 Areas of Heritage Common Ground 

3.1 Adherence to HE setting guidance. The evaluation and assessment of heritage assets has 

followed the advice set out in the guidance from Historic England. The Setting of Heritage 

Assets (Planning Note 3), 2017 notes in Para 8 that “Extensive heritage assets, such as 

historic parks and gardens, landscapes and townscapes, can include many heritage assets, 

historic associations between them and their nested and overlapping settings, as well as 

having a setting of their own”.  

 

4.0 Areas where we do not agree 

4.1 Whilst it is understood and accepted that the area is not a designated conservation area, and 

nowhere in my evidence is that claimed or suggested, it is a cohesive townscape, drawn 

tightly around the church as the centrepiece. As such, I consider that the heritage assets 

share an overlapping setting, as a cluster of structures which form a composite townscape, 

which follows the advice contained in the Historic England guidance.  

4.2 The AECOM report (described as showing great foresight by Ms Morris), is specific in its 

explanation of the evolution of Broughton, stating that: 

It traces the first settlement, centred around the Church of St John the Baptist, which can be 

found along Blundel brook to the south of Broughton as it exists today. In 1261 the Manor 

was given to William De Singleton by Henry III. He and his family settled along Blundel brook, 

establishing a wooden church on the site where the present Church of St John the Baptist, a 

grade II* listed building, was built in 1533. The same report also demonstrates that following 

the opening of the railway in 1838, The village of Broughton began to develop away from the 



 3 

historic centre around the Church of St John the Baptist and instead at the busy intersection 

of Garstang Road and Whittingham Lane. This latter forms the ‘ribbon development’, but the 

earlier part of the settlement around the Church of St John the Baptist is not considered to 

have very great importance by Ms Morris, and has been reduced in function to a chapelry. 

Whilst the origins of the church may have been that of a chapelry, it is clear that a settlement 

evolved around the church, and this is recognised in the AECOM report. Similarly, the 

presence of stocks and a mounting block, whatever their earlier location and provenance, 

demonstrates that the community recognised that the area around the church was of some 

importance and of a special character, and whether it be called hamlet, village or settlement 

is of lesser importance than the acknowledgment of this special character. The ‘notional 

village character’ has not been created by me, but is evident in the assemblage of buildings 

and structures which are seen in that location.  

4.2 Contrary to Ms Morris’ assertion, the AECOM report does recommend that the area around 

the church and its cluster of listed buildings, should be designated as a conservation area 

(page 24 of the report).  

4.3 Whilst the Neighbourhood Plan contains key views, this does not suggest that any proposal 

should be assessed against these views only, and there will be locations outside of the listed 

key views where any proposal has the potential to impact on the setting of heritage assets. To 

limit any assessment of proposals to a handful of views is an inadequate response to a 

specific proposal, and not supported by the HE guidance on setting, which states in para 13 

that Views may be identified and protected by local planning policies and guidance for the 

part they play in shaping our appreciation and understanding of England’s historic 

environment, whether in rural or urban areas and whether designed to be seen as a unity or 

as the cumulative result of a long process of development. This does not mean that additional 

views or other elements or attributes of setting do not merit consideration. The viewpoints 

identified in my Proof of Evidence have been chosen to assess the impacts of the proposal, 

and if these differ in whole or in part from those in the Neighbourhood Plan, it is because they 

deal with a specific proposal for a specific site. 

4.4 The recommendations for local listing as part of the Heritage Register within the 

Neighbourhood Plan has led to a number of buildings along D’Urton Lane adjacent to the 

application site being added to that local list.  

 

 

5.0 The By-pass 

5.1 The impact of the by-pass has introduced some changes to the setting of the heritage assets, 

but these impacts differ depending on location. Roads and other transport modes are not 

always intrinsically unacceptable additions to heritage settings and contexts, and do not 

automatically bestow an urbanisation on rural areas. The nearby railway line has been in 

existence since the 1830’s, yet is not deemed to have suddenly changed the character of the 

area from one of agricultural activity and landscaping to a metropolitan character. Whilst the 
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by-pass has clearly introduced disturbance in certain locations, specifically with the cluttering 

of signage, signals and lighting at the roundabout adjacent to the application site, the by-pass 

also passes through field systems elsewhere along its route.  

5.2 In addition, the road has a horizontal plane, and in some viewpoints, such as those along 

Garstang Road (Appendix 2, Figure 3 in my Proof) both the by-pass and the motorway are 

barely apparent. Elsewhere, the by-pass has allowed new views to the heritage assets which 

enhance their setting, such as Figure 1 in my Proof. 

5.3 The change made by the proposed development should be considered a cumulative change, 

something which is specifically referenced in the HE guidance on setting and assessments. 

Whilst the Inspector considered that the by-pass would, in his words, “be adverse 

consequences of the Bypass scheme” it does not follow that further forms of urbanisation 

represented by the current proposal should succeed. The challenge to setting is of a different 

nature and character to that of a road, and would add to the ‘adverse consequences’ rather 

than soften them. Currently the area still remains open and rural, with the church tower as the 

centrepiece of the heritage cluster. The addition of the mosque, with its 30m minaret, to the 

location would challenge this character through the addition of a striking, vertical feature 

which has no precedent in the area, despite the imaginative and simplistic references to mill 

chimneys. 

 

6.0 Non Designated Heritage Assets 

6.1 The NPPF defines a heritage asset as: A building, monument, site, place, area or landscape 

identified as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, 

because of its heritage interest. It includes designated heritage assets and assets identified 

by the local planning authority (including local listing). Preston City Council has published a 

list of rural locally listed buildings, which includes buildings along D’Urton Lane. The fact that 

the local list has been published by Preston CC indicates that the Local Authority accepts the 

status as non-designated heritage assets, and as such Para 203 of the NPPF should be 

taken into account. The HE guidance on setting reminds us that: “All heritage assets have a 

setting, irrespective of the form in which they survive and whether they are designated or not”. 

(PPG Para: 013 Reference ID: 18a-013-20190723). 

 

7.0  The application site itself- Rural Setting 

7.1 The application site is formed by an open greenspace, in much the same way as the earlier 

character of the land which was former pastures. It is part of a vacant former farm, and whilst 

it may have lost this function, its appearance is still of an open green space, associated with 

trees and hedges. Whilst it may no longer have an agricultural function, it does help to define 

the surrounding character as rural.  
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