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Appeal Decision 
Hearing held on 23 July 2014 

Site visit made on 23 July 2014 

by Paul Griffiths  BSc(Hons) BArch IHBC 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 29 July 2014 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W4325/A/14/2214002 

Land adjacent to Mount Road, Higher Bebington CH63 5PP 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Ms L Smith against the decision of Wirral Metropolitan Borough 

Council. 
• The application Ref.OUT/13/01259, dated 2 October 2013, was refused by notice dated 

20 December 2013. 

• The development proposed is an outline proposal for the redevelopment of land 
adjacent to Mount Road for residential purposes. 

 

Preliminary Matters 

1. Notwithstanding the reference in the description of development that I have 

repeated above to Land adjacent to Mount Road, the address on the Council’s 

decision notice referred to Land adjacent to Marsh Lane. I have repeated the 

former in my header above in the interests of clarity and consistency. 

2. The original application was made in outline with all matters reserved for future 

determination. I have dealt with the appeal on the same basis. Plans were 

submitted that give details of the access, appearance, landscaping, layout and 

scale of the proposal; I have treated these as illustrative. 

3. After the accompanied site visit was completed, I returned to the appeal site 

alone just before 1700 hours and spent some time observing conditions on 

Mount Road in what was said to me to be one of the peak periods for traffic.    

Decision 

4. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issue 

5. This is whether the proposal would be an inappropriate form of development in 

the Green Belt and, if so, whether there are any other considerations sufficient 

to clearly outweigh the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other 

harm, and justify the proposal on the basis of very special circumstances.  

Reasons 

6. As a precursor to consideration of the separate matters that bear on my 

decision, it is necessary to set out a number of general matters in respect of 

Green Belts.  
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7. Paragraph 79 of the Framework1 tells us that the Government attaches great 

importance to Green Belts. It continues: The fundamental aim of Green Belt 

policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the 

essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 

permanence. Paragraph 80 sets out the five purposes of Green Belts, a matter 

that I return to below. UDP Policy GB22 that sets out guidelines for 

development in the Green Belt might be of some vintage, but it is consistent 

with that approach. 

Inappropriate Development 

8. Paragraphs 89 and 90 of the Framework set out the forms of development 

deemed not inappropriate in the Green Belt. Policy GB2 takes a similar tack. 

Neither includes general residential development, with an element of affordable 

housing, as proposed here. As such, the proposal must be considered an 

inappropriate form of development in the Green Belt, harmful by definition.  

Openness 

9. It is important to differentiate between an impact on openness and an impact 

on character and appearance. Openness, in very simple terms, is an absence of 

built development. The erection of houses on the site, along with their gardens, 

and the ancillary impositions, including highway-related elements and 

alterations to the boundary wall facing Mount Road to facilitate safe access, 

would clearly reduce openness. Moreover, that reduction would be permanent. 

As set out, the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and 

their permanence. Notwithstanding that the appeal site is largely contained by 

trees which restrict wider views, the proposal would undermine openness 

permanently in a way that would cause significant harm in Green Belt terms. 

Character and Appearance 

10. The site is largely an open paddock, bounded to the south and west by 

Storeton Woods, to the north by Woodend Cottage, and to the east by Mount 

Road. The existing stable buildings on the site have an extant permission for 

residential conversion. The boundary of the site to Mount Road is delineated by 

an attractive, linear sandstone wall, simple in form, which continues along 

Mount Road to the south. From what I saw, notwithstanding the presence of 

Woodend Cottage, the stables, and houses to the west of Mount Road further 

north, there is a distinct difference between the west side of Mount Road and 

the east side. The west side contains the largely open appeal site, with the 

woods beyond and to the south, set behind the sandstone wall, while the east 

side, which lies outside the Green Belt, is clearly a residential area.  

11. The introduction of general housing across the appeal site, on the west side of 

Mount Road, would appear highly incongruous in that context. The alterations 

required to the sandstone wall and attendant alterations and additions required 

to safe provide access to and from the site would complicate and disrupt the 

continuous linear nature of the sandstone wall in an injurious fashion. 

Moreover, the trees on the appeal site are protected by a TPO3. These trees, 

and in particular those immediately behind the sandstone wall, are attractive 

features that contribute positively to the area.  

                                       
1 The National Planning Policy Framework 
2 The Wirral Unitary Development Plan adopted in February 2000  
3 Tree Preservation Order No.3 of 1951 
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12. The layout of the dwellings could be organised in a way that ensured the trees 

were protected. However, it is not altogether clear whether the rearrangement 

of the sandstone wall on the frontage to facilitate safe access could be 

facilitated in a way that did not require removal of some or all of the trees set 

immediately behind it, whether to accommodate the realigned wall itself, or to 

avoid interference with the visibility splay. 

13. Taking all those points together, it is my conclusion that the proposal would 

have a harmful impact on the character and appearance of the area. While that 

impact would be limited as a result of the visually contained nature of the site, 

there would nevertheless be conflict with UDP Policy HS4 that requires 

proposals for new housing development not to result in detrimental change in 

the character of an area, amongst other things, and UDP Policy GR7 that, in 

simple terms, seeks to protect trees.  

Highway Safety 

14. As I saw, Mount Road clearly carries a relatively significant level of traffic. 

While the speed limit on Mount Road is 30mph, it was evident to me that many 

drivers do not observe it. I am sure that this leads to difficulties for existing 

residents of the area entering and leaving their driveways and the roads that 

feed on to Mount Road.  

15. It is clear that the relatively restricted width of Mount Road leads to delivery, 

and other, vehicles parking with two wheels on the pavements or grass verges, 

causing damage. I heard too that while there might be few recorded accidents, 

there are others, unrecorded, and lots of near misses. However, it is important 

to recognise that these are conditions that already prevail. The question for me 

is whether the proposal would make that unfortunate situation worse.  

16. On my analysis, the contrary is the case. The additional traffic that would be 

generated by the proposal would not be significant in terms of existing 

volumes. On top of that, the residential development would be designed with 

its own access road and parking facilities. The vehicles of residents of, and 

visitors to, the development, including those servicing the site, or making 

deliveries, would be able to enter and leave the site in a forward gear. There 

would be no reason why, with a properly designed layout, there would be any 

additional parking on Mount Road as a result of the proposal.  

17. Similarly, properly designed, the access could provide sufficient visibility to 

ensure that vehicles could enter and leave the site in a safe manner. The 

presence of an access, along with the inclusion of a pedestrian refuge, 

necessary to enable residents of the development and others to cross safely, 

that would restrict the width of Mount Road, would, in my judgement, provide 

an obvious and major intervention that would have the effect of suppressing 

traffic speeds along Mount Road.  

18. Any difficulties the restriction in width might present for cyclists could be dealt 

with, as the appellant shows, by the provision of a shared cycle/footway on 

either side of Mount Road, in the vicinity of the refuge. 

19. With all those points in mind, I am firmly of the view that, subject to 

appropriately worded conditions, the proposal would enhance highway safety in 

the vicinity of the appeal site. This would be a clear benefit of the proposal that 

would accord with UDP Policy HS4, in this regard.       
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Housing Land Supply 

20. There is a difference between the parties on this matter. Both parties refer to 

the Council’s latest AMR4 to support their case. The Council says that on the 

basis of ONS5 2008-based Household Projections, it can demonstrate a supply 

of deliverable housing sites of between 6.3 years (without buffer) and 5.3 

years (with a 20% buffer). On the basis of ONS 2011-based Interim Household 

Projections, the corresponding figures are between 8.9 years and 7.5 years. By 

contrast, the appellant points to figures set out in the former RSS6. On the 

basis of those figures, the AMR shows that the Council can demonstrate 4.3 

years supply without buffer, 4.1 years supply with a 5% buffer, and 3.6 years 

supply with a 20% buffer.    

21. It seems to me that there are difficulties with both sources. The RSS has been 

revoked and while the evidence base informing the housing figures therein was 

subject to scrutiny, this took place a long time ago. Moreover, the RSS housing 

figures for Wirral were predicated on the Council’s wish to expand significantly 

the provision of housing in order to underpin urban regeneration.  

22. It might be argued that such an approach resonates with the exhortation in the 

Framework to boost significantly the supply of housing. However, while 

colleagues might well have found the RSS figures a useful guide in Wirral, and 

indeed elsewhere in the North West, it seems to me difficult to reach a 

conclusion that figures of that vintage, influenced in the case of Wirral, by a 

desire to facilitate urban regeneration, can be said to represent the objectively 

assessed need of the Borough now. 

23. There are problems too with the ONS figures. As the PPG7 sets out these can 

only be a starting point estimate for determining housing need. They do not 

attempt to predict the impact that policy decisions, national or local, might 

have on demographic behaviour. Moreover, it seems to me that past under-

supply in Wirral, laid bare in the AMR8, might well have had the effect of 

depressing the ONS projections meaning that they are far removed from even 

a close approximation of objectively assessed need for the Borough now. 

24. On top of that, it may be the case that the Council, like proximate authorities, 

needs to review Green Belt boundaries in due course. However, it is evident 

that the Council still holds to the strategy of supporting urban regeneration. 

Rather than erode the Green Belt, the Council may choose through emerging 

policy to focus on urban areas. Assisting with urban regeneration by 

encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land is one of the five 

purposes of Green Belt. However, like the approach taken to the RSS, it may 

be that this entails the Council putting forward housing figures well in excess of 

the latest ONS figures. That would undermine reliance on them alone, as a 

reasonable indicator of the housing requirement now, or going forward.   

25. Against that overall background, and on the basis of the evidence before me, it 

is difficult to reach a definitive view as to whether or not the Council can 

demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites. I return to this 

matter in my final conclusions below.     

                                       
4 Annual Monitoring Report 2013 
5 Office of National Statistics 
6 Regional Spatial Strategy 
7 Planning Practice Guidance 
8 Appendix 2 
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Final Conclusion 

26. Paragraph 49 of the Framework states that housing applications should be 

considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be 

considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-

year supply of deliverable housing sites.  

27. The workings of the presumption in favour of sustainable development are set 

out in paragraph 14 of the Framework. This tells us that the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development should be seen as a golden thread running 

through both plan-making and decision-taking. For decision-taking, the 

presumption means approving proposals that accord with the development plan 

without delay and where the development plan is absent silent or relevant 

policies are out of date, granting permission unless any adverse impacts of 

doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 

assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or specific 

policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted.  

28. By dint of the reference to land designated as Green Belt in footnote 9, there 

are specific policies in the Framework that indicate development should be 

restricted, in this case. As a result, and as agreed at the Hearing, the proposal 

needs to be assessed against the specific policies in the Framework that deal 

with Green Belts, and UDP Policy GB2. 

29. Paragraph 87 of the Framework sets out that as with previous Green Belt 

policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt 

and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Paragraph 88 

continues: When considering any planning application, local planning 

authorities9 should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the 

Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm 

to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is 

clearly outweighed by other considerations.    

30. In terms of harmful impacts, the proposal would represent an inappropriate 

form of development in the Green Belt, harmful by definition, that would 

permanently reduce the openness of the Green Belt and have a detrimental 

impact on the character and appearance of the immediate area. These are 

matters to which substantial weight must be given. On the other hand, the 

proposal would lead to an improvement in highway safety on Mount Road.  

31. The PPG sets out that unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) is 

unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute 

the ‘very special ‘circumstances justifying inappropriate development.  

32. Nevertheless, even if one accepts the appellants argument that the Council 

cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites and 

attaches significant weight to the benefits that the provision of market and 

affordable housing on the appeal site would bring, these benefits, taken 

together with the improvement in highway safety, are nowhere near sufficient 

to clearly outweigh the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and the other 

harm identified. The proposal fails to accord with the approach of the 

Framework to development in the Green Belt, therefore, and UDP Policy GB2.  

                                       
9 And I take that to include the Secretary of State and those acting on her/his behalf 
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33. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

Paul Griffiths 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 

 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Neil Culkin Matthews & Goodman 

James Litherland Matthews & Goodman 

Stuart Ryder Ryder Landscape Consultants Ltd 

Lee Kendall 

Linn Smith 

Natalie Raynor 

 

SCP 

Appellant 

Appellant 

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Cheryl Parker Wirral MBC 

Eddie Fleming Wirral MBC 

Hanna Austin Wirral MBC 

Keith Rogers Wirral MBC 

 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

John Brace Local Resident/Press 

Leonora Brace Local Resident/Press 

Susan Nicholson The Bromborough Society 

Rod Tann The Wirral Society 

Peter Exley Chair, Friends of Storeton Woods 

Cllr Walter Smith Local Member 

Cllr Jerry Williams 

Cllr Christina Muspratt 

Mr & Mrs Whitehead 

Mr & Mrs Laing 

Mrs Gardener 

Eugene Reilly10 

Local Member  

Local Member 

Local Residents 

Local Residents 

Local Resident 

Local Resident 

  

 

DOCUMENTS 

 

1 Suggested highway conditions 

 

PLANS 

 

A Un-numbered: Site Plan 

B L(91)101B: Proposed Housing Layout Overall Site Plans 

C L(91)120A: Proposed Street-Scene Elevations 

D DW/SD/MR/MG/BSTS: BS: 5837 Tree Survey Site Plan 

E DW/SD/MR/MG/BSTS/AML: BS: 5837 Tree Survey Site Plan 

F DW/MD/MR/MG/OLP: Outline Landscaping Proposal 

 

 

                                       
10 Accompanied Site Visit Only 


