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FORMER DXC TECHNOLOGY SITE, EUXTON HOUSE, EUXTON LANE, CHORLEY 

APPEAL REFERENCE: APP/D2320/W/22/3309262 

 

 

OPENING REMARKS ON BEHALF OF CHORLEY COUNCIL 

 

 

 

1. The application which is the subject of this appeal was refused for two reasons: 

(1) The proposed development would result in an unacceptable reduction in the type 

and quantity of employment land supply contrary to Policy 10 of the Central 

Lancashire Core Strategy. 

(2) The application site is proposed in isolation from other residential development 

patterns and associated amenities resulting in an unsustainable form of 

development. It would fail to provide connectivity with supporting amenities, 

which means that the development does not integrate or function well with the 

surrounding area. The proposal does not, therefore, secure a high quality inclusive 

design. The proposal is contrary to Policy 17 of the Central Lancashire Core 

Strategy 2012 and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

2. The Council accepts that it does not have a five year housing land supply with the 

consequence that policies 10 and 17 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (“CS”), 

which are amongst the most important policies for determining this appeal, are out-of-

date such that the “tilted balance” of paragraph 11(d) of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (“NPPF”) is engaged. 

 

3. The Council’s case is nevertheless that, in applying the tilted balance, and after making 

all due allowance for the benefits of the development, including the significant weight 

that attaches to the housing proposed in this appeal in the light of the under-supply in 

the borough, the adverse impacts of granting permission for the development would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of doing so. 

 

4. Policy 10 of the CS provides a balanced criteria-based approach to the release for other 

uses of land last used for employment purposes which allows, inter alia, the merits of 

competing uses, including housing, to be considered. It is far from an embargo on 
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allowing employment land to come forward for residential development and its 

approach, as applied to key economic sites, is consistent with paragraph 123 of the 

NPPF because such sites are not to be undermined. 

 

5. The appeal site represents land last in employment use forming part of the strategic 

employment area of Buckshaw Village. The fact that it is not allocated for employment 

use is unsurprising given that, at the time any such allocation fell to be made in the 

Chorley Local Plan, the site had long since been developed and in use for employment 

purposes. And it is apparent from paragraph 123, given that it is dealing with non-

allocated sites, that key economic sites do not have to be allocated as such. Of more 

significance is the specific recognition in the CS (at paragraph 5.36) that the 

Employment Review of the time (ELR 2009) considered that all parts of Buckshaw 

Village are, or have the potential to be, ranked as “best urban”. Notwithstanding the 

limitations of the former DXC building, the appeal site has not lost the market 

attractiveness and strategic planning and sustainability advantages recognised in the 

ELR 2009 as attaching to the wider site of which the appeal site forms part and which 

fed into the latter’s “good urban” classification. Within the umbrella of the strategic 

site, the commercial elements of Buckshaw Village remain “best urban” (as set out in 

the 2017 Employment Land Study). The Council considers the appeal site to be a key 

economic site. 

 

6. The appeal proposal variously fails to satisfy criteria (a), (c), (d), (g) and (h) of Policy 

10 of the CS. It would involve the loss of an appreciable area of land (3.02ha) last used 

for employment capable of supporting, upon redevelopment, a significant quantum of 

industrial floorspace. That would occur against the backdrop of clear demand for the 

type of industrial development which could be accommodated on the appeal site and in 

the context of potential longer term shortages of employment land (criterion (a)). The 

appeal site is relatively better suited to employment use than housing use (criterion (c)) 

and it represents an unsatisfactory location for housing (criterion (d)). It is accepted by 

the Appellant that criterion (g) (marketing) has not been satisfied. For its part, the 

Council accepts (criterion (g)) that refurbishment of the former DXC building for office 

use or the redevelopment of the site for such use would not be viable but makes no 

further concessions in relation to this criterion.  
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7. As well as the breach of Policy 10 of the CS, the Council also considers that the appeal 

proposal would undermine a key economic site contrary to paragraph 123 of the NPPF. 

 

8. The Council’s case in relation to the second reason for refusal is that the appeal proposal 

is deficient on the basis described in the decision notice. The appeal proposal would be 

an isolated pocket of housing divorced from any discernible patterns of residential 

development in the area, tacked on to a line of commercial premises and would not be 

in character with its built surroundings (but unsympathetic thereto) nor would it be 

integrated into those surroundings. The appeal site is not suitable for housing in terms 

of overall spatial planning. 

 

9. Moreover, its connectivity to local amenities is also compromised in that distances on 

foot to the facilities in Buckshaw Village significantly exceed the reasonable standard 

to be expected of a “walkable” neighbourhood. This accessibility shortcoming would 

result in the failure of the proposed development to function well and reinforces the 

lack of suitability of the appeal site for housing. As such, paragraph 120c) of the NPPF 

is not engaged because, although the appeal site is brownfield, it is not “suitable 

brownfield land” (underlining added) for the housing use proposed. 

 

10. By reason of the above, the proposed development is contrary to Policy 17 of the CS, 

which although deemed out-of-date through the lack of a five year housing land supply, 

should nevertheless command significant weight on the basis of consistency with the 

NPPF. And, by the same token, the proposed development does not achieve the design 

standards expected by chapter 12 of the NPPF. That last point means that the use of the 

appeal site (as employment land) for homes would not merit the support of paragraph 

123 of the NPPF because such use would not be compatible with the design policies of 

the NPPF. 

 

11. The Council invites dismissal of the appeal. 

 

 

Kings Chambers 

36 Young Street                                                                                                            Alan Evans 

Manchester M3 3FT                                                                                        21st February 2023 


