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1. Introduction 
 

 

1.1. This Statement of Case is submitted in accordance with the Town and Country Planning 

(Inquiries Procedures) (England) Rules 2000 (SI 2000:1625). It refers to two appeals 

under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) by Setantii 

Holdings Ltd (the Appellant) against the decision of Preston City Council (PCC), as the 

local planning authority (LPA), to refuse outline planning permission for two residential 

development proposals. The two appeal sites are located adjacent to one another on 

the southern edge of Goosnargh. Hereafter the appeals are referred to as Appeal A and 

Appeal B, or collectively as ‘the appeals’. The background of both appeals is provided 

below. 

 

Appeal A – Goosnargh Cottage, 826 Whittingham Lane and land to the south/rear 

of Chingle Hall Cottage, 780-818 Whittingham Lane and Goosnargh Cottage, 826 

Whittingham Lane 

 

1.2. The planning application for the Appeal A scheme was validated by the LPA on 25 July 

2018 and given the reference number 06/2018/0811. The description of development is:  

 

Outline planning application for up to 65no. dwellings (access applied for only) 

 

1.3. The application was first presented to the PCC Planning Committee on 6 December 

2018 and the Officer’s Report (OR18) is contained at Appendix 1. The OR 

recommended that planning permission be granted subject to conditions and a s.106 

obligation being secured. The Committee resolution was in line with the positive officer 

recommendation. However, the LPA were prevented from granting planning permission 

under Article 31 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management 

Procedure) (England) Order 2015, whilst the Secretary of State considered whether the 

application should be referred to him (‘called-in’) for determination. 

 

1.4. Notwithstanding the positive resolution in December 2018 the subject application was 

presented back to Planning Committee for reconsideration on 13 February 2020. The 

updated Officer Report (OR20) is contained at Appendix 2. This highlights that when 

the application was previously considered by the Planning Committee the positive OR18 

recommendation was because the Council could not at that time demonstrate a five year 

supply of deliverable housing land (5YR supply). OR20 states that in such 
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circumstances the Framework states that the development plan policies most important 

for determining applications for new housing are out of date, hence the policies carry 

limited weight and require the titled balance, set out in paragraph 11d, to apply to the 

consideration of those applications. OR20 states that the policies most important for 

determining the planning application, namely Core Strategy Policies 1 and 4 and Local 

Plan Policy EN1, were therefore previously considered to be out of date (carrying little 

weight) and it was considered, in applying the titled balance, that the adverse impacts 

of granting planning permission would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits.  

 

1.5. OR20 refers to an appeal decision issued by the Planning Inspectorate on 13 December 

2019 relating to an outline planning application for up to 100no. dwellings at ‘Land to the 

South of Chain House Lane within the neighbouring administrative area of South Ribble 

(Chain House Lane appeal 3234070 – Appendix 3). For reasons expanded upon later 

in this Statement, OR20 concludes that in light of this appeal decision circumstances 

have changed since the previous resolution, namely that the Council was satisfied that 

it could demonstrate a 5YR supply of deliverable housing land. On this basis, OR20 

states that the Committee should consider the planning application afresh before a 

decision is issued, because the polices of the development plan most important for 

determining the application need not be considered out-of-date and the titled balance 

need not apply.  

 

1.6. OR20 reconsiders the proposed development in view of the above and recommends 

that permission be refused on the following ground: 

 

“The application site is located in the open countryside as shown on the policies 

map of the Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies). The proposed development would be contrary to the 

hierarchy of locations for focussing growth and investment at urban, brownfield and 

allocated sites, within key service centres and other defined places. It fails to 

accord with the management of growth and investment set out in Policy 1 of the 

Central Lancashire Core Strategy and consequently it would lead to the unplanned 

expansion of a rural village. Furthermore the proposed development is not the type 

of development deemed permissible in the open countryside under Policy EN1 of 

the Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies), hence the loss of open countryside for the development 

proposed is contrary to that policy. The proposed development is contrary to Policy 
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1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and Policy EN1 of the Preston Local 

Plan 2012-26 (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies).” 

 

1.7. The Planning Committee resolved that planning permission be refused, although the 

decision notice was not issued until 6 March 2020 (Appendix 4). The stated reason for 

refusal on the decision notice is identical to the recommended reason for refusal in 

OR20. Appeal A relates to this refusal.     

 

Appeal B - Land South of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh  

1.8. The planning application for the Appeal B scheme was validated by the LPA on 28 March 

2019 and given the reference number 06/2019/0311. The description of development is:  

 

Outline application seeking approval for 80no. dwellings and car parking area for 

Goosnargh Methodist Church with access from Whittingham Lane (all other matters 

reserved) 

 

1.9. The application was first presented to the PCC Planning Committee on 5 September 

2019 and the Officer’s Report (OR19) is contained at Appendix 5. OR19 recommended 

that planning permission be granted subject to certain conditions and a s.106 obligation 

being secured. The Committee resolution was in line with the positive officer 

recommendation, but as with the Appeal A application it was then presented back to 

Planning Committee on 13 February 2020 for reconsideration. The updated Officer 

Report (OR20) is contained at Appendix 6. For the same reasons stated in relation to 

the Appeal A application, OR20 recommends that circumstances have changed since 

the previous committee resolution and that the Committee should consider the planning 

application afresh before a decision is issued. OR20 recommends refusal of permission 

on the same ground as the Appeal A application.  

 

1.10. The Planning Committee resolved that planning permission be refused in line with the 

OR20 recommendation and the decision notice was issued on 6 March 2020 (Appendix 

7). Appeal B relates to this refusal.     

 

1.11. Both Appeal applications are by the same applicant and relate to residential 

development on adjacent sites to the south of Goosnargh. In both instances the LPA 

had originally resolved to grant approval on the same grounds and in both instances the 

applications were reconsidered afresh and refused on the same ground. It is reasonable 

for the two appeals to be considered concurrently.  
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1.12. This Statement outlines the case the Appellant intends to put forward at public inquiry in 

relation to both appeals, having regard to the identical reason for refusal relied upon by 

the LPA.  

 

1.13. The Appellant reserves the right to add to the matters contained in this Statement and 

to the list of documents set out. The Appellant envisages that a full list of the application 

documents will be set out within the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) and will 

liaise with the LPA in that regard.  

 

2. Description of Appeal Sites and Proposed Development 

 

2.1. A (draft) Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared and submitted for 

the LPA’s consideration, which includes a description of the appeal sites and the subject 

application proposals. This is included within the appeal submissions. Further 

descriptions are provided in the material in support of the subject applications, which is 

also included in the appeal submissions. It is not therefore considered necessary to 

provide details in this Statement of Case. However, and in summary: 

 

• The Appeal A site is agricultural land extending to 3.04 hectares, sited on the 

southern boundary of the village of Goosnargh. It is bounded by residential 

properties to the north which themselves front the south side of Whittingham Lane. 

This includes Goosnargh Cottage (no.826 Whittingham Lane) which is included on 

the LPA’s list of non-designated heritage assets (the local list). Goosnargh Cottage 

is to be retained although part of its curtilage will facilitate a new access to the 

proposed development on the south side of Whittingham Lane. Outline approval is 

sought for up to 65 dwellings together with access, with all other matters reserved 

for future approval. 35% of the housing is to be affordable.  

 

• The Appeal B site is agricultural land extending to 3.23 hectares which is sited 

adjacent and to the east of the Appeal A site. Outline permission is sought for up to 

80 dwellings, which would be accessed through appeal site A. It is proposed that 

the existing access on the eastern boundary of the site (accessed via single track 

road to the Whittingham Club), will be utilised for emergency vehicle access only, 

but will allow pedestrian access to and from the site off public footpath FP 6-9-FP-

18. As part of the development, it is proposed that a section of the site will be gifted 
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as a car park to the Trinity Methodist Church, located off Whittingham Lane. This 

car park will be accessed via the existing access to the church off Whittingham 

Lane. 

 

2.2. The location plans submitted with the Appeal applications are attached at Appendix 8. 

 

 

3. Consultee Responses 

 

3.1. The ORs for the respective Appeal applications summarise the consultee responses to 

the subject applications. With exception to Whittingham Parish Council there were no 

objections from any of the consultees subject to certain conditions and s.106 

Obligations. This includes: 

• Environmental Health 

• Lead Local Flood Authority  

• United Utilities 

• Greater Manchester Ecology Unit 

• County Highways 

• County Education 

• Waste Management 

 

3.2. There were a number of objections to the subject applications by third parties who, 

together with the Parish Council and local MP Ben Wallace, raised issues outside the 

scope of the stated reason for refusal. These additional matters are not the subject of 

objections from statutory bodies and they were also considered by the LPA and not 

given as reasons for refusal. As such the Appellant does not intend to call expert 

witnesses on these matters unless they are raised by third parties or the LPA in relation 

to the appeal, in which case the Appellant reserves the right to present evidence 

accordingly.  

 

 

4. Unilateral Undertaking and Conditions 

 

4.1. It is the appellant’s intention to produce a Unilateral Undertaking (UU) in advance of the 

appeal inquiry which will make provision for the obligations referred to in the officer 

reports relating to the subject applications. For both Appeals this includes provisions 
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relating to 35% on-site affordable housing, the future management of the proposed 

public open space and habitat areas, together with a financial obligation for the 

improvement of bus services in the village. Appeal B also includes a financial 

contribution towards education provision. 

 

4.2. Further details are set out in the (draft) SoCG, which also includes the conditions 

proposed in the ORs relating to the subject applications. It is envisaged that further 

discussions will be held with the LPA to agree common ground on these matters.     

 

 

5. Planning Policy Context 

 

5.1. By virtue of Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

applications should be determined in accordance with the development plan unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise. For the purposes of the two appeals the 

relevant Development Plan comprises: 

 

• The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CS) which was adopted in July 2012 and 

covers the period 2010-2026. This is a joint CS between Preston City Council, South 

Ribble Borough Council and Chorley Borough Council and covers the three 

administrative boundaries, which form a single housing market area (HMA). It sets 

out the strategic policies for the HMA. 

 

• Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies DPD), which was adopted in July 2015 and allocates land to meet the 

development needs of Preston to achieve the vision set out in the CS. It also sets 

out development management policies for the City.  

 

5.2. The (draft) SoCG lists the policies of both the Core Strategy (CS) and Preston Local 

Plan (PLP) which are relevant to the Appeal applications. It is evident from the respective 

ORs for both Appeal applications, together with the decision notices, that the LPA only 

consider the appeal proposals to conflict with the following two Development Plan 

policies.  

• Core Strategy Policy 1 ‘Locating Growth’ 

• Preston Local Plan Policy EN1 ‘Development in the Open Countryside’ 
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5.3. The three Central Lancashire Authorities are currently undertaking a review of the 

development plan(s) for the area and are working towards the preparation of a Joint 

Local Plan for Central Lancashire. This will be a single planning document containing 

the Council’s vision and objectives. This is at a very early stage of production with the 

stage 1 consultation on Issues & Options (I&O19) having closed in February 2020. The 

stage 2 Preferred Options is expected to be published for consultation in summer 2021. 

The submission to the Planning Inspectorate for examination is not expected until March 

2023, with its adoption anticipated in November / December 2023. It is the Appellant’s 

case that this review is too early in its production to be given any weight, although 

reference will be made to I&O19 and the published evidence base.  

 

5.4. There is no neighbourhood plan relevant to the Appeals.  

 

5.5. Whilst not part of the Development Plan a significant material policy consideration is the 

National Planning Policy Framework. This was first introduced in 2012 (Framework12) 

but the most recent Framework was published on the 19 February 2019 (Framework19) 

and this has replaced all previous central Government Planning Policy. The Government 

has made clear its expectation, through the Framework, that the planning system should 

positively embrace sustainable development to deliver the economic growth necessary 

and the housing needed to create inclusive and mixed communities. There are a number 

of paragraphs in the Framework which are relevant to the Appeals and the Appellant will 

refer to these in the evidence.  

 

5.6. The National Planning Practice Guidance (“NPPG”) was first launched in March 2014 

and brings together planning guidance on various topics into one place. This is also a 

material consideration and will be referred to in the Appellant’s evidence as appropriate. 

 

 

6. Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal  

 

6.1. The Appellant’s case refers to the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal (City 

Deal) and to assist the Inspector some background information is provided. 

 

6.2. City Deals were created under the 2010 to 2015 Conservative and Liberal Democrat 

coalition Government as a way of harnessing the economic growth potential of key cities. 

The Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal was the first of the second wave of 

City Deals and was entered into in September 2013. It is an agreement between the 
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Government and four local partners; Preston City Council, South Ribble Borough 

Council, Lancashire County Council and Lancashire Enterprise Partnership. A copy of 

the City Deal is provided at Appendix 9. 

 

6.3. The City Deal executive summary states that the Deal agreed with Government builds 

on the strong economic performance of the area over the last ten years and will help to 

ensure that the City Deal area continues to grow by addressing strategic transport 

infrastructure and development challenges to deliver new jobs and housing across the 

City Deal area. It states that over a ten-year period the deal will generate more than 

20,000 net new private sector jobs (including 5,000 in the Lancashire Enterprise Zone), 

nearly £1 billion growth in Gross Value Added (GVA); 17,420 new homes; and £2.3 

billion in leveraged commercial investment. The Executive summary states in bold that: 

 

“Our signing of this document confirms our joint commitment to ensure full 

implementation of the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal, proposed by 

the Lancashire, Preston and South Ribble Local Authorities and the Lancashire 

Local Enterprise Partnership; consistent with the attached detailed implementation 

plan. To ensure implementation and demonstrate success we will jointly track 

progress against mile stones and outcomes.” 

 

6.4. The City Deal refers to the area representing nearly half of Lancashire's economic 

wealth, with Preston identified by the Centre for Cities and other analysts as a location 

that can consistently deliver new jobs and economic growth. It states that nowhere in 

England north of the M25 has a higher employment density level than Preston, meaning 

that there are more people of working age working in Preston than living in Preston. The 

City Deal area is referred to as the key employment generator for the whole of 

Lancashire. It states that it is a crucial element of the Local Enterprise Partnership's 

(LEP’s) strategic plan to create 50,000 new jobs over the next ten years across 

Lancashire.  

 

6.5. The City Deal document highlights the area’s benefits but states that opportunities are 

offset by economic challenges which have included, inter alia, a lack of suitable housing 

in some areas, including both affordable and executive homes. It states that in order to 

unlock further significant levels of market driven growth and private sector investment, 

a more strategic and ambitious approach is required to remove the existing critical 

infrastructure barriers to enable sustainable housing and economic growth. This is to 

allow the area to help realise its full economic potential 
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6.6. The City Deal states that in support of the net new jobs forecast across the City Deal 

area there is a real need and opportunity to deliver large-scale housing opportunities in 

the short to medium term. It states that much of the economic growth and private sector 

investment in the City Deal area is occurring at a suboptimal level and not at the pace 

possible or required. That there is strong developer appetite, policy and political support 

for development, however, the failure to provide certainty of critical infrastructure 

investment is preventing the realisation of this pent-up development. Due to the scale of 

investment in critical infrastructure required, only the creation of a bespoke funding and 

delivery mechanism will see development opportunities realised in the optimum 

timeframe.  

 

6.7. Annex 1 of the City Deal provides a summary of the commitments agreed by the 

partners. With regards to housing delivery, Preston City Council and South Ribble 

Borough Council committed to the granting of the necessary planning consents and to 

ensuring the delivery of the following housing units within the City Deal area between 

2014 and 2024. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.8. To put this into context, the City Deal was entered into just over 1 year after the Core 

Strategy was adopted and at 31 March 2014 (the start year of the City Deal 

commitments), Preston and South Ribble had a combined residual requirement of 

13,683 dwellings to deliver over the remaining 12 years of the CS plan period to 2026. 

In the City Deal, the two authorities were therefore committing to deliver 3,718 more 

dwellings over a shorter 10 year period to 2024. This is a clear commitment to increase 

housing delivery beyond that set out in the adopted Development Plan.    

6.9. To deliver the outcomes set out in the City Deal the various partners agreed to establish 

an Infrastructure Delivery Programme and Investment Fund, which together amounts to 

Year No. of dwellings 

2014/15 338 

2015/16 868 

2016/17 1,391 

2017/18 1,579 

2018/19 1,891 

2019/20 1,659 

2020/21 2,814 

2021/22 2,849 

2022/23 2,441 

2023/24 1,571 

TOTAL 17,401 
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£434m. The City Deal Infrastructure Delivery Programme, at £334m, is to enable the 

delivery of critical infrastructure and allow the full development of significant commercial 

development and housing schemes. This includes four major highway schemes referred 

to below. The City Deal Investment Fund consists of a £100m local allocation from the 

Lancashire Pension Fund, which is to be co-invested on a commercial basis in housing 

and development schemes in the City Deal area. Combined, these are to act as a 

catalyst for commercial and housing development, leveraging £2.3 billion of commercial 

investment through the construction of up to 17,420 net new homes and the delivery of 

nearly 1 million square metres of new commercial floor space. The City Deal states that: 

 

“Importantly, these benefits will begin to be delivered immediately the City Deal is 

agreed. By 2015, Preston and Lancashire expect to have built 1,206 houses, with a 

further 1,200 under construction, and created over 1,500 jobs, as a result of the 

certainty generated by the City Deal framework.” 

 

6.10. The critical infrastructure identified as being required to enable the full development of 

significant housing and commercial development schemes include the following major 

new roads: 

 

• Preston Western Distributor (PWD) linking the A583/A584 to the motorway network 

via a new junction on the M55. This road is to improve access to the Warton site of 

the Lancashire Enterprise Zone, the Springfields nuclear fuel facility at Salwick and 

enable the comprehensive development of the North West Preston strategic 

housing location, which is identified as accommodating over 4,000 new homes. 

There has been slippage in the delivery of this road, which included the need to 

compulsory purchase private land, but development of the road commenced in 2019 

and is anticipated to be open in 2023. This road scheme costs over £189 million, of 

which £58 million comprises growth deal approved funding.  

 

• South Ribble Western Distributor (SRWD) is to double vehicle capacity between 

Preston City Centre and the motorway network, at the point at which the M65, M6 

and M61 connect. This enhancement will enable full development of, and access 

to, the Cuerden strategic employment site and the adjacent Lancashire Business 

Park. In addition, the road will unlock housing sites to create over 2,700 homes. A 

planning application for the road was validated in March 2020 and is currently under 

consideration (ref. LCC/2020/0014).  
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• The Broughton Congestion Relief which is a new Broughton Bypass providing 

critical relief to the A6, North East Preston and the M6. This new road was identified 

as fundamental to unlocking housing sites to create over 1,400 new homes, as well 

as enabling full development of new and future employment sites in East Preston, 

creating over 5,000 new jobs. The road opened in 2017 and had a project value of 

£29.78million, of which £15.326 million came from growth deal funding.  

 

• The Penwortham Bypass, which is a new section of road complementing SRWD 

capacity improvements and connecting the network to Ringway. The completed 

bypass will significantly improve access between local and motorway networks, 

reducing congestion in Preston City Centre through by-passing of City Centre 

routes. In addition, it will enable future housing opportunities to come forward 

beyond 2024. It will also define the route of the new bridge crossing of the River 

Ribble linking with the PWD. 

 

6.11. Some of the above projects have required private land to be compulsory purchased. An 

example of this is the Preston Western Distributor Road (PWD). The CPO and SRO 

Report to the Secretary of State for Transport relating to the CPO and SRO to acquire 

land and rights compulsorily, and to allow for the construction of new highways, was 

issued in January 2019. It is evident from this report that the case made for the CPO of 

private land was that the scheme represented an essential infrastructure component that 

requires being in place to deliver the large-scale housing development planned in north-

west Preston. Reference is made to the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal 

setting out a ten-year programme of work to address strategic infrastructure challenges 

which would deliver new jobs and housing to boost economic growth in the area. The 

improvement is referred to as providing essential infrastructure to enable the delivery of 

much needed market and affordable housing. The Local Highway Authority contended 

that whilst the acquisition of land directly engaged Human Rights considerations, the 

interference with such rights was justified in the wider public interest (Appendix 10). 

 

6.12. In summary, the purpose of the City Deal is to harness the economic growth potential of 

the city, which includes significant housing delivery. The City Deal confirms that the 

significant benefits and opportunities in Lancashire are offset by economic challenges 

which have included, inter alia, the need for key infrastructure and a lack of suitable 

housing, including both affordable and executive homes. As part of the City Deal 

substantial public money has already been secured to deliver key infrastructure 

identified as critical to enabling the full development of significant housing and 
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commercial development. The City Deal, and the need for this critical infrastructure to 

deliver large-scale housing development, has also been used to justify the compulsory 

purchase of private land. In entering into the City Deal and justifying the release of 

significant public monies, Preston and South Ribble committed to delivering a greater 

amount of housing than that required by the adopted Core Strategy and delivering this 

over a quicker timeframe, i.e. more than 17,000 new homes over the ten year period 

between 2014 and 2024. 

 

6.13. In the first 5 years of the City Deal (2014 to 2019) there have been 4,835 dwelling 

completions in the City Deal Area (Preston and South Ribble). This represents a shortfall 

of 1,232 dwellings against the City Deal commitment for this period. If the City Deal 

commitments are to be delivered by 2024 a further 12,566 dwellings will be needed in 

Preston/South Ribble at an average rate of 2,513 dwellings per annum (dpa). 

 

6.14. In short, it is unconscionable for the partners to the City Deal to resile from the openly 

made commitment to the delivery of housing and other development when public funding 

has been provided for that purpose. Furthermore, landowners have had their land 

compulsorily taken when such acquisition was said to be justified on the basis that the 

land taken was to facilitate significant housing delivery that was required and amounted 

to a “compelling case in the public interest” for the making of the CPO’s.  

 

 

7. Housing Supply Position 

 

Position Against Adopted Development Plan Requirement 

7.1. Core Strategy Policy 4, adopted in 2012, sets the housing requirement for the three 

Central Lancashire Authorities. The first part of the policy sets out the minimum annual 

housing requirement for each authority between 2010 and 2026, which is: 

Preston:   507 dpa  

South Ribble:  417dpa   

Chorley:   417dpa  

Total:   1,341dpa  

 

7.2. These annual housing requirement figures were taken from the now revoked North West 

Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS), which covered the period from 2003. As such Policy 4 

also requires the 702 dwelling under-provision from the period 2003 to 2010 to also be 
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provided for. It is evident from table 3 of the CS that 423 dwellings from this undersupply 

relates to Preston, 117 to South Ribble and 162 to Chorley.  

 

7.3. The minimum requirement for the Central Lancashire HMA is therefore 22,158 homes 

within the HMA over the 16 year plan period, of which 8,535 is to be delivered within 

Preston.   

 

7.4. The rest of Policy 4 is concerned with keeping housing delivery performance under 

review and ensuring there is enough deliverable land suitable for house building and 

capable of providing a continuous forward looking 5 year supply in each district from the 

start of each annual monitoring period.  

 

7.5. The Preston Local Plan (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD) 

was subsequently adopted in July 2015 (the housing evidence had a 31st March 2014 

base date). It was not the purpose of the PLP, as a site allocations DPD, to re-assess 

the need for housing as against the Core Strategy. This was confirmed by the Local Plan 

Inspector in the recommendation report dated June 2015, which also states that “The 

proper medium for any re-assessment of overall housing need would be through a 

review of the Core Strategy” (Appendix 11). As such the housing requirement for 

Preston was not reconsidered as part of the PLP. 

 

7.6. The PLP Inspector also confirmed in paragraph 64 of the recommendations report that 

Preston had to deliver housing in line with the minimum annual requirement set out in 

the CS, rather than applying a ‘stepped approach’ with lower housing delivery rates in 

the early part of the plan period. The Inspector stated that “There is no evidence that the 

housing need has been reduced through demographic factors nor that there are major 

policy constraints, such as green belt, which would warrant such an approach.” 

 

7.7. In terms of meeting the CS housing requirement, the table below shows the housing 

delivery within the Central Lancashire Authorities between the start of the CS plan period 

(2010) to 31 March 2019. This has been taken from the Central Lancashire Housing 

Study March 2020.  

 

 

 

 

Housing Completions in Central Lancashire 

Monitoring Period Chorley Preston South Ribble HMA Total 

2018/19 508 785 491 1,784 

2017/18 661 634 318 1,613 
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2016/17 517 791 189 1,497 

2015/16 597 282 371 1,250 

2014/15 723 488 486 1,697 

2013/14 582 142 346 1,070 

2012/13 638 202 168 1,008 

2011/12 552 265 170 987 

2010/11 527 127 221 875 

Total 5,305 3,716 2,760 11,781 

 

7.8. In summary, and with regards to Preston:  

 

• The minimum CS annual requirement of 507dpa was not met once in the first 6 

years of the CS period, with the average annual completion rate over this period 

being just 251 dpa. It was 2016/17 before Preston’s annual completion rate started 

to deliver the CS minimum annual requirement, since when the average completion 

rate has been 737 dpa over a 3 year period.  

 

• At 31 March 2019 there was an 847 dwelling shortfall against the CS minimum 507 

dpa annual requirement, rising to 1,270 dwellings when the pre-2010 shortfall is 

included, which CS Policy 4 requires to be delivered. 

 

7.9. With regards to the whole Central Lancashire HMA, whilst Preston and South Ribble 

have underdelivered against their requirements Chorley has over delivered. However, 

there is still a shortfall of 288 dwellings at 31 March 2019 based on the CS minimum 

annual requirement, rising to 990 dwellings when the pre-2010 shortfall is taken into 

account. Furthermore, the under delivery of housing in Preston has led to Chorley being 

the main driver of housing delivery in the HMA as opposed to Preston, which is contrary 

to the objective of the Core Strategy (45% of all completions have been in Chorley and 

31% in Preston, compared to the CS distribution of 31% to Chorley and 38% to Preston).  

 

Objectively Assessed Housing Need 

7.10. Following the revocation of the former Regional Strategies local authorities were 

empowered to calculate their own housing requirement based on the objectively 

assessed need (OAN), as set out in the original 2012 Framework and 2014 NPPG. In 

June 2016, approximately one year after the adoption of the PLP, a report was presented 

to the three Central Lancashire Authorities relating to the CS housing requirement 

(Appendix 12). This highlighted the need to keep plans under review and advised that 

as the CS was approaching its fifth anniversary it was reaching the point where 

government guidance suggested that there should be some review as to whether its 

policies need updating. The report specially related to whether there was a need to 
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review CS Policy 4. A Strategic Housing Market Assessment was subsequently 

commissioned for the purposes of establishing whether the housing requirement set out 

in the policy remained up to date. This SHMA was published in August 2017 (SHMA17) 

and identified the OAN for new homes in Central Lancashire as 1,184 dpa from a base 

date of April 2014. This was broken down as 225dpa in Preston, 440dpa in South Ribble 

and 519dpa in Chorley. 

 

7.11. In September 2017, after consultation on the SHMA17, the three authorities produced a 

document tilted ‘Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Joint Memorandum of 

Understanding and Statement of Co-operation relating to the Provision of Housing Land’ 

(MoU17 – Appendix 13). This confirmed that the Councils agreed that: (i) it is 

appropriate for the proper planning of Central Lancashire as a whole that an 

apportionment of the full Objectively Assessed Need is made across the Housing Market 

Area; and (ii) that the Core Strategy housing requirement figures - which exceeded the 

Objectively Assessed Need on a Housing Market Area footprint - should continue to be 

applied prior to or pending adoption of a replacement local plan. The reasons given for 

this were: 

 

a) Apportionment on the basis of the CS requirement figures reflects the spatial pattern 

of development in Policy 1 of the CS, which has been examined and found to be 

sound in the context of the NPPF.  

 

b) Site Allocations have been determined to meet the current spatial pattern of 

development. Meeting the housing requirement figures in the CS ensures that the 

Objectively Assessed Need is met in full across the Housing Market Area.  

 

c) Apportionment on this basis reflects and facilitates the historic and continuing high 

levels of joint working between the authorities.  

 

d) The high levels of containment for both travel to work and housing market areas are 

sufficient to ensure that apportionment on the basis of the CS requirement can be 

achieved.  

 

e) Apportionment on this basis will help to address net out-migration from Preston to 

other parts of the Housing Market Area.  
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7.12. In summary, the decision was taken that the CS housing requirement figures did not 

require updating. Preston therefore continued to give weight to the CS Policy 4 housing 

requirement as the adopted Development Plan, despite the fact that the plan was over 

5 years old and the Policy 4 housing requirements were not produced based on the 

Framework’s OAN methodology.  

 

Standard Method Version 1 

7.13. The former OAN approach to identifying the housing need was replaced with the current 

standard method in the 2018 version of the Framework. Framework 2019 now states 

that to determine the minimum number of homes needed strategic policies should be 

informed by a local housing need (LHN) assessment conducted using the standard 

method in Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). This is unless exceptional 

circumstances justify an alternative approach. The NPPG on housing needs 

assessments provides local authorities with a guide on how to approach the standard 

method for assessing local housing need and it provides an overview of the formula. In 

summary, this involves: 

 

• Step 1: establishing the demographic baseline of household growth. This is 

based on the 10-year projected annual average growth in the 2014-based 

national household growth projections using the current year as the starting 

point.  

 

• Step 2: apply an affordability adjustment on the demographic baseline using the 

following formula.  

 
 

• Step 3: consider the application of a cap on any increase and ensure that the 

figure which arises through the first two steps does not exceed a level which can 

be delivered. 

 

7.14. NPPG states under the heading ‘When might it be appropriate to plan for a higher 

housing need figure than the standard method indicates?’ that the Government supports 

ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth. It goes on to state that the standard 
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method provides the minimum starting point in determining need but does not attempt 

to predict the impact that future Government policies, changing economic circumstances 

or other factors might have on demographic behaviour. It confirms that there may be 

circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether “actual housing need is higher 

than the standard method indicates”. The sort of circumstances identified in the NPPG 

as to when this may be the case include situations where increases in housing need are 

likely to exceed past trends because of growth strategies for the area, such as where 

funding is in place to promote and facilitate additional growth and where strategic 

infrastructure improvements are likely to drive an increase in the homes needed. It also 

refers to situations where previous levels of housing delivery in an area are significantly 

greater than the outcome from the standard method. The NPPG states that authorities 

will need to take this into account when considering whether it is appropriate to plan for 

a higher level of need than the standard model suggests.  

 

7.15. As part of the preparation of the Review of the Central Lancashire Local Plan, the three 

Central Lancashire Authorities commissioned planning consultants Iceni to produce a 

Central Lancashire Housing Study (CLHS) to advise on the scale of housing need and 

the interim distribution of housing across Central Lancashire. This was published in 

October 2019 (Appendix 14). This calculates the local housing need for each authority 

using the standard method for the base date of 2019, which results in a minimum LHN 

figure of 579 dpa for Chorley, 241 dpa for Preston and 206 dpa for South Ribble. The 

CLHS adds these together and recommends that the “minimum local housing need 

figure for Central Lancashire is 1,026 dwellings per annum.” 

 

7.16. The CLHS goes on to make comments on the various approaches to distributing the 

overall level of housing need between the three authorities. In so doing it highlights how 

the current Core Strategy focuses 48% of the total supply at strategic sites and location 

within the urban area of Preston and South Ribble – driven principally by the large 

strategic sites in North West Preston, Central Preston, Cottam and South of 

Penwortham, whereas the standard method figure points to a distribution very much 

centred on reinforcing higher levels of growth at Chorley. For a variety of reasons, the 

CLHS recommends an alternative distribution to the SM figures, comprising 27.5% of 

the local housing need being distributed to Chorley, 40% to Preston and 32.5% to South 

Ribble. Based on a minimum standard method produced LHN of 1,026 dpa, this equates 

to an increase in Preston from 241dpa to 410dpa, an increase in South Ribble from 

206dpa to 334dpa and a reduction in Chorley from 579dpa to 282dpa.   
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7.17. Although the CLHS recognises that the NPPG refers to this standard method for 

assessing LHN as a minimum starting point and that there will be circumstances where 

actual housing need is higher than the standard method indicates, the CLHS does not 

proceed to assess whether this applies to the Central Lancashire HMA.  

 

7.18. It is the appellant’s opinion that the circumstances identified in the NPPG clearly apply 

to Preston and Central Lancashire as a whole. 

 

• With regards to previous levels of housing delivery, the completions over the last 5 

year period within the HMA as a whole equate to an average of 1,568 dpa and over 

the last 3 years it is 1,631 dpa. This is significantly higher than the identified 

standard method minimum LHN of 1,026 dpa. The difference is particularly marked 

when you consider the standard method LHN of 250 dpa for Preston against its 

average completion rate of 737 dpa in the last 3 years and 596 dpa in the last 5 

years.  

 

• With regards to growth strategies and factors such as funding being in place to 

promote and facilitate additional growth and proposed strategic infrastructure 

improvements, there is the aforementioned Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire 

City Deal. As already highlighted, the City Deal has secured substantial public 

money to deliver key infrastructure identified as critical to enabling significant 

housing and commercial development. Much of this key infrastructure is underway 

or recently completed and paragraph 6.8 of MoU20 (April version – Appendix 15) 

states that “To date, the City Deal has unlocked the development potential of land 

in Preston and South Ribble and will continue to support significant housing growth 

in both authority areas.” In entering into the City Deal both Preston and South Ribble 

committed to delivering 6,067 homes between 2014 and 2019 and a further 11,334 

dwellings by 2024. This commitment averages 1,742 dpa, compared to the 

combined standard method figure of 440 dpa for South Ribble and Preston. Even 

the CLHS suggested redistribution of the standard method LHN within the HMA only 

totals 744 dpa within Preston and South Ribble.         

 

7.19. There is therefore a clear steer from NPPG that the standard method figure should only 

be treated as the minimum starting point and when considering the above factors the 

housing requirement for Central Lancashire should be increased above the standard 

method figure. To do otherwise would fly in the face of the objective in Framework19 to 

significantly boost the supply of homes (paragraph 59) and the requirement to address 
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potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate housing, which is part of the 

objective to build a strong a competitive economy (paragraph 81c). It would also entirely 

undermine the commitments made by Preston and South Ribble in the City Deal to 

significantly increase housing delivery. This is despite having used the City Deal to 

secure significant public funding and to CPO private land so as to deliver infrastructure 

based on meeting these commitments. In this respect, to treat the 1,026 dpa standard 

method figure as the actual housing requirement going forward would mean: 

 

• The annual housing requirement for the HMA as a whole being reduced to only 65% 

of the actual average completion rate in the HMA over the last 5 years; 

 

• The annual housing requirement for Preston, being reduced to either 40% or 69% 

of the actual average annual completion rate over the last 5 years, depending upon 

whether the standard method or CLHS suggested redistribution figure is applied; 

and  

 

• The combined Preston/South Ribble annual requirement, being just 26% or 43% of 

the average annual delivery rate the two Authorities have committed to in the City 

Deal (1,742 dpa), again depending upon whether the standard method or CLHS 

suggested redistribution figures are applied.  

 

 

7.20. Notithstanding the above, the three Central Lancashire Authorities have amended the 

aforementioned MoU17 so that it now advises that the CS Policy 4 housing requirement 

is out of date and until such time as the review Local Plan is adopted, the Authorities will 

use the standard method and the suggested housing distribution percentages in the 

CLHS to calculate the 5YR housing requirement (adopted MoU20 - Appendix 16). 

However, the Councils have confirmed that the 1,026 dpa figure does not represent the 

housing requirement going forward as this has yet to be determined. 

 

7.21. In this respect, the consultation outcomes report on MoU20 (Appendix 17) confirms, in 

the response to the consultation exercise, that “As preparation of the new Local Plan 

progresses, further assessments and other evidence may influence both the scale and 

distribution of housing development in the forthcoming Local Plan. These issues will thus 

be reviewed in due course and will be reflected in the new Local Plan. The housing 

requirement / need for the new Local Plan Period will therefore emerge as the plan 

progresses through the key stages and preferred policy options are developed and will 
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be assessed at the Local Plan Examination.” It also clearly states that “The MOU is an 

interim position”. 

 

7.22. In the same document the Councils confirm that NPPG sets out circumstances in Para 

2a-010 in which it might be appropriate to plan for higher levels of housing provision 

than the minimum figures generated by the standard method, but states that these are 

considerations for the plan-making process. It goes on to state that the cost of providing 

the significant infrastructure required as part of the City Deal has increased and it is 

therefore necessary to both extend the City Deal period and consider ambitious housing 

targets in order to ensure this infrastructure is fully funded. 

 

7.23. Objective 4 of I&O19 also recognises the City Deal commitments, stating that an 

objective of the review plan is “building on the infrastructure improvements within City 

Deal, to support the growing population and attract inward investment”. The section on 

‘Locations for Future Development’ specifically refers to the £434 million of investment 

to expand transport infrastructure, create 20,000 jobs and build more than 17,000 

homes. It also states that whilst significant areas for development have already been 

identified as part of the City Deal “more land is needed as well as ensuring those areas 

outside the City Deal are not left behind.” Moreover, I&O19 confirms that the Central 

Lancashire Authorities are treating the standard method as the starting point for the 

housing requirement for the Local Plan review and that the final requirement has yet to 

be established 

 

7.24. The consequence of this is that whilst the new housing requirement for Central 

Lancashire has yet to be established, for the purposes of calculating the 5YR housing 

supply the Councils are now applying a lower annual requirement than the Core Strategy 

and no longer take into account the substantial housing shortfall based on the CS 

requirement. This moves Preston from a position of not having a deliverable 5YR supply 

to being “able” to demonstrate a 5YR supply and they have used this to refuse 

sustainable planning applications for housing, such as the appeal proposals, despite 

having previously resolved that permission should be granted. 

 

7.25. This is despite the fact that the standard method LHN figure is not purported to be the 

housing requirement for Central Lancashire and Preston going forward and the clear 

guidance in NPPG supports the housing requirement being higher, bearing in mind the 

LHN figure is substantially below actual completion rates in the last 5 years and does 
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not take into account the substantial investment and commitments in relation to the City 

Deal.     

 

7.26. MoU20 is not a Development Plan policy and it been challenged by a consortium of 

developers (Appendix 34).   

 

 

Standard Method Version 2 

7.27. In August 2020 the Government published the consultation document ‘Changes to the 

current planning system: Consultation on changes to planning policy and regulations’. 

Part of the proposed changes relate to the standard method (Appendix 18).  

 

7.28. The proposals relate to a revised standard method for calculating local housing need 

which will be used as the basis for plans created prior to any changes outlined in 

Planning for the Future being introduced. Under the heading ‘Boosting Supply’ the 

consultation document refers to the Government aspiration to create a housing market 

that is capable of delivering 300,000 homes annually, yet Adopted local plans, where 

they are in place, provide for just 187,000 homes per year across England – “not just 

significantly below our ambition for 300,000 new homes annually, but also lower than 

the number of homes delivered last year (241,000)”. It is in this context that the revisions 

to the standard method are being proposed.  Paragraph 10 states that “The overall level 

of need identified by the standard method therefore needs to be sufficient to ensure that 

land supply does not become a limiter in achieving national supply aspirations.”  

 

7.29. The consultation document reaffirms that the standard method only provides the starting 

point for planning for housing and does not establish the housing requirement. It also 

reaffirms in paragraph 8 that after identifying the minimum number of homes using the 

standard method, local areas should consider whether local circumstances mean that 

actual need is higher than that minimum, “because, for example, strategic infrastructure 

is expected or growth beyond past trends is anticipated.” 

 

7.30. Paragraph 13 states that: 

 

“Household projections, used in the current method, have attracted criticism for their 

volatility and the way in which they can result in artificially low projections in some 

places, where overcrowding and concealed households suppress the numbers. 

Crucially, they cannot in isolation forecast housing need – they project past trends 

forward. Despite this, we have seen many progress arguments that recent reductions 
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in projected growth should lead to less homes being built. This should not be the 

logical conclusion, as the Office for National Statistics (ONS) has clarified.”  

 

7.31. Pararaph 14 sets out what the improvements on the revised standard method are 

designed to achieve, which includes achieving a better distribution of homes where 

homes are identified in more high-demand areas and in emerging demand areas across 

the country such as the Northern Powerhouse. This will help avoid issues where 

unaffordable areas in high demand are planning for low numbers of homes due to past 

trends of suppressed household formation. In addition, the Consultation document 

states that the Government has heard powerful representations that the current formula 

underestimates demand for housing in the growing cities in the Northern Powerhouse 

by being based on historic trends. Preston is located within the Northern Powerhouse.  

 
7.32. The poposed changes to the standard method are as follows: 

 

Stage 1: the baseline would either be the latest projected average annual household 

growth over a 10-year period based on the latest ONS national household growth 

projections, or 0.5% of the existing stock in the local authority, whichever is the higher.  

 

Stage 2: the following amended affordability adjustment would be applied: 

 

Stage 3: the former cap has been removed 

 

7.33. The implication of this for Central Lancashire and Preston is that the minimum LHN 

based on standard method 2 would be 1,394 dpa for the Central Lancashire HMA. This 

is not just higher than the current CS Policy 4 requirement based on the annual dpa 

requirement for each authority (totals 1,341 dpa) but also higher than the Policy 4 

requirement when the 702 pre-2010 dwelling shortfall is included (totals 1,385 dpa).  

 

7.34. Furthermore, if the MOU20 distribution is applied, i.e. 40% to Preston, then Preston’s 

minimum local housing need would be 557.6 dpa, which again is higher than the current 

CS Policy 4 minimum annual requirement (507dpa) and the adjusted annual 
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requirement to take account of the pre-2010 shortfall (533 dpa). It is envisaged that the 

appellant will liaise with the LPA to agree the exact figures in the SoCG. 

 

7.35. This is also still the minimum starting point for establishing the housing requirement and 

the Central Lancashire Authorities will still need to consider whether the actual need is 

higher than the minimum because, for example, strategic infrastructure is expected or 

growth beyond past trends is anticipated due to the City Deal and other factors. 

 

Five Year Housing Supply 

7.36. The LPA’s most recent Housing Land Position statement has a base date of 31 March 

2019 (HLP19 – Appendix 19) and this suggests that there is a deliverable housing 

supply of 3,204 dwellings.  

 

7.37. When establishing if this represents a 5YR supply for the purposes of Framework19 

paragraph 11 footnote 7, it is necessary to establish what the relevant housing 

requirement is. Framework19 paragraph 73 and footnote 37 confirm that this should be 

the housing requirement set out in the adopted strategic policies in circumstances where 

these are a) less than five years old, or b) are over five years old but have been reviewed 

and found not to require updating. In other circumstances the Local Housing Need (LHN) 

is to be used, calculated using the standard method (SM).   

 

7.38. As the CS is over five years old it is necessary to establish whether Policy 4, as the 

relevant strategic policy, has been reviewed and found not to require updating. This will 

dictate whether CS Policy 4 or the LHN is to be used to establish the 5YR housing supply 

position.  

 

7.39. At the time the appeal applications were originally considered by Planning Committee 

the LPA held the view that the aforementioned MoU17 / SHMA17 represented a review 

of the strategic housing policy for the purposes of Framework paragraph 73 footnote 37. 

This is highlighted in paragraph 1.9 of the HLP19, which states  

 

“Whilst the housing requirement policy (Policy 4) is now almost seven years old, 

Preston are still using this requirement rather than the local housing need figure due 

to a ‘review’ of this policy which took place in 2017. At this time, following the 

publication of the new Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment, 

Preston entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
4 

with its neighbours South 

Ribble and Chorley Council’s endorsing the requirements set out in Policy 4. This 
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decision was taken to ensure the three authorities continued to meet their own 

respective Objectively Assessed Needs, but also to meet the aspirations of the 

Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal and Government’s aspirations to 

increase the supply of housing.” 

 

7.40. The HLP19 compared the suggested 3,204 dwelling supply against the CS Policy 4 

housing requirement for Preston and concluded that it represented a 3.8 year housing 

supply.  

 

7.41. On 13th December 2019 the Planning Inspectorate issued the aforementioned Chain 

House Lane appeal decision relating to a residential development within the 

neighbouring authority of South Ribble. This appeal decision concluded that there had 

not been a review of the strategic housing policies in 2017 and that in any event there 

has since been a significant change with the introduction of the standard method. 

Following this decision all three Central Lancashire Authorities subsequently entered 

into the aforementioned MoU20, which states that they now consider CS Policy 4 to be 

out of date and are instead basing the 5YR housing requirement on the LHN calculated 

using the standard method. However, rather than applying the straight LHN for each 

individual authority the Councils are redistributing the LHN figure for Central Lancashire 

based on the aforementioned MoU20 split, with 40% being directed to Preston. On this 

basis PCC are now suggesting that the 3,204 dwelling supply equates to a 12.7 year 

supply based on the straight LHN for Preston using the standard method, or a 7.4 year 

supply based on the MoU20 housing distribution. For ease of reference these are 

referred to as the LHN and MoU20 distribution. 

 

7.42. It is understood from LPA officers that they are not intending to update the HLP to a 31st 

March 2020 base date, but instead update it to an October 2020 base date. As such 

HLP19 is likely to remain the most up to date published housing supply position for a 

number of months. Whilst the Appellant does not agree with the HLP19 suggestion that 

the deliverable supply is as high as 3,204 dwellings, the Appellant does not dispute the 

ultimate conclusions that there is not a 5YR supply in Preston based on CS Policy 4, but 

there is a 5YR supply based on the LHN and the MoU20 housing distribution. Assuming 

this is common ground, the Appellant does not propose to present evidence to 

specifically dispute the deliverability of individual sites identified in HLP19. However, the 

Appellant does reserve the right to submit such evidence should the LPA present 

additional evidence in relation to the housing supply, or if it publishes an updated HLP.  
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7.43. In summary therefore, the position as to whether there is a technical 5YR supply 

depends upon whether the housing requirement is to be based on the Policy 4 

requirements or the LHN using the standard method.  

 

7.44. In this respect it is relevant to note that on 21 August 2020 the Chain House Lane appeal 

decision was quashed by the High Court (Appendix 20). One of the grounds of 

challenge related to the Inspector’s conclusion that there had not been a Framework 

Footnote 37 review of CS Policy 4. The Judgement concludes that the claimant’s 

arguments on this matter must succeed, referring to elements of the Inspector’s 

reasoning as being ‘legally flawed’ and ‘problematic’. Notwithstanding, the Judgement 

states that the conclusion reached by the Inspector that there had been a significant 

change pursuant to the PPG arising from the introduction of the standard method, was 

a planning judgement reasonably open to her and as such she was entitled to conclude 

that Policy 4 was out of date. However, the Judgement also states “albeit other 

conclusions might reasonably be reached by other Inspectors”.      

 

7.45. As evident later in this Statement, the Appellant’s case does not rest on the 5YR supply 

position. However, the Appellant  reserves the right to present evidence on whether 

there is a deliverable 5YR housing supply depending upon the LPA’s position on this 

matter following the above Judgement and whether this matter is reconsidered as part 

of the Chain House Lane appeal reconsideration.  

 

7.46. Based on the proposed standard method version 2, a 3,204 dwelling supply would 

equate to a 5.46 year supply based on the MoU20 distribution for Preston (40% of the 

Central Lancashire HMA requirement). 

 

Affordable Housing Need and Delivery 

7.47. The table below shows the completion rate of affordable housing within Preston since 

2004/05, which is taken from HLP19. It shows that the average affordable housing 

completion rate in the 11 years between 2004 to 2015 was just 31 dpa, but that 

completions have risen significantly in the last 4 years (average of 181 dpa). 

 

Affordable Housing Completions 

Monitoring Period Gross Affordable Completions 

2004/05 58 

2005/06 0 

2006/07 33 

2007/08 35 

2008/09 45 
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2009/10 15 

2010/11 0 

2011/12 38 

2012/13 66 

2013/14 35 

2014/15 16 

2015/16 178 

2016/17 137 

2017/18 197 

2018/19 213 

TOTAL 1,066 

 

7.48. The previous SHMA17 estimated the affordable housing need within Central Lancashire 

as 620 dpa, of which Preston’s need was 239 dpa. The aforementioned 2019 Central 

Lancashire Housing Study (CLHS) recommends that the annual net need for rented 

affordable housing in the Central Lancashire HMA is now 590dpa and that Preston has 

the highest individual need of the three authorities at 250dpa. As such, whilst the 

affordable housing completions have increased significantly in Preston over the last 4 

years, the average of 181dpa over this period is still lower than the 2017 and 2019 

estimates of affordable housing need. Moreover, the CLHS refers to the HMA need 

being slightly lower than the 620dpa need identified in SHMA17, but recommends that  

 

“Regardless, both studies clearly demonstrate a substantial need for additional 

affordable housing and the Councils should seek to maximise delivery where 

opportunities arise.” 

 

Housing Supply Summary and Weight  

7.49. As expanded upon later, the Framework confirms how delivering housing is a key 

component in delivering the economic and social aspects of sustainability. In this 

respect: 

 

• paragraphs 80 and 81c) confirm that planning policies and decisions should help 

create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt, which 

includes addressing potential barriers to investment such as inadequate 

infrastructure and housing. 

 

• paragraph 8 identifies ensuring a sufficient number and range of homes as an 

essential part of supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities. 
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7.50. Moreoer, the Framework at paragraph 59 very clearly states that it is a Government 

objective to “significantly” boost the supply of homes.  

 

7.51. Based on the housing requirement set in the adopted development plan, at 31 March 

2019 Preston had a shortfall of 1,270 dwellings and does not have a deliverable 5YR 

housing supply (HLP19). In this context the Framework paragraph 11d ‘tilted balance’ is 

triggered and the LPA have already resolved that the appeal proposals should be 

granted permission in this scenario.    

 

7.52. Whilst the CS housing requirement was set by the now revoked RSS and was not based 

on the former Framework12 OAN approach or the most up-to-date evidence base, the 

CL authorities undertook an assessment of the OAN at the five year anniversary of the 

CS and resolved not to update the CS Policy 4 housing requirement. They continued to 

apply the requirements of CS Policy 4. 

 

7.53. Whilst the LPA are now reviewing the CS housing requirement against the standard 

method, the Central Lancashire review Local Plan Issues & Options Paper confirms that 

this is only the starting point and they have yet to establish what the housing requirement 

is for Central Lancashire going forward. This is reflective of the guidance in NPPG which 

confirms that other factors are to be taken into account to establish whether the housing 

requirement should be higher than the LHN established using the standard method. The 

types of circumstances highlighted in the NPPG for when this is the case clearly apply 

to Preston. Indeed, the LHN based on the current standard method is substantially lower 

than actual completion rates in Preston and Central Lancashire over the last five years. 

They are also substantially lower than the commitments made by Preston as part of the 

City Deal. The very purpose of the City Deal is to harness the economic growth potential 

of the city, including addressing obstacles to growth such as the need for key 

infrastructure and a lack of suitable housing. The commitments regarding the delivery of 

housing in the City Deal exceed those of the current adopted CS never mind the 

standard method. 

 

7.54. The Government has also highlighted concerns about the current standard method in 

their consultation document ‘Changes to the current planning system: Consultation on 

changes to planning policy and regulations’. This includes concerns that despite the 

standard method only providing the starting point for planning for housing, as it cannot 

in isolation forecast housing need as it projects past trends forward, some authorities 

are seeing recent reductions in projected growth as justification to build less homes. The 
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Government specifically refers to the current formula underestimating demand for 

housing in the growing cities in the Northern Powerhouse by being based on historic 

trends. Preston is located within the Northern Powerhouse. 

 

7.55. Whilst the proposed amendment to the standard method is only in consultation stage, if 

it is carried forward into the NPPG in its current form it would result in the annual 

requirement for the Central Lancashire HMA being higher than the current Core Strategy 

requirement. The Central Lancashire Authorities are promoting a distribution of 40% of 

the HMA requirement to Preston, which would also result in Preston’s requirement 

exceeding that of the Core Strategy requirement. This is before the implications of the 

City Deal infrastructure on housing delivery are taken into account. 

 

7.56. In this context, using the results of the current standard method as justification to remove 

the need to address the under provision based on the adopted Development Plan 

requirement and to reduce the amount of housing needed moving forward, would be 

contrary to the spirit and intention of the Framework and the City Deal commitments.    

 
7.57. With regards to this appeal, it is acknowledged that the LPA technically have a 

deliverable 5YR supply based on the current standard method and as such the ‘tilted 

balance’ is not be triggered on this particular ground (although as stated the Appellant 

reserves the right to contest this matter depending upon the Chain House Lane appeal 

reconsideration). However, given the circumstances above it is considered that 

irrespective of the technical 5YR supply position and whether the ‘tilted balance’ is 

engaged, significant weight should still be given to the contribution towards delivering 

housing and affordable housing in Preston as a material consideration.  

 

7.58. The concept of significant weight still being given to housing delivery in the context of a 

5YR supply is highlighted in various  SoS appeal decisions.  

 

7.59. At Rilshaw Lane, Winsford in October 2015 (Appendix 21 - 2229269). The Council’s 

case (Cheshire West and Chester) stated: 

 

“6.6 None of the policies relating to the supply of housing can be said to be out of 

date. It follows that the ‘classic’ planning balance of benefits versus disbenefits 

applies. The policy imperative of boosting the supply of housing is being met in 

Cheshire West and Chester so there is no pressing need to bring forward the appeal 

site to meet any shortfall”.  

 

7.60. In this context the Inspector stated that: 
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“11.49. It is therefore necessary to consider whether there are material considerations 

which indicate that permission ought to be granted, notwithstanding the conflict with 

the development plan. In so doing, it is necessary to consider both the harm resulting 

from the conflict and the broader planning benefits of the scheme. It is also necessary 

to have regard to the need for, and effectiveness of, the conditions which the Council 

argues are needed to resolve the conflict.”  

 

7.61. The Inspector proceeds to assess the harms of the proposals in paragraph 11.50 before 

assessing the benefits in paragraph 11.51, which stated:  

 

“11.51 On the other hand, the appeal scheme would bring forward significant market 

and affordable housing which would materially boost supply. At the Inquiry there was 

no challenge to the Council’s evidence that it has a 5 year supply of housing land. 

Nevertheless, bearing in mind the objectives of the LP, the WNP and the Framework, 

this is a benefit which should be attributed significant weight. Other material benefits 

would flow, including the provision of additional public open space and green 

infrastructure, improved pedestrian links and economic benefits.”  

 

7.62. The Ispector therefore recommended that significant weight still be given to the benefit 

of bringing forward market and affordable housing despite there being a 5YR supply. 

This was clearly accepted by the SoS who stated in paragraph 16 of the decision that 

“…. It would bring forward significant market and affordable housing which would 

materially boost supply and this benefit is attributed significant weight.” 

 

7.63. More recently, in July 2020 the SoS granted permission for a mixed use development at 

Nantwich which included 189 dwellings (Appendix 22 – 2197532 and 2197529). The 

SoS decision confirms that the proposals were in conflict with a recently adopted 

Development Plan (adopted in 2017), that there was a 5YR housing supply ranging 

between 5.7 years to 6.6 years and that the Framework ‘titled balance’ was not engaged. 

Nevertheless, the SoS concludes in paragraph 28 that the delivery of significant 

numbers of market housing in a sustainable location is a significant benefit, stating: 

 

“Whilst the Secretary of State has concluded that the Council can demonstrate a 5 

YHLS, he has taken into account that nationally it is a government policy imperative 

to boost the supply of housing, as set out at paragraph 59 of the Framework, and he 

considers that this benefit should be afforded significant weight. 
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The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector at IR415 and IR420 that the 

scheme will include 30% affordable homes which will help meet the need in Cheshire 

East. The Secretary of State agrees that this is a tangible benefit and merits significant 

weight.”    

 

7.64. Furthrmore, in a s.78 appeal at Hamble-le-Rice in December 2018 (Appendix 23 – 

319486) the decision notice highlights the housing supply as being between 7.2 and 10 

years and confirms that there is a conflict with the adopted Local Plan and that the 

Framework ‘titled balance’ is not engaged. In this context, and within the ‘Planning 

balance and conclusion’ section of the decision, the Inspector states: 

 

“As agreed by the Council, the economic and social benefits of the proposal are 

worthy of significant weight. Given the national objective of significantly boosting the 

supply of homes, the provision of market and especially affordable housing carries 

significant weight. I appreciate the Council’s point that the economic benefits related 

to short term construction jobs, and the longer term boost to local spending power, 

could arise from any similar development. However that does not detract from the fact 

that this particular development offers these benefits, which I accord significant 

weight.” 

 

7.65. The apeal was allowed and the LPA (Eastleigh Borough Council) challenged the 

decision, but the Judgement issued in July 2019 (Appendix 24) dismissed the LPA’s 

grounds for challenge.  

 

7.66. The aove decisions demonstrate that significant weight can still be attached to the 

benefits of delivering market housing in sustainable locations even where there is a 

deliverable 5YR supply, due to the national objective of significantly boosting the supply 

of homes and the economic and social benefits arising from such development. In the 

case of Preston there is also the fact that the 5YR supply is based on a standard method 

figure which is only intended to represent the minimum starting point for establishing the 

housing need, is not being advanced as the actual housing requirement for the City by 

the LPA (it is an interim figure for the purposes of establishing if there is a 5YR supply) 

and is significantly less than both the average completion rate in the City over the last 5 

years and the City Deal commitments entered into by the LPA.  

 

7.67. It is the Appellant’s case that irrespective of whether there is deemed to be a 5YR 

housing supply, the social and economic benefits from contributing towards delivering 

market housing carries significant weight in the planning balance. 
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7.68. The above appeal decisions also highlight how significant weight is to be given to 

affordable housing provision when meeting a general need, even if the amount provided 

is no more than the policy requirement.   

 

 

8. Statement of Case 

 

8.1. The Appellant’s case can be summarised as follows.  

 

8.2. Both Appeal proposals comprise sustainable development and would secure economic, 

social and environmental benefits representing material considerations in favour of the 

grant of planning permission. These material considerations must be weighed against 

the policies of the Development Plan.  

 

8.3. It is not disputed that both Appeal A and Appeal B technically conflict with CS Policy 1 

and PLP Policy EN1. However, it is self-evident from the respective ORs relating to the 

two appeal applications, and the original Planning Committee resolutions, that the LPA 

accept that if the Framework paragraph 11d ‘tilted balance’ is engaged planning 

permission should be granted. However, it is the Appellant’s position that even if the 

‘titled balance’ is not engaged the material considerations in this instance still outweigh 

the conflict with Policies 1 and EN1 under the normal planning balance. Notwithstanding, 

it is also the Appellant’s position that the ‘tilted balance’ is still engaged in any event.   

 

8.4. The above is expanded upon below. 

 

Sustainable Development  

8.5. Framework paragraph 7 confirms that “The purpose of the planning system is to 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable development”. Paragraph 9 states that 

planning policies and decisions should play an active role in guiding development 

towards sustainable solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances into 

account, to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area. However, in the 

chapter tilted ‘Decision-making’ paragraph 38 states that “Decision-makers at every 

level should seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible.” 

 

8.6. Framework paragraph 8 states that achieving sustainable development means that the 

planning system has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and need 
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to be pursued in mutually supportive ways, so that opportunities can be taken to secure 

net gains across each of the different objectives. These are grouped into an economic 

objective, social objective and environmental objective and each are considered in turn. 

 

Economic Objective 

8.7. Paragraph 8 broadly defines this as to help build a strong, responsive and competitive 

economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right places 

and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved productivity; and by 

identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure.  

 

8.8. The Framework Chapter on ‘Building a strong, competitive economy’ confirms in 

paragraph 80 that planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in 

which businesses can invest, expand and adapt, with significant weight placed on the 

need to support economic growth and productivity. In this context paragraph 81c) goes 

on to refer to addressing potential barriers to investment, which includes inadequate 

infrastructure and housing. As previously highlighted, the purpose of the City Deal is to 

harness the economic growth potential of the city. The City Deal confirms that the 

significant benefits and opportunities in Lancashire are offset by economic challenges 

which have included, inter alia, the need for key infrastructure and a lack of suitable 

housing, including both affordable and executive homes. Furthermore, the housing 

delivery to date is significantly below the commitments made in the City Deal and the 

minimum requirement identified in the CS. The MoU17 also raised clear concerns 

regarding the net out-migration from Preston to other parts of the HMA. The contribution 

towards housing delivery can therefore help remove barriers to economic growth. 

 

8.9. Framework paragraph 83, under the heading ‘Supporting a prosperous rural economy’, 

also states that policies and decisions should enable, inter alia, the retention and 

development of accessible local services and community facilities, such as local shops, 

meeting places, sports venues, open space, cultural buildings, public houses and places 

of worship. On occupation the proposed housing will have positive consequences for 

the local services in Goosnargh and the neighbouring rural villages. It is logical that an 

increase in the customer base would generate economic benefits in this regard. This is 

reflected in Framework paragraph 78 in so far as it states that to promote sustainable 

development in rural areas “housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain 

the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities for 

villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. Where there 
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are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services in 

a village nearby.”  

 

8.10. The construction period will also have economic benefits both in terms of the direct 

stimulus to the local economy and in terms of indirect benefits to local enterprise 

requiring a local labour force. The ORs for the appeal applications acknowledge that 

there will be an economic benefit in this regard. This is also particularly prevalent at the 

current time given the implications of coronavirus on the economy.  

 

8.11. These are all positive impacts on the economic objective of sustainability.  

 

8.12. Whilst Framework paragraph 170 refers to recognising the economic benefits of best 

and most versatile agricultural land (BMV), it is common ground that the appeal sites do 

not comprise BMV land. As such the economic impact from the loss of the current 

underused agricultural land is neutral. The ORs for the appeal applications also confirm 

no conflict with CS policy 31 in this regard. 

 

8.13. On balance, the appeal proposals would therefore comply with the economic objective 

of sustainability and will secure net gains in this regard. Indeed, the economic benefits 

represent positive material considerations to balance against the Development Plan 

policies.  

 

Social Objective 

8.14. Framework paragraph 8 broadly defines this as to support strong, vibrant and healthy 

communities by ensuring that: 

 

- a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of 

present and future generations;  

 

- fostering a well-designed and safe built environment, with accessible services and 

open spaces that reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, 

social and cultural well-being. 

 

8.15. With regards to ensuring a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided,  

Framework paragraphs 60 and 65 require strategic policy-making authorities to establish 

a housing requirement figure for their whole area, with strategic policies showing the 

extent of the identified housing need, informed by a local housing need assessment 
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conducted using the standard method in NPPG. As previously highlighted in Chapter 7, 

NPPG states that the Government supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for 

growth, states that the standard method provides the minimum starting point in 

determining need and confirms that there may be circumstances where the actual 

housing need is higher than the standard method indicates. The types of circumstances 

referred to in the NPPG are clearly applicable to Central Lancashire and Preston and 

I&O19 confirms that the CL Authorities are treating the standard method as the starting 

point for the housing requirement for the Local Plan review and that the final requirement 

has yet to be established. It also confirms that whilst significant areas for development 

have already been identified as part of the City Deal “more land is needed as well as 

ensuring those areas outside the City Deal are not left behind.”  

 

8.16. In this context, and for reasons previously highlighted in Chapter 7, even if it is 

considered that the CS Policy 4 housing requirements are out of date, treating the 

minimum standard method starting point as a new target for development would not 

reflect the Framework19 objectives to significantly boost the supply of homes and 

address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate housing. It would also 

undermine the commitments made by Preston and South Ribble in the City Deal to 

significantly increase housing delivery. This is despite having used the City Deal to 

secure significant public funding and CPO private land, on the premise that it was 

required to deliver infrastructure based on meeting these commitments. Consequently, 

the appeal proposals would make a valuable contribution to the social objective of 

delivering homes to meet the needs of present and future generations, to the extent that 

it should be given significant weight irrespective of whether there is deemed to be a 

technical 5YR supply based on the standard method figure. This has already been 

highlighted in section 7 of this Statement. 

 

8.17. Furthermore, and as already highlighted, the 2019 Central Lancashire Housing Study 

(CLHS) recommends that there is a substantial need for additional affordable housing 

and the CL Councils should seek to maximise delivery where opportunities arise. The 

provision of 35% affordable housing on site is therefore a significant social benefit. 

Provision of the affordable housing on site contributes to the paragraph 91 NPPF 

objective of securing inclusive developments. 

 

8.18. With regards to fostering a well-designed and safe built environment: 
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i. As highlighted previously, the Framework states that policies should identify 

opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local 

services.  

 

ii. With regards to accessibility to services and open space, the ORs relating to the 

appeal proposals acknowledge that appeal sites are in a sustainable location 

within walking distance of existing facilities in the village. The appeal sites are also 

close to existing bus stops and the appeal proposals include financial obligations 

towards creating a more direct and frequent bus service into the city centre. Whilst 

this is requested by the Local Highway Authority to make the appeal schemes 

acceptable, it would nevertheless still have a wider community benefit and as such 

is more than simply a measure to mitigate harm.  

 

iii. Appeal B would deliver a car park to the rear of the Trinity Methodist Church, whilst 

both appeal proposals will provide open space provision with mechanisms for 

future maintenance to the benefit of the wider community. 

 

iv. Subject to contributions / conditions, there are no objections from statutory 

consultees with regards to the capacity of infrastructure to accommodate the 

proposed development. 

 

v. The ORs relating to the appeal applications recommend that whilst design, 

appearance, layout and scale are reserved for later consideration, the basic design 

principles can at this stage be appropriately assessed and that the submitted DAS 

and masterplan establish a suitable range of design principles for a subsequent 

reserved matters application to be delivered in line with the objective of Framework 

paragraph 124 to secure good design and create high quality buildings and places. 

The ORs also suggest no conflict with CS Policies 5 and 17 or PLP Policy EN9, 

which aim to ensure development takes account of the character and appearance 

of the local area, is sympathetic to surrounding land uses and occupiers, avoids 

demonstrable harm to the amenities of the local area, ensures densities of 

development are in keeping with local areas and there is no detrimental impact on 

the character, appearance and distinctiveness of an area.  

 

8.19. On balance the appeal proposals comply with the social objective of sustainability and 

will secure significant benefits which are material considerations to balance against 

Development Plan policy. 
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Environmental Objective 

8.20. Framework paragraph 8 broadly defines this as to contribute to protecting and 

enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use 

of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising 

waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving 

to a low carbon economy. 

 

8.21. With regards to the historic environment, Goosnargh Cottage is included on the LPA’s 

list of non-designated heritage assets (the local list) and the appeal proposals would 

utilise a section of the cottage’s front/side garden to provide access into the wider site. 

However, it is understood that it is common ground that the proposal would not have a 

detrimental impact on the significance of this or any other heritage asset. The ORs 

confirm no conflict with CS Policy 16, PLP Policy EN8 or the Framework in relation to 

this matter.  

 

8.22. With regards to the built environment, the appeal proposals would change the 

character of the appeal sites on the edge of the village but the ORs relating to the 

appeal applications and the decision notices confirm no conflict with CS Policy 19 or 

PLP Policy EN4. These policies include consideration of the degree to which 

development would compromise the function of the Areas of Separation in protecting 

the identity and distinctiveness of settlements. As previously highlighted the ORs also 

accept that the appeal schemes could be delivered in line with the Framework 

objectives to secure good design and create high quality buildings and places. 

 

8.23. With regards to protecting and enhancing our natural environment, Framework 

paragraph 170 refers to planning policies and decisions contributing to the following 

objectives, which are addressed in turn. 

 

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological 

value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified 

quality in the development plan);  

The ORs confirm that the appeal sites are not valued landscapes, nor are they sites 

of biodiversity / geological value. 

 

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 

benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and 



 

s.78 Appeal – Land South of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh, Preston  
Appellant Statement of Case (ref. 3033.soc)  38 

other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and 

woodland;  

The ORs confirm that the appeal sites do not comprise BMV land. Furthermore, 

there is no woodland on the appeal sites and the appeal proposals present an 

opportunity for net gain in terms of tree planting. With regards to recognising the 

intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, the ORs acknowledge that this 

does not mean the totality of the countryside is to be protected from development. 

The Framework also confirms different levels of protection for landscapes and it 

appears to be common ground that the appeal sites are not the subject of any 

landscape designations and are not ‘valued’ or ‘distinctive’ landscapes. The appeal 

sites do not have any notable landscape value in terms of their character and 

appearance; they are not distinctive and are unremarkable in landscape terms.  

 

Both ORs also confirm no conflict with CS policies 21 and 13. Paragraph 10.18 of 

the justification text to CS Policy 21 ‘Landscape Character Areas’ refers to 

landscape being important in the way that it contributes to an area’s distinctiveness 

and key activities. It refers to the Landscape Strategy for Lancashire (2000) 

identifying a broad range of landscape character areas within Central Lancashire 

worthy of conserving, protecting and enhancing. Paragraph 10.20 then states that 

new development in the countryside can, through its design, use of external 

materials and siting, integrate well into the local settlement pattern and through 

associated works can improve as well as conserve the character of the landscape. 

The policy itself states that new development will be required to be well integrated 

into existing settlement patterns, appropriate to the landscape character type and 

designation within which it is situated and contribute positively to its conservation, 

enhancement or restoration or the creation of appropriate new features. With 

regards to CS Policy 13, whilst the policy actually relates to the ‘Rural Economy’, 

the OR refers to this requiring development to conserve and where possible 

enhance the character and quality of the landscape. If there is no conflict with these 

policies then it is assumed that it is common ground that the appeal proposals do 

not have material harm in this regard. The ORs state that the proposed development 

would not have a significant impact on landscape character. As such, whilst the 

proposal would change the character of greenfield land on the edge of the village, 

the harm to the countryside is considered to have only limited to moderate weight. 

It is also the fact that the settlement boundaries of Preston are all tightly constrained 

by countryside and thus any growth of settlements beyond current defined 
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boundaries is likely to result in the loss of countryside land. As expanded upon later, 

there is also a clear need for greenfield development.    

 

c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public access 

to it where appropriate;  

This is not applicable to the appeal proposals. 

 

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by 

establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 

future pressures;  

It is common ground that the site does not form part of any statutory or non-statutory 

designated site for nature conservation; furthermore, no statutory or non-statutory 

designated sites have been identified within at least 1km of the Site. There are no 

objections from statutory consultees and based on the ORs and decision notices it 

is understood to be common ground that there would be no unacceptable impacts 

on biodiversity. However, there are opportunities for net biodiversity gain. This is 

especially the case for Appeal B which includes a habitat corridor within the scheme. 

 

e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, 

air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever 

possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water 

quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin management 

plans; and  

There are no objections from statutory bodies relating to any of the above, nor does 

the LPA suggest that the appeal proposals are unacceptable in this regard. 

 

f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable 

land, where appropriate 

Framework paragraph 117 also refers to making as much use as possible of 

previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land, however, the Framework does not state 

that greenfield development is unsustainable. In any event, and as expanded upon 

later in relation to CS Policy 1, it is evident that brownfield opportunities are not 

delivering the housing needed in the City and as such this impact is neutral. The 

ORs confirm that the appeal proposals will make efficient use of land in line with 

relevant policies.  
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8.24. With regards to promoting sustainable transport, when Framework paragraphs 102 and 

103 are considered together it is evident that the Framework requires the planning 

system to actively manage patterns of growth in a manner which considers matters such 

as the potential impacts of development on transport networks; opportunities from 

existing or proposed transport infrastructure to accommodate the scale, location or 

density of development; opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport 

use; and the environmental impacts of traffic and transport infrastructure. The 

Framework refers to significant development being focused on locations which are or 

can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine 

choice of transport modes. It states that this can help to reduce congestion and 

emissions, and improve air quality and public health. However, the Framework states 

that “opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban 

and rural areas, and this should be taken into account in both plan-making and decision-

making”. This also needs to be considered in the context of the aforementioned social 

and economic objectives associated with allowing the growth of rural villages. 

Framework paragraph 84 further emphasis this by outlining that ‘Planning Polices and 

decisions should recognise that sites to meet local business and community needs in 

rural areas may have to be found adjacent to or beyond existing settlements and in 

locations not served well by public transport.’ 

 

8.25. With regards to the matters raised above, and based on the ORs relating to the appeal 

applications and the decision notices, it appears to be common ground that the local 

highway and transport network can satisfactorily accommodate the proposed 

development and that the site is accessible to local services and facilities by walking 

and cycling. The financial obligation to bus service enhancement will also promote public 

transport use. It is accepted that the site is not as accessible as a City Centre location, 

but the Framework confirms the need for rural villages to be allowed to grow and 

confirms that decision making should take into account that opportunities to maximise 

sustainable transport solutions will vary between rural and urban areas. It is common 

ground that there are no unacceptable environmental impacts including air quality and 

that the proposals will be policy compliant with regards to providing vehicle charging 

points. The appeal proposals therefore comply with objectives to promote sustainable 

transport and will also secure benefits for the wider community in terms of an enhanced 

bus service.        

 

8.26. With regards to mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low 

carbon economy, the ORs confirm that the proposals would achieve the required 
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sustainability levels and the proposals would provide electric vehicle charging points. 

Furthermore, the appeal proposals are not sited within locations at high risk of flooding.  

 

8.27. In summary, whilst the proposals would result in the loss of greenfield countryside land 

on the edge of a rural village, on balance the proposals would comply with the 

environmental objective of sustainability. 

 

8.28. Overall, it is considered that the appeal proposals comprise sustainable development. 

This was evidently not disputed when the appeal proposals were first presented to 

Planning Committee, who resolved that permission be approved. Based on the 

subsequent ORs and decision notices it does not appear that the LPA are suggesting 

that this is no longer the case, rather they consider that this does not warrant a departure 

from an up to date Development Plan. This matter is addressed below.         

 

Local Plan Policy EN1 ‘Development in the Open Countryside’ 

Policy background and context 

8.29. Policy EN1 is contained in the Preston Local Plan (PLP), which was adopted in July 

2015. The PLP policies map identifies those areas of designated open countryside within 

which policy EN1 is applicable and this covers most land outside the defined settlement 

boundaries with exception to some areas of Green Belt. It is common ground that both 

appeal sites fall outside the defined built up area of Goosnargh and within the designated 

open countryside. 

 

8.30. The supporting text to the policy is relatively short and paragraph 8.4 states that “It is 

important that the Areas of Open Countryside are protected from unacceptable 

development which would harm its open and rural character.”  

 

8.31. The policy itself states simply states that: 

 

“Development in the Open Countryside, as shown on the Policies Map, other than 

that permissible under policies HS4 and HS5, will be limited to:  

a) that needed for purposes of agriculture or forestry or other uses appropriate to 

a rural area including uses which help to diversify the rural economy;  

b) the re-use or re-habitation of existing buildings;  

c) infilling within groups of buildings in smaller rural settlements.”  
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8.32. Policis HS4 and HS5 relate to rural exception affordable housing and rural workers 

dwellings. 

 

 

Extent of conflict with policy 

8.33. The wording of Policy EN1 and its explanatory text is such that any development 

proposal which does not fall within one of the types of development specifically listed in 

the policy is deemed unacceptable. As the appeal proposals do not comprise rural 

exception affordable housing, rural workers dwellings, development needed for the 

purposes of agriculture or forestry, the reuse of existing building, or infilling within groups 

of buildings, both appeals conflict with policy EN1.  

 

Weight to be given to policy conflict  

8.34. Plannng law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in 

accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. Framework19 paragraphs 2 and 212 confirm that the Framework must be 

taken into account in preparing the development plan and that it is a material 

consideration which should be taken into account in dealing with applications from the 

day of its publication. Paragraph 213 goes on to state that: 

 

“However, existing policies should not be considered out-of-date simply because 

they were adopted or made prior to the publication of this Framework. Due weight 

should be given to them, according to their degree of consistency with this 

Framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the Framework, the 

greater the weight that may be given).” 

 

8.35. When considering the weight to give to conflict with PLP Policy EN1 it is therefore 

relevant to consider whether the policy is consistent with Framework19. 

 

8.36. Under the heading ‘Conserving and enhancing the natural environment’ Framework19 

paragraph 170 states that planning policies and decisions should contribute to and 

enhance the natural and local environment by, inter alia:  

 

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or 

geological value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status 

or identified quality in the development plan);  
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b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the 

wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the 

economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and 

of trees and woodland. 

 

8.37. There is no reference in Framework19 to openness and permanence being essential 

characteristics of countryside which need to be protected, nor is there any reference to 

protecting the totality of the countryside for its own sake. Instead it is clear that 

‘protection’ is a term applied to landscape designations for which there are different 

levels of protection.    

 

8.38. OR18 and OR20 for the Appeal A application clearly acknowledge this, with both stating: 

 

“The Framework says that the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside 

should be recognised, with the planning system contributing to and enhancing the 

natural and local environment. It does not seek to protect all countryside from 

development; rather it concentrates on the protection of “valued” and “distinctive” 

landscapes and seeks to encourage development on previously developed land.”   

 

8.39. Furtermore, Framework19 does not state that only particular types of development can 

be acceptable in countryside. It confirms that the purpose of the planning system is to 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, with there being three 

overarching objectives (economy, social and environmental), which are interdependent 

and need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways so that opportunities can be taken 

to secure net gains across each objective. Paragraph 9 states that these objectives 

should be delivered through the preparation and implementation of plans and the 

application of the policies in the Framework. Anita Coleman v SoS for CLG [2013] 

EWHC 1138 (admin) (Appendix 25) confirms that for a policy to be consistent with the 

Framework it must adopt a cost/benefit analysis approach, allowing for a judgment to be 

made as to whether an adverse impact would be outweighed by the scheme’s benefits. 

It does not support policies which place a blanket ban on particular types of development 

and preclude the ability to undertake this cost/benefit analysis.  

 

8.40. It is acknowledged that the absence of wording in a Local Plan policy which specifically 

refers to the cost/benefit approach does not mean it is automatically inconsistent with 

Framework, as the wording of other policies in the Local Plan may allow this to occur 

when the plan is considered as whole. However, this is not the case in this instance 
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when considering the wording of Policy EN1 and the manner in which the LPA are 

applying it. 

 

8.41. Policy EN1 is therefore inconsistent with the Framework. The policy only permits certain 

specified types of development within the countryside and whilst this does not equate to 

a blanket ban, it is clearly focused on protecting the totality of the countryside for its own 

sake, rather than recognising different levels of protection for landscapes in line with 

Framework paragraph 170. It makes no provision for an appraisal of the substantive 

landscape / visual effects of a development and for any harm to the countryside to be 

balanced against the economic, social or environmental benefits. It simply precludes 

any development which does not fall within one of the identified exceptions and protects 

the totality of the countryside for its own sake. 

 

8.42. PLP Policy EN1 therefore imposes a far greater level of restriction on development within 

the open countryside and as a result is inconsistent with the Framework. On this basis, 

and irrespective of whether the ‘tilted balance’ is engaged, this technical conflict with 

policy EN1 has limited weight. In this respect the Appellant refers to the aforementioned 

Hamble-le-Rice appeal  (Appendix 25). This appeal related to a residential development 

for 70 houses within the designated open countryside on the edge of the village. The 

decision notice indicates that there was a deliverable housing supply somewhere 

between 7 to 10 years. The Inspector confirms that the proposals were in conflict with 

the countryside policies of the adopted Local Plan and that the Local Plan was not out-

of-date by virtue of its age, nor because it made provision only until 2011. The Inspector 

concluded that the Framework ‘titled balance’ was not engaged. Nevertheless, the 

Inspector still concluded that whilst the Local Plan policy did not impose a blanket 

protection in the countryside, it lacked the flexibility and balanced approach towards the 

issues enshrined in the Framework. On this basis the policy was afforded reduced 

weight. The Inspector also concluded that the fact that there was a 5YR housing supply 

was not relevant to the weight to be accorded to the development plan policy in this 

regard. The Inspector concluded that as the countryside policy was out of step with 

national policy only limited weight should be afforded to it (paragraph 19). This decision 

was challenged by the LPA and the Judgement was issued in July 2019  which 

dismissed the challenge.  

 

8.43. It is acknowledged that the Framework requires the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside to be recognised in decision making, but as highlighted paragraph 170 

recognises that there are different levels of protection for landscapes. As already set out 
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in section 8 of this Statement of Case it appears to be common ground that the appeal 

sites are not the subject of any landscape designations, are not ‘valued’ landscapes in 

terms of Framework paragraph 170, do not have any notable landscape value in terms 

of their character and appearance and are not distinctive; they are unremarkable in 

landscape terms. It also appears to be common ground that there is no conflict with CS 

Policy 21. This requires new development to be well integrated into existing settlement 

patterns, be appropriate to the landscape character type and designation within which it 

is situated and to contribute positively to its conservation, enhancement or restoration, 

or the creation of appropriate new features. Nor is there conflict with the landscape 

impact objectives of CS Policy 13 or Framework paragraph 170. The ORs also confirm 

that the proposed development would not have a significant impact on landscape 

character. 

 

8.44. In light of the above, and irrespective of whether the ‘tilted balance’ is engaged, it is the 

Appellant’s case that Policy EN1 should only be afforded limited weight as it is 

inconsistent with the Framework and that the impact on the countryside is considered to 

have only limited to moderate weight. However, the policy inconsistency with the 

Framework could also render the policy out of date for the purposes of Framework 

paragraph 11d.  

 

Core Strategy Policy 1 ‘Locating Growth’ 

Policy background and context 

8.45. The adopted Core Strategy sets out the spatial planning proposals for the combined 

area of Preston, South Ribble and Chorley. Page 29 paragraph 3.3 refers to the City of 

Preston as England’s newest city and the largest settlement in the area with a population 

of 132,000 people in 2008, which acts as the main commercial and retail centre of the 

area. Leyland is identified as the main town within South Ribble with a population of 

approximately 32,000 people, whilst Chorley is referred to a thriving market town and 

centre for business and other services with a population of 33,000. Paragraph 3.4 goes 

on to identify a number of mainly suburban communities, whilst paragraph 3.5 states 

that “As well as the larger settlements there are a variety of flourishing villages 

throughout Central Lancashire including: Broughton, Grimsargh and Goosnargh in 

Preston; Longton, Higher Walton, Coupe Green and Gregson Lane in South Ribble; 

Eccleston, Croston, Bretherton, Hoghton, Wheelton and Brinscall/Withnell in Chorley.” 

 

8.46. Strategic Objective 1 of the CS is to foster growth and investment in Central Lancashire 

in a manner that a) makes the best use of infrastructure and land by focussing on the 
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Preston/South Ribble Urban Area, and the Key Service Centres of Leyland and Chorley; 

2) marries opportunity and need by focussing investment in Preston City Centre and 

other Strategic Sites and Locations, and Leyland and Chorley town centres; and 3) 

supports service provision in rural areas particularly in the Rural Local Service Centres. 

 

8.47. Paragraph 5.20 confirms that the CS seeks to ensure that growth and investment take 

place in the most sustainable locations, although it qualifies that the site specific detail 

of where new development and investment will be located will largely be set out in 

subsequent Site Allocations Development Plan Documents. It refers to the CS 

identifying the service centres and the Strategic Sites and Strategic Locations for 

development. 

 

8.48. This includes four Strategic Sites, two of which are in Preston, i.e. BAE Systems at 

Samlesbury which is a strategic employment site; and Cottam which is a mostly 

greenfield site to north west of Preston’s City Centre where the CS anticipates 1,300 

dwellings being delivered. The other two strategic sites are Cuerden in South Ribble 

(strategic employment site) and Buckshaw Village which is a mixed use site spanning 

the boundaries of Chorley and South Ribble.  

 

8.49. The CS also identifies three Strategic Locations. These were not referred to as strategic 

‘sites’ as it was not possible to define precise boundaries at that stage and so they were 

referred to as broad areas where sites would be identified in the Site Allocations 

Development Plan Documents or individual Area Action Plans (AAP). One of these is 

land South of Penwortham and North of Farington in South Ribble, whilst the other two 

are in Preston. The first is identified as Central Preston, which includes the Central 

Business District Area (CBD) and the Tithebarn Regeneration Area. The later being a 

large scale mixed use development which the CS states is key to the vision for Preston 

City Centre and is seen as a critical catalyst for the wider regeneration aspirations of 

Central Lancashire, where development was expected to begin by the middle of the plan 

period. The second strategic location is North West Preston, which is referred to as a 

broad sweep of greenfield land south of the M55 considered capable of contributing up 

to 2,500 dwellings over the plan period.   

 

8.50. The CS states that these strategic sites / locations are central to the achievement of the 

Core Strategy and will help ensure that the overall Strategy and Vision are achieved. 

Paragraph 5.28 states that “It is imperative that these Sites and Locations are 

accompanied by the timely provision of infrastructure otherwise these proposals will not 

be acceptable”. The paragraph states that the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule identifies 
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the required essential strategic infrastructure – what it comprises and where it applies, 

when it will be needed as well as the likely providers and funding sources. The extent of 

development expected to be delivered at these strategic sites and strategic locations is 

referred to in paragraph 5.21, which refers to 35% of the total dwellings in Central 

Lancashire being from these strategic sites/locations.  

 

8.51. Table 1 of the CS (copied below) then predicts the proportion of housing development 

by location within the plan period, together with the anticipated trajectory of completions 

in 5/6 year periods throughout the CS plan period. In summary, 48% of the housing 

requirement in Central Lancashire over the plan period was envisaged to take place 

within the Preston/South Ribble urban area which is considered to function as part of 

the same built-up area, whilst 10% was envisaged to take place at the Buckshaw Village 

strategic site, 25% in Key Services Centres, 9% in Urban Local Centres and 8% (around 

1,700 dwellings) in Rural Local Service Centres and elsewhere. In terms of timescales, 

the CS envisaged 8,400 homes being delivered by 2016, with 6,900 in the subsequent 

five year period to 2021 and 6,900 in the last five year period of the plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.52. As to Policy 1 itself, the first part of the policy refers generally to growth and investment 

being focussed on well located brownfield sites and the Strategic Location of Central 

Preston, the Key Service Centres of Chorley and Leyland and the other main urban 

areas in South Ribble, whilst protecting the character of suburban and rural areas. It 

refers to some greenfield development being required on the fringes of the main urban 

areas. It also refers to promoting vibrant local communities and supporting services with 

an appropriate scale of growth and investment in identified Local Service Centres and 

at certain other key locations outside the main urban areas. 
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8.53. The second part of the Policy identifies a hierarchy for where growth and investment is 

to be concentrated. At the top (criterion a) is the Preston/South Ribble Urban Area, which 

includes the Central Preston Strategic Location, the Cottam Strategic Site, the North 

West Preston Strategic Location and the South of Penwortham and North of Farington 

Strategic Location. The criterion also refers to focussing on regeneration opportunities 

and brownfield development in Central Preston, Bamber Bridge, Lostock Hall, Walton-

le-Dale and Higher Walton, all of which are within this main urban area. The only specific 

reference to greenfield development relates to the Strategic Sites/Locations.  

 

8.54. Criterion b) comprises the key service centres of Leyland/Farington, Chorley Town and 

Longridge, whilst criterion c) are the remaining strategic sites.  

 

8.55. After this are 6 identified Urban Local Service Centres (criterion d) where some growth 

and investment is encouraged to help meet housing and employment needs, followed 

by 3 identified Rural Local Service Centres (criterion e) where limited growth and 

investment will be encouraged to help meet local housing and employment needs and 

to support the provision of services to the wider area. None of the d) or e) settlements 

are sited within Preston’s administrative area. 

 

8.56. Finally, there is criterion f) which is referred to as ‘other places’ and which comprises 

smaller villages, substantially built up frontages and major developed sites. In these 

‘other places’ the policy states that development will typically be small scale and limited 

to appropriate infilling, conversion of buildings and proposals to meet local need, unless 

there are exceptional reasons for larger scale redevelopment schemes.  

 

8.57. The CS publication version was submitted for examination on 31 March 2011 and the 

Examination Hearings took place in June/July 2011 with an additional sitting on 6 March 

2012. The Inspector’s report (Appendix 26) was issued in June 2012. Paragraphs 16 

to 39 of the report relate to the Policy 1 ‘Location of growth strategy’, from which it is 

evident that: 

 

• The Inspector considered the thrust of the policy to be the concentration of growth 

and investment on well located previously-developed land in the Preston/South 

Ribble Urban Area, focussing on regeneration opportunities in the Central Preston 

Strategic Location which includes Inner East Preston, the Tithebarn Regeneration 

Area (TRA) in the City Centre and the new Central Business District (CBD). The 

Inspector refers to the Councils considering a target of 70% of residential 
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development on previously-developed land to be achievable and the Inspector 

notes that this is not greatly different from the Regional Strategy indicative target of 

at least 70%. The Inspector states that “the extent of this well located resource 

makes 70% a realistic aspiration”. The 70% target is also referred to in CS Policy 4. 

 

• The Inspector refers to some greenfield development at the Strategic Sites / 

Locations and refers to 35% of the dwellings in the CS being predicted to be 

developed at the Strategic Sites / Locations, with over 90% of all proposed new 

housing in urban locations that occupy the central spine of the plan area. The 

Inspector refers to the 90% being questioned in some representations and also 

refers to much of the 2 additional Strategic Locations essentially being open and 

rural in character, but refers to the continuing re-use of previously-developed land 

in existing urban areas no doubt contributing to this high proportion. The Inspector 

states that only time will tell whether this 90% will be achieved, but states that of 

greater relevance is the position of the 2 Strategic Locations close to the extent of 

the main Preston and South Ribble built-up area and the opportunities which it 

affords in terms of access to services, particularly public transport, and the potential 

for their improvement, to wider benefit. The Inspector concluded that there is no 

convincing evidence to suggest that, provided the Councils continue to liaise with 

all relevant parties in a collaborative way, the Strategic Locations would not be able 

to deliver the intended amounts of housing and associated infrastructure during the 

plan period. 

 

• With regards to the Policy 1 f) ‘other places’ the Inspector notes that development 

will be typically small in scale and limited to such schemes as infilling, conversions 

and to meet local needs. With regards to the reference in the policy to ‘Exceptionally, 

larger scale development schemes may be permitted’ the Inspector states that “as 

a matter of principle there is little point in encouraging significant growth in places 

where services are limited, likely to remain so and where it would be all too likely to 

result in travelling to larger centres for work, education, shopping and leisure, and 

often on roads ill-suited to accommodate substantially more traffic. Such growth 

would be better invested where it would do more good, especially for the purpose 

of regeneration. Policy 1 achieves a commendable balance in this respect between 

its support for rural settlements and its encouragement of investment in the urban 

areas where renewal should be promoted”. 
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• In the section titled ‘Flexibility, Contingencies and Review’ the Inspector states that 

the Plan adopts the most appropriate strategy when considered against the 

reasonable alternatives. The Inspector then refers to the delivery of the housing 

strategy not coming with a cast iron guarantee throughout the 15-16 year plan 

period and refers to the proposed modifications to the CS suitably dealing with this 

uncertainty, i.e. the acknowledgment that the Regional Strategy housing figures are 

minimum requirements, net of demolitions, that they are not absolute targets and 

may be exceeded where justified by evidence of need, demand, affordability and 

sustainability issues and fit with relevant local and subregional strategies. The 

Inspector refers to the 3 year monitoring strategy in CS policy 4 and comments that 

“There is no reason to doubt the Councils’ intentions to keep house building rates 

under review and deal effectively with any significant under-performance, thereby 

maintaining the delivery of a continuing 5 year supply of housing land to meet the 

housing requirement.” 

 

Extent of policy conflict  

8.58. It is common ground that Goosnargh is a settlement which falls under Policy 1 f) ’other 

places’ and the proposals are not small scale comprising infilling, the conversion of 

buildings, proposals entirely meeting a local need or a redevelopment scheme. The 

Appellant therefore accepts that the proposals do not fall within the list of acceptable 

development identified within Policy 1f) and as such there is conflict with the policy.    

 

Weight to be given to policy conflict  

8.59. It is the Appellant’s position that the following factors reduce the weight to be given to 

conflict with the policy in the overall planning balancing exercise, but some could also 

render the policy out of date for the purposes of Framework paragraph 11d).  

 

i) The ultimate objective of the policy is to promote sustainable development and 

whilst the appeal proposals may not fall within the list of acceptable 

development in policy 1f), the appeal proposals nevertheless comprise 

sustainable development.  

 

ii) The restrictions imposed on the rural villages of Preston by CS Policy 1 are 

more onerous than current Framework policy and NPPG guidance to identify 

opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support 

local services.  
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iii) The choice of Policy 1 as the most sustainable option for distributing 

development in the 2012 Core Strategy was influenced by the expectation that 

growth and investment was being focussed to well located previously-

developed land in the main Urban Area and on regeneration opportunities, with 

70% of the housing requirement being provided on previously developed land. 

This has not proved to be the case, with the majority of housing 

development/commitments at Preston comprising greenfield development;  

 

iv) The Policy 1 strategy was found sound on the basis that it would be able to 

deliver the housing required at the rate required and this has not been the case 

in Preston. Development has also been approved in breach of CS Policy 1 in 

order to help address the housing shortfall.     

 

v) In terms of delivering the Policy 1 strategy, Chorley has been the primary driver 

of housing delivery to-date in the HMA as opposed to Preston, greenfield 

development has been substantially higher than envisaged and a greater 

proportion of housing has been delivered in the lower order settlements across 

the HMA than envisaged by the CS; 

 

vi) Policy 1 was produced to deliver the requirements of CS Policy 4, which only 

distributes 31% of the HMA requirement to Chorley and identifies Preston as 

the authority to receive most growth. If Policy 4 is now to be considered out-of-

date and the standard method is to apply, the distribution of housing within the 

HMA is significantly altered as Chorley becomes the focus for 56% of the 

housing delivery in the HMA.   

 

8.60. The above points are expanded upon below. 

 

8.61. It is evident that the underlying objective of the CS is to direct growth and investment 

to sustainable locations. However, this does not mean that development which falls 

foul of CS Policy 1 is unsustainable. This point was considered in an appeal at 

Broughton in Preston in 2018 (APP/N2345/W/17/3179177 – Appendix 27). The 

Inspector’s decision letter notes that the village of Broughton is a Policy 1f) settlement 

and that the appeal proposals conflicted with the policy (paragraphs 31 and 32). It goes 

on to state in paragraph 59 that:   
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“Equally, I do not share the erstwhile apparent view of the Council that, because the 

spatial strategy embodied in the Core Strategy is driven by considerations of 

sustainability and considered to support and promote a sustainable pattern of 

development, departures from the articulated aspiration are to be presumed 

unsustainable. The strategy reflects a policy choice which is considered to optimise 

the settlement pattern in sustainability terms. Variations on these are not necessarily 

unsustainable in planning terms, not least in view of the definition of sustainable 

development set out in the Framework at paragraph 6.” 

 

8.62. Under the heading ‘Strategic land use planning aims’, paragraph 68 concludes that  

 

“However, the underlying rationale of the policy is the achievement, essentially, of a 

spatial pattern of development that is sustainable and the degree of harm to that 

aspiration is tempered to a significant degree in the case of these appeals by my 

conclusions on the previous issue regarding accessibility. The conflict with the policy 

itself is greater than the conflict with its originating intentions.”    

 

8.63. The Inspector goes on to conclude that there was not a deliverable 5YR housing supply 

in any event and that the ‘tilted balance’ was triggered, with the appeal ultimately being 

approved.  

 

8.64. However the decision is relevant in so far as it emphasises that development at the 

Policy 1f) settlements can still be sustainable and when this is the case it tempers the 

harm resulting from a technical conflict with the spatial pattern of development 

advocated in the policy.  

 

8.65. Furthermore, it is also noted that when the CS Inspector concluded that the spatial 

pattern of development was the most sustainable option and decided that the 

restrictions on Policy 1f) settlements were sound, this was based on the perception 

that there is little point in encouraging significant growth in places where services are 

limited, likely to remain so and where it would be all too likely to result in travelling to 

larger centres for work, education, shopping and leisure, and often on roads ill-suited 

to accommodate substantially more traffic.  

 

8.66. Whilst the CS was found sound against the policies of the original Framework12, this 

had only just been published and was prior to the revised Framework and prior to any 

of the subsequent NPPG. Given that all of the rural villages in Preston fall within policy 
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1f), the policy restrictions do not fit comfortably with the more recent Framework19 and 

NPPG definition of sustainability. 

   

8.67. Firstly, and as previously highlighted, Framework19 promotes sustainable 

development in rural areas and refers to planning policies identifying opportunities for 

villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. It states 

that where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may 

support services in a village nearby. NPPG also states in 009 Reference ID: 67-009-

20190722 that people living in rural areas can face particular challenges in terms of 

housing supply and affordability, while the location of new housing can also be 

important for the broader sustainability of rural communities. It states that a wide range 

of settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable development in rural areas, so 

blanket policies restricting housing development in some types of settlement will need 

to be supported by robust evidence of their appropriateness. It is noted that the 

Inspector refers to ‘significant’ growth, but the implication of CS Policy 1 is that when 

considered in conjunction with PLP policy EN1, there is significant policy restriction on 

growth within the rural villages of Preston.  

 

8.68. This is to some degree noted in the CL Local Plan Review Issues & Options 

consultation paper (I&O19) published in November 2019. In the section titled 

‘’Locations for Future Development’ the I&O states “An unintended consequence of 

the existing Core Strategy is that in some places it has limited where and how jobs can 

be provided. This can be due to the type and location of sites that are available, and 

restrictions on what can be provided. This can negatively impact the local economy, 

because sometimes business go elsewhere”. The I&O also identifies the vision for the 

review plan including the provision of opportunities “for both rural and city centre living’.  

 

8.69. Moreover, whereas Preston and South Ribble have yet to identify any preferred 

locations for development, Chorley has identified some land which it intends to allocate 

at villages to allow for growth and this includes land at Policy 1f) villages such as 

Mawdesley and Gregson Lane. In this respect Chorley have identified three sites ar 

Mawdsley totalling 4.54ha of land at Mawdesley for housing, which based on 25 

dwellings per hectare could deliver 113 dwellings, and they are proposing two two sites 

totalling 2.91ha at Gregson Lane which could equate to 73 houses (Appendix 28). 

 

8.70. Secondly, the CS Inspector refers to roads being ill-suited to accommodate 

substantially more traffic at the rural villages, yet the ORs for the appeal proposals 
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confirm no objection from the local highway authority to the appeal proposals at 

Goosnargh. Furthermore, the Broughton Congestion Relief which is a new Broughton 

Bypass providing critical relief to the A6, North East Preston and the M6, was opened 

in 2017. This was delivered through the City Deal on the basis that it would unlock 

housing sites to create over 1,400 new homes, as well as enabling full development of 

new and future employment sites in East Preston, creating over 5,000 new jobs. One 

of the redevelopments referred to by Preston as being unlocked by the Broughton 

Bypass is the redevelopment of the former Whittingham Hospital site to the east of 

Goosnargh, which is also accessed of Whittingham Lane. This is a Homes England 

site and outline permission was granted in February 2014 (ref. 06/2013/0779) for 650 

dwellings, office/light industrial use, a primary school, senior playing pitch, tennis court, 

and other recreational and play facilities. This site is less than 400 metres from the 

appeal sites. The phasing of the Whittingham Hospital development was also linked 

with the delivery of the Broughton Bypass (the OR is contained at Appendix 29).  

 

8.71. Ultimately the concept of growth at the Preston rural villages has been found to be 

sustainable against Framework policy in various appeals and as highlighted the appeal 

proposals comprise sustainable development..   

 

8.72. Furthermore, the CS Inspector’s reference to the Policy 1 spatial strategy being the 

most sustainable strategy was clearly influenced by the expectation that significant 

regeneration and brownfield land opportunities were available within the Preston/South 

Ribble Urban Area which could, alongside the strategic sites, deliver the City’s housing 

requirement at the rate planned. This main urban area was expected to deliver 48% of 

the total CS’s housing requirement and 70% of the housing development was 

envisaged to come from previously developed land.  

 

8.73. The CS Inspector’s report confirms in paragraph 16 this in so far as he refers to the 

thrust of Policy 1 being to concentrate growth and investment on well located 

previously-developed land in the main Urban Area and focussing on regeneration 

opportunities in the Central Preston Strategic Location, which includes the Tithebarn 

Regeneration Area (TRA). In paragraph 17 the Inspector also refers to the Councils 

target of 70% of residential development on previously-developed land and states that 

“the extent of this well located resource makes 70% a realistic aspiration”. In paragraph 

27 the Inspector refers to growth being better invested where it would do more good, 

especially for the purpose of regeneration and that  that Policy 1 achieves a 
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commendable balance in this respect between its support for rural settlements and its 

encouragement of investment in the urban areas where renewal should be promoted. 

 

8.74. We are now 10 years into the CS plan period and it is patently evident that the 

expectations that previously developed land opportunities could deliver 70% of the CS 

housing requirement was unrealistic.. The table below highlights that in the first 9 years 

of the CS plan period up to 31 March 2019 circa 54% of completions in Preston have 

been on previously developed land and only 31% of the residual housing supply in the  

Preston HLP19 comprises previously developed land. When combined,only  38% of 

completed/committed houses in Preston will come from previously developed land 

(Appendix 30). Indeed, in the Preston Local Plan Allocations DPD, which was adopted 

in 2015, approximately 82% of the identified homes on allocated sites  are on greenfield 

land and 42% of the houses which are on previously developed land are from the 

former Whittingham Hospital site (allocation HS1.15) which is within the rural area 

(Appendix 32).  

 

Brownfield / Greenfield Delivery / Commitments  

 Total no. of 
dwellings 

PDL 
Total 

PDL 
% 

Greenfield 
Total 

Greenfield 
% 

Completions 2010/11 to 2018/19 3,910 2,121 54% 1,789 46% 

HLP19 Commitments 2019/20 
onwards 

 8,095 2,496   31%  5,599 69 % 

Total  12,005 4,617 38% 7,388 62% 

 

 

8.75. Furthermore, City Centre regeneration schemes such as the Tithebarn Regeneration 

Area, which the CS anticipated coming on stream by the middle of the plan period and 

is identified as being a critical catalyst for the wider regeneration aspirations of Central 

Lancashire, have not progressed as expected. Indeed the Tithebarn Regeneration 

project was originally a £700 million city centre regeneration initiative intended to be 

developed by Preston Tithebarn Partnership in a 50/50 joint venture 

between Grosvenor and Lend Lease Corporation, in partnership with Preston City. 

The project was to cover an area of approximately 13 ha in Preston city centre and 

include a  John Lewis department store, a new  Marks and Spencer department store, 

revitalised markets, restaurants, cafes, new cinemas, around 100 new shops, offices, 

homes, refurbished Guild Hall, a new bus station and extensive new public spaces and 

pedestrianised streets. Whilst planning permission was secured for the proposals the 

key anchors for the development pulled out and the scheme was ultimately abandoned 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grosvenor_Group
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lend_Lease_Corporation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/City_of_Preston,_Lancashire
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_Lewis_(department_store)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marks_and_Spencer
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Preston_Guild_Hall
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in November 2011, i.e. after the CS publication version had been submitted for 

examination on 31 March 2011.  

 

8.76. In contrast, in 2017 the LPA granted approval for 450 dwellings, open space and a first 

team training facility for Preston North End Football Club at Ingol Village Golf Course. 

Whilst this proposal did not conflict with Policy 1 in so far as it is within the main urban 

area of Preston, it is greenfield land comprising a golf course and open space which is 

identified in CS Policy 19 as an area of separation and major open space. The site is 

also designated in the PLP as a Policy EN5 ‘Area of Major Open Space’. The 

justification to the policy refers to this as one of two locations within the Preston urban 

boundary where Areas of Major Open Space are valued as part of the local green 

infrastructure. “These spaces help to maintain visual amenity and landscape character, 

safeguard environmental and open space resources and help protect Central 

Lancashire as a place with room to breathe whilst helping to maintain the 

distinctiveness of the adjoining neighbourhoods.” This land was referred to by the CS 

Inspector as a site that had been put forward by other participants for residential 

development, but would not result in sustainable development due to the need to 

protect valued open space (paragraph 29). The OR relating to the application is 

attached at Appendix 31. 

 

8.77. It is evident therefore that whilst the CS Inspector considered the thrust of Policy 1 

being to concentrate growth and investment on well located previously-developed land 

in the main Urban Area and focussing on regeneration opportunities, this hasn’t been 

the reality of the policy. 

 

8.78. As stated, the CS preferred option of focussing Preston’s housing delivery on the main 

urban area has also clearly not been able to deliver the housing requirement of the 

City at the rate required or envisaged. This has already been highted in Chapter 7 of 

this Statement of Case. Whilst delivery rates have substantially increased in last 3 

years there is still a significant housing shortfall for this stage of the plan period based 

on CS minimum requirements.  

 

8.79. Indeed the shortfall in housing delivery in Preston and the need to increase the supply 

has  resulted in several permissions being granted over the years in conflict with CS 

Policy 1, both by the LPA and on appeal. For example: 
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• Land off Preston Road, Grimsargh (ref. 06/2014/0902), where 150 dwellings was 

approved on appeal in May 2016 (APP/N2345/W/15/3007033) despite conflict with 

both policies CS Policy 1 and PLP Policy EN1. 

 

• Land at Garstang Road, Barton (ref. 06/2015/0306), where 72 dwellings were 

approved on appeal in August 2016 (APP/N2345/W/15/3130341) despite conflict 

with CS Policy 1 and PLP Policy EN1. 

 

• Park House Farm, Whittingham Lane, Grimsargh (ref. 06/2016/0719), where 

approval was granted by the LPA in August 2016 for 34 dwellings despite conflict 

with CS Policy 1 and PLP Policy EN1. 

 

• Land to rear of 126A Whittingham Lane, Broughton (ref. 06/2017/0941), where 

101 dwellings were approved in September 2018 by the LPA despite conflict with 

CS Policy 1 and PLP Policy EN1. 

 

• Park House, 427 Garstang Road (ref. 06/2017/1104) where 30 dwellings were 

approved by the LPA in March 2019 despite conflict with CS Policy 1 and PLP 

Policy EN1. 

 

8.80. Despite this, Preston’s HLP19 confirms that at 31 March 2019 there is still not a 

deliverable 5YR housing supply in Preston based on the CS policy 4 requirements. 

 

8.81. This has also had implications on the wider HMA delivery and the distributional 

aspirations of the CS. With regards to HMA delivery rates, whilst Chorley have 

overdelivered on its minimum housing requirement there is still an undersupply within 

the wider HMA based on CS minimum requirements. With regards to the CS 

distribution, this requires most housing to be directed to Preston (39%), with 31% in 

Chorley and 30% in South Ribble. However, Chorley has actually been the primary 

deliverer of housing in the HMA to-date, contributing to 45% of all completions 

compared to Preston’s 31%. 

 

8.82. The CS Monitoring Report (Appendix 32) also indicates that the Preston/South Ribble 

urban area has only contributed 38% of the completions in the HMA to date compared 

to the CS’s 48% expectation, and that a greater amount of housing has been provided 

in the Urban / Rural Local Service Centres and Policy 1f ‘other places’ (27% compared 

to the CS expectation of 17%).  
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8.83. CS Policy 1 was also based on establishing the distribution of housing within the HMA 

based on the requirements of Policy 4, which directed 39% of the HMA requirement to 

Preston and 31% to Chorley. If CS Policy 4 is considered to be out of date and the 

standard method now applies, this directs 56% of housing within the HMA to Chorley. 

It is acknowledged that MoU20 indicates that the three Authorities wish to continue to 

redistribute housing within the HMA so that the majority is directed to Preston, but this 

is a matter for the Local Plan review. As part of this review, the Policy 1 strategy will 

also be reconsidered, with Chorley having already committed to directing growth to 

villages which are currently Policy 1 f) villages.   

 

8.84. It is therefore the appellant’s position that whilst there is conflict with Policy 1 the weight 

to be given to this conflict in the overall balancing exercise is reduced by the above 

factors, additionally these factors can be interpreted as demonstrating that the policy 

itself is out of date in terms of Framework paragraph 11d). 

 

Overall Planning Balance 

8.85. Decisions are to made in accordance with Development Plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. For the purposes of this Statement of Case this is 

referred to as the normal planning balance. However, Framework19 paragraph 11d) 

introduces what is commonly known as the ‘tilted balance’, i.e. where planning 

permission should be granted unless: 

i) the application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provide a clear reason for refusing the development, or  

ii) any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits 

when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.    

 

8.86. The appeal proposals are considered based on the normal and tilted balance.  

 

Tilted Balance  

8.87. Under Framework paragraph 11d) the ‘titled balance’ is engaged when there are no 

relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 

determining the application are out-of-date.  

 

8.88. Framework footnote 7 confirms that for applications involving the provision of housing, 

the most important policies are automatically deemed out-of-date in situations where 

the LPA cannot demonstrate a 5YR supply of deliverable housing sites, or where the 

Housing Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of housing was less than 75% of the 
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housing requirement over the previous three years.  It is accepted that the Housing 

Delivery Test results do not trigger the ‘tilted balance’. It is also accepted that there is 

a 5YR housing supply if this is to be based on the Local Housing need using the 

standard method . However, if the 5YR supply is to be based on the requirements of 

CS Policy 4 then based on HLP19 there is not a deliverable 5YR supply and thus the 

‘tilted balance’ would be triggered under the terms of footnote 7. As highlighted in 

Chapter 7, the Appellant reserves the right to make a case on this particular matter  

depending upon how the Chain House Lane appeal reconsideration progresses and 

the position taken by the LPA based on the Judgement. However, the Appellant’s case 

does not rest on whether there is a deliverable 5YR supply. 

 

8.89. In this respect, and notwithstanding the above, footnote 7 is not the only way that the 

most important policies can been deemed out-of-date, triggering the ‘tilted balance’. 

The OR’s refer to the most important development plan policies being CS Policies 1 

and 4, and PLP Policy EN1.  

 

8.90. The LPA’s position is the CS Policy 4 is out of date and it is the appellant’s position 

that, for reasons already highlighted, PLP Policy EN1 and CS Policy 1 could also be  

considered  out-of-date  for the purposes of Framework paragraph 11d).  

 

 

8.91. It is the Appellant’s position that if CS Policies 1 and 4, together with PLP policy EN1, 

are considered out-of-date then the main policies for determining the appeal 

applications are out of date and the ‘tilted balance’ is engaged irrespective of the 5YR 

supply position. 

 

8.92. If the ‘tilted balance’ is engaged the circumstances revert back to when the appeal 

applications were originally considered by the LPA’s Planning Committee, who 

resolved that planning permission should be granted in such a scenario.  

 

Normal Planning Balance 

8.93. Even if the most important policies for determining the application are considered to 

be up-to-date and  it is concluded that there is a deliverable 5YR supply, this does not 

mean that planning permission must be refused. Material considerations can still 

outweigh conflict with a development plan even in the normal planning balance arena.  

 

8.94. The LPA have themselves very recently demonstrated this to be the case. In this 

respect, and in the same Committee Meeting where the appeal applications were 
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refused, the LPA resolved to grant outline approval for 280 dwellings on greenfield 

countryside land off Riversway, Lea. The OR is attached at Appendix 33 and this 

confirms that these proposals also conflicted with CS Policy 1 and PLP Policy EN1 and 

that despite ‘full weight’ being given to the conflict, and the presence of a 5YR housing 

supply, material consideration were considered sufficient to justify a departure from the 

development plan.  

 

8.95. In 2017 the LPA also approved the aforementioned residential development at Ingol 

Village Golf Course for 450 dwellings, despite having an alleged deliverable 5YR 

housing supply and there being a conflict with the Development Plan, in this case CS 

Policy 19 and PLP Policy EN5..  

 

8.96. The aforementioned Hamble-le-Rice appeal decision is a further example of 

permission being granted which is contrary to the adopted Development Plan where 

there was a 5YR year housing supply and the tilted balance was not engaged. This 

was decision was also upheld by the High Court. 

 

8.97. The aforementioned 2020 Nantwich SoS appeal decision is yet a further example of 

permission being granted for residential development in conflict with a relatively recent 

adopted development plan considered to be up-to-date, where the ‘titled balance’ was 

not engaged and there was a deliverable 5YR housing supply.  

 

8.98. With regards to the balancing exercise for the subject appeal proposals, the starting 

point is the Development Plan and it appears to be common ground that the appeal 

proposals are in accordance with the development plan other than the conflict with CS 

Policy 1 and PLP Policy EN1. These are the only two policies identified in the reasons 

for refusal. 

 

8.99. Even if these policies are not considered to be out of date for the purposes of 

Framework 11d, for reasons highlighted they are not fully consistent with the 

Framework and NPPG and the conflict with the wording of the policies is greater than 

the actual harm which would result from the conflict. This tempers the weight to be 

given with the policy conflict in the balancing exercise, when considering if material 

considerations justify a departure from the plan.  

 

8.100. There will be the loss of greenfield countryside land on the edge of the village but for 

reasons set out previously this is considered to only have limited to moderate harm.  
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8.101. Balanced against this is the fact that the appeal proposals comprise sustainable 

development under the terms of the Framework and would deliver a number of 

economic, social and environmental benefits. For reasons previously highlighted it is 

considered that: 

 

• significant weight should be given to the benefits of contributing to the delivery and 

choice of market housing in a sustainable manner. This is irrespective of whether 

there is a deliverable 5YR housing supply and has been supported by recent SoS 

decisions. This is particularly pertinent in Preston given the City Deal commitments 

and the factors raised in Chapter 7 of this Statement.  

 

• significant weight should be given to the benefits of delivering on-site affordable 

housing, which is supported by the aforementioned SoS appeal decision. 

 

• medium weight should be given to the economic benefits which would arise from 

a) the delivery of housing to help to address barriers to economic growth and 

helping support local rural services, and b) the direct stimulus to the local economy 

and indirect benefits to local enterprise requiring a local labour force during the 

construction period. The aforementioned SoS appeal decision gives medium 

weight to such benefits. 

 

• limited weight should be given to the net biodiversity enhancement. This is a 

benefit acknowledged in the OR. 

 

• limited weight should be given to benefits to the village of Goosnargh in terms of 

an enhanced bus service, the provision of open space and the provision of a car 

park to the Trinity Methodist Church, albeit the later only relates to Appeal B. 

 

8.102. All technical matters either raise no impact or the impact can be neutralised by 

conditions/obligations.  

 

8.103. In conclusion, it is considered that even in a normal balancing exercise, the limited 

harm from a technical conflict with Policy 1 and EN1 and the limited to moderate harm 

from the development of greenfield countryside land is outweighed by the significant 

social benefit from the contribution to delivering market and affordable housing in a 

sustainable location, the moderate economic benefits and the limited benefits in terms 

of biodiversity enhancement, bus service enhancement and other benefits to 
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Goosnargh. The balance of weight therefore falls in favour of the grant of permission 

as the material considerations justify a departure from the Development Plan.  This is 

irrespective of whether there is deemed to be a 5YR housing land supply and 

irrespective of whether the Framework paragraph 11d) ‘tilted balance’ is engaged. 
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