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/1  INTRODUCTION  
 
1.1. PWA Planning is retained by Community Gateway Association (‘the appellant’) to lodge 

an appeal against the refusal of planning application ref. 06/2019/0050 which sought  

permission for 45no. dwellings with access (all other matters reserved) at land to the 

north of Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Preston, PR3 2EA (‘the site’) by Preston City 

Council (‘the Council’).  

 

1.2. The application for outline planning permission was validated by the Council on 8th 

February 2019 and was accompanied by appropriate plans and supporting information. 

The application was subsequently refused on 7th February 2020.   

 

1.3. The application had two reasons for refusal, which are listed on the attached Decision 

Notice (Appendix B). These are listed in turn below: 

 
1. 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 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and Policy EN1 of the Preston 

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

 

2. The proposed development would fail to provide a good standard of amenity for 

future occupiers by virtue of the significant adverse effect of odour from the 
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nearby pig farm. The proposal would therefore not integrate effectively with the 

neighbouring business contrary to Policy 17 of the Central Lancashire Core 

Strategy and the aims of Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

 
1.4. This appeal statement, made under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990, has been prepared against the refusal. It should be read in conjunction with the 

other submitted documents and drawings that formed part of the original planning 

application. 
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/2 REQUEST FOR A HEARING 
 
2.1. It is requested by the Appellant that the Hearing Procedure is followed for this appeal 

under the Town and Country Planning (Hearings Procedure) (England) Rules 2000 

(Statutory Instrument 2000/1626), as amended by the Town and Country Planning 

(Hearing and Inquiries Procedures) (England) (Amendment) Rules 2009 (Statutory 

Instrument 2009/455) and by The Town and Country Planning (Hearings and Inquiries 

Procedure) (England) (Amendment) Rules 2013 Statutory Instrument 2013/2137. 

 

2.2. It is considered that the Hearing Procedure is the most appropriate form of appeal on 

this occasion, given the nature of the matters disputed between the Appellant and the 

Council. Specifically, the ability of the Council to demonstrate a sound supply of housing 

in the context of the recent Joint Memorandum of Understanding (JMOU) and the legal 

soundness of this adoption. As noted within subsequent paragraphs it is the Appellant’s 

position that the Council’s housing land supply should revert back to the position prior to 

the adoption of the JMOU, whereby they could not demonstrate a 5-year supply. 

Alternatively if the Council’s Development Plan is deemed out of date and they default to 

the Standard Methodology, this in turn would engage Paragraph 11 d ii) of the NPPF 

meaning the titled balance is triggered and development should only be refused when 

any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits. Secondly it is considered that the Council fundamentally mishandled the matter 

of Odour impacts in giving significant weight to potential future impacts, which if realised 

would constitute a statutory nuisance suggesting that pre-emptive enforcement actions 

should be taken.  

 

2.3. With regard to both the matter of Council’s housing supply position and the contested 

matters relating to odour, it is concluded that an inquiry would not be the appropriate 

given there is no disputed evidence of fact in either case. Equally given the extent of 

information and the depth of the topics in debate a written representations appeal would 

not provide a platform such issues warrant. Thus, it is the position of the Appellant that 

a round table discussion of matters at a hearing would be best for the exploration of the 

issues between parties. 
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/3 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
 

3.1. The application site is located off Halfpenny Lane, west of Longridge and has a total site 

area of 2.77 hectares. The site comprises of agricultural land and adjoins land to the 

south which benefits from extant consent for the erection of 11no. dwellings (ref. 

06/2017/1048). At present a post and wire fence together with a row of trees and shrubs 

separate the two land parcels. To the west of the site is a new residential development 

of 6 dwellings, situated around a fishing lake. The north and east boundaries of the site 

are bound by mature hedgerows and trees beyond which are further agricultural fields. 

 

3.2. The application subject to this appeal was initially recommended for approval (see 

appendix E), subject to completion of a s.106 agreement and was scheduled to be 

considered at Planning Committee on 08/08/2019. At that time the LPA considered it was 

unable to demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing, and hence considered it appropriate 

to approve the scheme in light of the requirements of the NPPF. The application was 

deferred at the Planning Committee on 08/08/2019 following further comments from the 

adjacent Belmont Farm. Belmont Farm are a pig farm located on adjoining land to the 

north, throughout the process the maintained objection to the proposals on the view that 

an increase in housing close to the farm would likely result in complaints against the farm 

due to odours associated with their operation. 

 

3.3. The site lies within a sustainable location for residential development, with a variety of 

local services and facilities easily accessible in Longridge, such as a bars/restaurants, 

primary and secondary schools, public houses, banks, hospitals, supermarkets and places 

of worship. The site is well connected by public transport, with various bus services 

accessible locally, a bus stop with frequent (approximately every 30 minutes) buses into 

Preston is located 430m to the south west of the site on Whittingham Road. This service 

provides regular and direct services to Longridge, whilst also offering services to 

surrounding settlements, Blackburn. The site location also allows for other sustainable 

methods of transport to be utilised; footpath 6-9-FP3 is located 175m from the site and 

provides an additional link to Inglewhite Road (the main street in the settlement), whilst 
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footpaths 6-9-FP3 & 6-9-FP4 are also located locally to the site. Additionally, the Northern 

Loop cycle route (cycle route 90), which encompasses a vast portion of central 

Lancashire, can be accessed 280m to the north east along Inglewhite Road. 

 

3.4. It is prudent to note at this point that the surrounding area is expected to experience 

significant residential expansion, with multiple planning permissions for dwellings along 

Halfpenny Lane and adjoining roads being granted in recent years. Moreover, a strategic 

housing site, Land North and South of Whittingham Road, Longridge (HS1.14) lies 

approximately 75m to the southeast of the site off Halfpenny lane, as identified within 

the Preston Local Plan 2012-26. This is in the process of being built out and includes a 

supermarket. 

 
3.5. The Proposed Development comprises the erection of 45no. dwellings on the site. The 

site would be accessed through the first phase of development (ref 06/2017/1048) from 

the site’s southern boundary directly off Halfpenny Lane. The internal road, through the 

first phase, will remain unaltered from that consented as part of previous application 

though will now extend into the application site. This will not require any reconfiguration 

of consented units.  

 

3.6. Within the application site the indicative site layout shows the internal road to be circular 

with dwellings located around the periphery as well as centrally. The road then links back 

up with the previous phase of development using the previously consent connection to 

Halfpenny Lane as the sole point of access and egress. The pedestrian entrance will be 

from the access point off Halfpenny Lane through the first phase into the proposed 

development 

 
3.7. The proposed landscaped area to the north will provide a managed open space on site, 

as well as a buffer to the agricultural fields to the north of the site. This area will also 

contain three ponds, to ensure the development complies with the conclusions of the 

submitted ecology report in making suitable provision for Great Crested Newts. 
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/4 RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY 
 
4.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning 

applications to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. 

 

4.2 The Development Plan for the Application Site comprises of the Central Lancashire Core 

Strategy (2012) and the Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (2015). Key policy documents that 

comprise ‘material considerations’ include the National Planning Policy Framework 

(2018), National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG), and any local supplementary planning 

guidance documents considered relevant to the proposal. 

 

4.3 Both Case Officer’s Reports (included in Appendix C and E) state the following policies 

are relevant to the application: 

 

Central Lancashire Core Strategy 

Policy 1: Locating Growth 

Policy 2: Infrastructure 

Policy 3: Travel 

Policy 4: Housing Delivery 

Policy 5: Housing Density 

Policy 6: Housing Quality 

Policy 7: Affordable Housing and Special Needs Housing 

Policy 14: Education 

Policy 16: Heritage Assets 

Policy 17: Design of New Buildings 

Policy 18: Green Infrastructure 

Policy 22: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

Policy 24: Sport and Recreation 

Policy 27: Sustainable Resources and New Developments 

Policy 29: Water Management 

Policy 30: Air Quality 
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Policy 31: Agricultural Land 

 

Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations & Development Management Policies) 

Policy HS3: Green Infrastructure in New Housing Developments 

Policy ST1: Parking Standards 

Policy ST2: General Transport Considerations 

Policy EN1: Development in the Open Countryside 

Policy EN3: Future Provision of Green Infrastructure 

Policy EN7: Land Quality 

Policy EN8: Development and Heritage Assets 

Policy EN9: Design of New Development 

Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation 

Policy EN11: Species Protection 

 

Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Local Plan 

Policy M2 – Mineral Safeguarding 

 

4.4 Within the Decision Notice, the Council refers to the following Development Plan policies 

within the reasons for refusal, the below policies are provided in Appendix D in full. 

 

Core Strategy Policy 1: Locating Growth  

4.5 This policy sets a hierarchy for development sites across the plan’s area. Part (b) of the 

policy details Longridge as a Key Service Centre where land within Central Lancashire 

may be required to support development within Ribble Valley. Part (f) of the policy relates 

to smaller villages, substantially built up frontages and Major Developed Sites. Within 

these areas the policy states that development will “typically be small scale and limited 

to appropriate infilling, conversion of buildings and proposals to meet local need”. This 

provision is cited in the Officer’s report to the application under paragraph 3.6 (Appendix 

C). 

 

4.6 Local Plan Policy EN1: Development in the Open Countryside  
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4.7 This policy is relevant to the proposals given the site lies within an area designated as 

‘Open Countryside’. The policy details that development in such areas 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.” 

 

4.8 For clarity HS4 and HS5 are not relevant policies on the basis the submitted scheme is 

neither a Rural Exception scheme or a proposal for rural workers dwellings. 

 

Core Strategy Policy 17: Design of New Buildings 

4.9 Policy 17 outlines that consideration will be given to a detailed list of criteria that includes 

siting, amenity impact, existing features and build quality. This policy states that the 

provision of landscaping is an integral part of development and also promotes the 

provision of public open space. 
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/5 CASE FOR THE APPELLANT 
 

Reasons for Refusal 

 

5.1  Two reasons for refusal were included on the decision notice: 

 

1. 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 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and Policy EN1 of the Preston 

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

 

2. The proposed development would fail to provide a good standard of amenity for 

future occupiers by virtue of the significant adverse effect of odour from the 

nearby pig farm. The proposal would therefore not integrate effectively with the 

neighbouring business contrary to Policy 17 of the Central Lancashire Core 

Strategy and the aims of Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

 

Case for the Appellant   

 

First Reason for Refusal – Principle of Development in the open countryside. 
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5.2 Prior to the application being refused, the proposal was previously put forward at 

committee on the 8th of August 2019 with a recommendation for approval (see appendix 

E) with the justification for this largely being based around the Council’s acknowledged 

lack of 5-year housing supply. The application was deferred by committee following 

further commentary from the adjoining pig farm known as Belmont Farm, whereby the 

adjoining they, who had objected to the proposal, announced attentions to significantly 

increase the scale of their operation. This in turn would render the model odour impacts 

in need of further review. When it returned to committee in February 2020 the Council’s 

position on its housing supply had changed, as had the Officer’s recommendation.  

 

5.3 Within the initial Officer’s report written in August the Council accept the proposal has 

partial compliance with Policy 1 of the Core Strategy by virtue of it being considered small 

scale. This concession was removed from the February report whereby, whilst the Council 

still recognised it as small scale did no longer accepted as a consequence the scheme 

was partially compliant with the policy.  

 
5.4 Notwithstanding this it is considered that the Council have assessed (under 3.6 of the 

officer report at Appendix C) the proposals against the wrong section of the policy. The 

Council have considered the proposal under part (f) of the policy which states as follows: 

 
“(f) In other places - smaller villages, substantially built up frontages and Major 

Developed Sites - 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.” 

 
5.5 However, section (b) of the policy states as follows: 

 

“Growth and investment will be concentrated in: 

… 

(b) The Key Service Centres of: 

i. Leyland / Farington, focussing on regeneration of Leyland Town Centre* and  

brownfield sites. 
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ii. Chorley Town, focussing on the regeneration of the Town Centre* but with some 

greenfield development. 

iii. Longridge, where land within Central Lancashire may be required to 

support the development of this Key Service Centre in Ribble Valley.” 

 

5.6 The site sits on the periphery of the settlement of Longridge, one of three principal 

settlements within the Ribble Valley. It has a clear and direct relationship with the 

settlement and sits opposite existing properties which are only excluded from the formal 

settlement boundary by virtue of the authority boundaries and the fact the Preston City 

Council offer no defined settlement boundary for Longridge. The development of new 

market and affordable homes would have clear and established economic benefits to 

Longridge which permit it in aiding the continued development and vitality of the town 

and in turn be viewed positively in the context of the above policy excerpt. The site is 

therefore ‘land within Central Lancashire’ which supports the development of Longridge 

as a Key Service Centre in Ribble Valley as per (b) of Policy 1 of the Core Strategy. 

 

5.7 The appellant has also accepted there to be conflict with Policy EN1 but in the context of 

the above and the material benefits associated with the scheme it is considered on 

balance the proposal should be viewed favourably. A copy of the Officer’s report is 

included in Appendix C. 

 

5.8 It remains the position of the appellant that the change in position by the Council in 

relation to its housing supply was unlawful. This is a position that is shared by numerous 

applicants and developers and as a result there is currently a live legal challenge against 

the Council regarding this matter. This is discussed further below. 

 
5.9 The Central Lancashire Core Strategy contains Policy 4 - Housing Delivery which provides 

and manages the delivery of new housing by setting and applying minimum 

requirements. The Core Strategy was adopted in July of 2012 and as such is notably 

dated. In response to this the three CLA1 authorities had entered into a previous Joint 

 
1 Preston CC, South Ribble Council, and Chorley Council 
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Memorandum of Understanding (JMOU) and Statement of Co-operation relating to the 

Provision of Housing on 3rd October 2017 within which at section 5.10 the following is 

recorded: - 

 
“ The Councils agree for the following reasons both (a) that 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 (b) that the 

current Joint Core Strategy requirement figures – which exceed 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.” 

 

5.10 A copy of the MOU is included within Appendix F. 

 

5.11 It therefore stands to reason that at the time of entering into the 2017 JMOU the Council 

considered the relevant policies, including Policy 4, to continue to be applicable. As a 

consequence, since 2017 the Council have continued with the application of Policy 4 in 

terms of both the identical housing requirement and the distribution of housing for each 

of the three local planning authority areas. 

 
5.12 In 2019 the Central Lancashire Authorities commissioned consultant’s Iceni to prepare a 

housing study in the context of early work in preparation of the Review of the Central 

Lancashire Local Plan. One element of Iceni’s remit was to: 

 
“Advise on the scale of housing need and interim distribution of housing across Central 

Lancashire to inform a revised Memorandum of Understanding;” 

 

5.13 The study sets out the local housing need figure under the standard methodology, which 

across the Central Lancashire Authorities would be as follows: 

 

• Preston – 241 dwellings per annum  

• South Ribble – 206 dwellings per annum  

• Chorley – 579 dwellings per annum (1026 in total) 
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5.14 The report then considers a range of factors for applying or disapplying the standard 

methodology to the 1026 dpa in terms of the distribution of that figure. All of those 

matters are plainly matters informing policy including the potential release of land from 

the Green Belt. The Iceni report concludes that a revised distribution of housing is 

preferable and suggests the following: 

 

• 40% for Preston,  

• 32.5% for South Ribble 

• 32.5 % for Chorley 

 

5.15 The report acknowledges that the conclusions will be used to inform an updated Joint 

Memorandum of Understanding intended to provide an interim basis for agreeing how 

the HMA’s housing needs might be distributed. A copy of the Iceni Report is included 

within Appendix G. 

 

5.16 It is also relevant to note there are two relevant appeal decisions within the local planning 

authority of South Ribble Borough Council, which address matters regarding housing 

requirements and distribution within the central Lancashire area, these are detailed 

below: 

 

5.17 Appeal F2360/W/18/3198822 concerning land off Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge, 

Preston2, PR5 8YP is a decision dated 31st August 2018 in which the Inspector provided 

reasons at (paragraphs 40-47) for finding that the titled balance applied - albeit under 

the NPPF 2018. Within paragraph 43 of the decision the Inspector states: 

 
“It is not for an Inspector on a Section 78 appeal to seek to carry out some sort of local 

plan process as part of determining the appeal, so as to arrive at a constrained housing 

requirement figure, as it is an elaborate process involving many parties who are not 

present at or involved in the Section 78 appeal “ 

 
2 Within South Ribble Borough Council’s administrative area. 
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5.18 Appeal F2360/W/19/3234070 concerning land to the South of Chain House Lane, 

Whitestake, Preston3 is a decision dated 13th December 2019 in which a different 

Inspector found the Core Strategy Policy figure for South Ribble “out-of-date” on several 

counts (paragraph 37) –  

- That the standard method of calculating local housing need should be used for 

the purposes of the appeal (paragraph 39); 

- That the reasoning and approach of the Preston to use of the Policy 4 

requirements was specific to the Preston (and Chorley) Councils and does not 

necessarily directly apply to the South Ribble situation (paragraph 25); 

- The Inspector considers the emergence of the JMOU instead of the previous 2017 

MOU including the use of the standard method as to be redistributed by the CLA 

authorities (paragraphs 28-39); and 

- Having found the policy out-of-date the inspector also finds that the titled balance 

does not apply (paragraph 49) having used the higher “redistributed local housing 

need (2019 MOU)” as the top end of a range (paragraph 47), having earlier stated 

“I do not attempt to establish what the final yearly requirement figure for South 

Ribble should be ( 216 or 334 or some other figure)…” (Section 39). 

 

5.19 Preston City Council have relied heavily upon the latter appeal in determination of 

planning applications, including the one subject to the appeal and also in justifying 

defaulting to the standard methodology.  

 

5.20 Equally it has been used in informing the new JMOU which was consulted on in late 2019 

and sought to implement the housing distribution detailed in the Iceni report. It should 

be noted that the Chain House Lane appeal decision has been challenged under section 

288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. The challenge was not contested by 

the Secretary of State who submitted to the quashing of that Decision. However South 

Ribble Borough Council has maintained a defence to that challenge and judgement is due 

 
3 Within South Ribble Borough Council’s administrative area. 
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imminently. A copy of both of the abovementioned appeal decisions is included within 

Appendix H. When the judgement is handed down on the Chain House Lane statutory 

challenge it will be provided to the Council and Planning Inspectorate forthwith. 

 
5.21 The new JMOU was presented to the Preston City Council Leader on the 17th April 2020, 

who made the decision to adopt the document. Following this a legal challenge was 

mounted by Gerald Gornall (a landowner within Preston’s administrative area) against 

Preston City Council’s adoption of the JMOU on five grounds which are noted below: 

 
Ground 1 

5.22 In arriving at the decision to adopt the JMOU Preston City Council has misinterpreted and 

misunderstood national planning policy in relation to the use of the “standard method” 

for the calculation of five year land supply of specific deliverable sites pursuant to 

paragraph 73 of the NPPF together with footnote 37 and in reference to national planning 

guidance by:- 

a) erroneously having regard to as a material consideration redistribution of the 

housing requirement within the individual local authority areas of Central 

Lancashire other than as provided for under the standard methodology. 

b) failed to approach distribution on one of two permissible bases either as (i) an 

application of Policy 4 CLACS (and section 11d NPPF triggers the tilted balance) 

or use of the standard methodology. 

 

Ground 2 

5.23 In reaching the decision to redistribute the aggregated figure for the three authorities 

under the standard method Preston City Council had regard to an immaterial 

consideration namely erroneous advice in the March Iceni report which incorrectly claims 

consistency with national guidance. 

 

Ground 3 

5.24 Preston City Council has adopted the JMOU which is a document the true characterisation 

of which is a development plan document (local development document and local plan 

within regulation 5(1)(a) (i) and/or (iv) and 6 of the Town and Country Planning 
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Regulations 2012/767). In resolving the distribution of housing development between 

the authorities should be other than under Policy 4 CLACS or under standard 

methodology for the purposes of decision taking the Council has unlawfully bypassed the 

legal requirements of the creation of development plan policy in a development plan 

document - including (a) sustainability appraisal under the Strategic Environmental 

Directive (EU Directive 2001/42/EC ) and (b) examination by an independent inspector. 

 

Ground 4 

5.25 In reaching the decision Preston City Council has had regard to the Chain House Lane 

decision letter which has itself been reached unlawfully as accepted by the Secretary of 

State and is either not a material consideration or contains illogical reasoning which 

means that as a matter of law it ought to have been disregarded by Preston City Council. 

 

Ground 5 

5.26 The Decision reached by Preston City Council on 17th April 2020 was “ultra-vires” in that 

a decision identified by the Constitution of the Council to be taken by Full Council was in 

fact taken by the Leader alone as an Executive decision. 

 

5.27 The Claimant’s Summary Statement of Facts and Grounds is key reading in the context 

of the proceeding paragraphs and as such the Inspector is invited to have regard to said 

document which is included within Appendix I. 

 
5.28 Following on from the submission of the above challenge, Preston City Council submitted 

their Grounds of Resistance on the 18th of June 2020. In considering this response and 

the final reply of the Claimant the judge, Mr. Justice Lewis, stated on the 9th of July that 

“The grounds are arguable and require investigation at a hearing, with evidence and full 

argument. Permission is therefore granted”. 

 
5.29 The Appellant, who is an interested party in the aforementioned legal challenge, 

maintains that the Council have acted unlawfully. Should the challenge prove successful 

then the outcome is likely one of the following scenarios: 
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1. The 2019 JMOU is dismissed as unlawful and the Council will revert to application of 

the existing development plan as per the 2017 JMOU on the basis that 2017 JMOU 

could be considered to represent a review of strategic polices in line with footnote 37 

of the NPPF. As a result, the Council default back to their position prior to the adoption 

of the recent JMOU whereby the Council had a significant backlog and could not 

demonstrate a sound supply of housing. Hence Paragraph 11 d ii) of the NPPF is 

engaged and applications should only be refused any adverse impacts of doing so 

would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against 

the policies in this Framework taken as a whole. 

 

2. The 2019 JMOU is dismissed as unlawful, the existing strategic housing polices are 

more than five years old and the Council subsequently revert to the Standard 

Methodology. Whilst this gives the Council a 5-year supply of housing, it remains the 

position of the Appellant that by defaulting to the standard methodology the strategic 

housing policies can be considered out of date and thus Paragraph 11 d ii) would be 

engaged and as such applications should only be refused whereby any adverse 

impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, 

when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole. 

 
5.30 In this context it is important to acknowledge that the Council have previously considered 

the application within the parameters of Paragraph 11 d ii) when initially progressing the 

application to committee in August 2019. In this instance the recommendation was a 

positive one. This infers that if the 2019 JMOU is deemed to be unlawful then in either 

scenario detailed above the Council would likely have viewed the proposal favourably. If 

the Council takes a different position at appeal it will be an unjustified volte face from 

the pre-2019 JMOU approach. It is acknowledged the Odour concerns would still exist 

however this is addressed in the subsequent paragraphs.  

 

Second Reason for Refusal – Odour Impacts 

 

5.31 Following an initial period of consultation during the application process, a number of 

responses were received, some of which resulted in the need for additional and amended 
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supporting information to be supplied. Of particular relevance was the response from the 

Council’s Environmental Health Officer (‘EHO’) who requested a noise and odour 

assessment. The consultee comment is included within Appendix J. 

 

5.32 Additional information was supplied to address the initial consultation responses, 

including noise and odour assessments, as well as additional information related to site 

access and a revised indicative site layout, which reduced the overall number of dwellings 

indicated from 50 to 45. The initial odour assessment is included within Appendix K. 

 
5.33 As noted previously the application was initially recommended for approval, subject to 

completion of a s.106 agreement and was scheduled to be considered at Planning 

Committee on 08/08/2019. At that time the LPA considered it was unable to demonstrate 

a 5-year supply of housing, and hence considered it appropriate to approve the scheme 

in light of the requirements of NPPF. As a result of strong lobbying from the neighbouring 

farm (pig farm) officers were persuaded of the need to further consider the impacts of 

the odours from the future farming operations on the proposed development and the 

recommendation was amended to one of deferral to allow further consideration of this 

matter. The application was deferred at the Planning Committee on 08/08/2019. A copy 

of the Committee report and the late items addendum is included within Appendix E. 

 
5.34 Following the deferral, PWA Planning met with officers as well as the operators of the 

neighbouring farm in an effort to agree the baseline for the odour assessment. This 

position was agreed, albeit with concerns raised that the levels being indicated by the 

farmers were likely to give rise to significant local impact and were contrary to assurances 

previously provided by the farmers as part of expansion and rationalisation plans for the 

farm. As part of application 06/2016/0022 Belmont Farm committed to moving the 

existing pigs arcs to location further away from existing properties due to public 

objections regard odour, equally as part of the is application, which approved on 

12/01/2016, the Farm state they hope to have 750 pigs on the site by 2016, an amount 

notably less than the 4750 pigs the Appellant was asked to account for as part of the 

odour modelling. A copy of the Officer’s Report associated with this application is included 

within Appendix O. 
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5.35 Following protracted dialogue with the EHO and the farmers to refine the assumptions, 

an updated odour assessment was submitted by the applicants in October 2019. It was 

clear from the report that the key issue was the keeping of pigs outdoors in any 

considerable numbers. Although keeping of pigs outdoors had mostly ceased, so that the 

farmers could avoid conflict with existing neighbours, the farmers were keen to argue 

that they could (in theory) keep up to 750 pigs outdoors. At the levels indicated by the 

farmers, this would render large parts of the appeal site subject to unacceptable odour 

impacts. However, this would also impact significantly on more than 50 existing dwellings 

locally, as well as housing sites recently approved by the Council. The case was made on 

behalf of the applicants that, as the level of pigs indoors was shown not to be an issue 

which would preclude development of the appeal site, there was no need to restrict the 

existing and future indoor pig farming operations. However, it was argued that the 

outdoor pigs needed to be limited to allow an acceptable environment, particularly for 

existing residents and those on permitted but as yet unbuilt housing sites, which in turn 

would benefit the application site. It was suggested that the Council needed to consider 

a prospective abatement notice to bring the pig farm under some level of control. 

 

5.36 A copy of the updated (version 2) of the odour assessment is included within Appendix 

L. 

 
5.37 In an effort to make progress, PCC suggested that Agricultural Development and Advisory 

Service (ADAS) be commissioned (at the cost of the applicant) to provide advice to the 

Council on the odour issues and a review of the submitted assessment undertaken by 

Miller Goodall. This was eventually agreed and the ADAS assessment was received in 

early January 2020. Following this Miller Goodall, the Appellant’s odour impact assessors, 

provided further responses to the ADAS critique of their assessment and a final odour 

assessment (version 3) was provided in late January 2020. The ADAS comments and the 

final copy (version 3) of the Miller Goodall odour assessment report are included within 

Appendix M and N respectfully. 
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5.38 Following the application being deferred, the Council, as noted in previous sections, 

concluded that it was now able to demonstrate a 5 year housing supply, based on 

updated requirement figures which reflected conclusions reached by an Inspector dealing 

with an appeal in South Ribble (Chain House Lane, Whitestake - 

APP/F2360/W/19/3234070). This change fundamentally altered officer’s views on the 

acceptability of the proposed development, irrespective of the odour issue.   

 
5.39 Following the Council reaching a conclusion on the issue of odour, the application was 

reported to Planning Committee on 06/02/2020 with a changed recommendation for 

refusal. The updated officer report to Committee and late items addendum are included 

within Appendix C. 

 
5.40 It is worth noting that when first asked to model odour impacts, the appellant provided 

the information based on there being 1900 pigs on site, a notable increase on the current 

level which is approximately 400-500 pigs. Over the course of time we have had to 

undertake a number of further revisions as the farm’s expansion intentions changed. The 

result of which is a final model for 4000 housed pigs and a further 750 outdoor pigs. The 

point was made, on a number of occasions, that rather than viewing the potential 

expansion of Belmont Farm as a justification to resist the proposal, the Council should 

give greater weight to the impacts of said potential expansion on existing properties. This 

point was not addresses satisfactorily, with the Council detailing that the powers under 

the Environmental Protection Act 1990 sit outside of the planning system and hence 

cannot be called upon (or form part of a ‘Grampian’ type condition) in the planning 

process. 

 
5.41 The appellant has since taken advice from Leading Counsel (Mr. Paul G Tucker QC of 

Kings Chambers) on the matter. The advice given is detailed below: 

 
“Interface between Planning and the Law of Nuisance 

The general rule is that the grant of planning permission does not override private law 

rights. Thus in Wheeler v JJ Saunders Ltd [1995] 3 W.L.R. 466, the Court of Appeal held 

that the fact that the defendant had planning permission to operate a pig farm did not 
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constitute a defence to a claim in nuisance. Staughton LJ in giving the lead judgment 

observed: 

 

“Parliament is sovereign and can abolish or limit the civil rights of individuals. …, Parliament cannot be 

irrational just as the sovereign can do no wrong. The planning authority on the other hand has only the 

powers delegated to it by Parliament. It is not in my view self-evident that they include the power to abolish 

or limit civil rights in any or all circumstances. The process by which planning permission is obtained allows 

for objections by those who might be adversely affected, but they have no right of appeal if their objections 

are overruled. … 

 

One can readily appreciate that planning permission will, quite frequently, have unpleasant consequences 

for some people. The man with a view over open fields from his window may well be displeased if a housing 

estate is authorised by the planners and built in front of his house; the character of the neighbourhood is 

changed. But there may be nothing which would qualify as a nuisance and no infringement of his civil rights. 

What if the development does inevitably create what would otherwise be a nuisance? Instead of a housing 

estate the planners may authorise a factory which would emit noise and smoke to the detriment of 

neighbouring residents. Does that come within the first proposition of Cumming-Bruce L.J.[in Allen v. Gulf 

Oil Refining Ltd. [1980] Q.B. 156], that a planning authority has no jurisdiction to authorise a nuisance? Or 

is it within the second, that the authority may change the character of a neighbourhood?  

 

The problem arose directly in Gillingham Borough Council v. Medway (Chatham) Dock Co. Ltd. [1993] Q.B. 

343 . There planning permission had been granted for the development as a commercial port of part of the 

Bulmer Road dockyard in Chatham. This had the result that heavy goods vehicles in large numbers used 

roads in the neighbourhood for 24 hours a day, much to the harm of local residents. This was said to be an 

actionable public nuisance. Buckley J. held that it was authorised by the grant of planning permission and so 

was not actionable. His reasoning closely followed the dictum of Cumming-Bruce L.J. which I have quoted. 

He said, at p. 359: 

 

"It has been said, no doubt correctly, that planning permission is not a licence to commit nuisance and that 

a planning authority has no jurisdiction to authorise nuisance. However, a planning authority can, through 

its development plans and decisions, alter the character of a neighbourhood."” 

 

Thus, because the grant of permission for a pig farm plainly did not alter the character 

of an area in the same way that consenting a huge development at Chatham Docks would 

it was held that the grant of permission was not a defence to an action in nuisance.  
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In the more recent case of Coventry (t/a RDC Promotions) v Lawrence [2012] 1 W.L.R. 

2127, the Court of Appeal (Jackson LJ, with whom Mummery and Lewison LJJ agreed) 

endorsed the correctness of both the Wheeler and the Chatham decisions, holding that 

there was no inconsistency between them. The court summarised (at para.65) the law 

as follows: 

(i) A planning authority by the grant of planning permission cannot authorise the 

commission of a nuisance. 

(ii) Nevertheless the grant of planning permission followed by the implementation of 

such permission may change the character of a locality. 

(iii) It is a question of fact in every case whether the grant of planning permission 

followed by steps to implement such permission do have the effect of changing 

the character of the locality. 

(iv) If the character of a locality is changed as a consequence of planning permission 

having been granted and implemented then: 

a. the question whether particular activities in that locality constitute a 

nuisance must be decided against the background of its changed 

character; 

b. one consequence may be that otherwise offensive activities in that locality 

cease to constitute nuisance. 

 

The actual decision in the Coventry case was reversed on appeal to the Supreme Court 

[2014] A.C. 822, based upon whether it was possible to obtain by prescription a right to 

commit what would otherwise be a nuisance by noise. However the above principles were 

left unaltered and the Supreme Court added that it was no defence for a defendant to 

argue that the claimant came to the nuisance (at [58]); and that the fact that the activity 

giving rise to the nuisance had the benefit of a planning permission would normally be 

of no assistance to the defendant in a claim brought by a neighbour. Indeed, it was 

wrong in principle that, a planning authority should be able to deprive a property-owner 

of a right to object to what would otherwise be a nuisance, through the grant of a 

planning permission, without providing him with compensation, when there was no 

provision in the planning legislation which suggested this (at [90]–[94]).  
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Presumptions About Other Regimes of Control 

Where there is clearly an overlap between the system of planning regulation and other 

regimes of regulatory control, local planning authorities and the Secretary of State are 

entitled to have regard to the need to protect the environment as a material 

consideration, but should work on the assumption that other regimes of control will 

operate properly. Thus, in Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council v Secretary of State 

for the Environment [1995] J.P.L. 432 the Court of Appeal dismissed an appeal by a local 

planning authority against a decision by the Secretary of State, against the inspector’s 

recommendation, to grant outline planning permission for a clinical waste incinerator, 

taken on the basis that the Inspectorate of Pollution, in granting pollution control 

authorisation under the terms of the Environmental Protection Act 1990, would determine 

emission limits. The court held that the issues of emissions, pollution and acceptable 

limits were all matters within the competence of the Inspectorate, and that the Secretary 

of State was therefore justified in concluding that the areas of concern expressed by the 

inspector could properly be decided by the Inspectorate. The court stressed, however, 

that the judgment should not be regarded as giving carte blanche for applicants for 

planning permission to ignore the pollution implications of their proposed development. 

  

In Hopkins Developments Ltd v First Secretary of State [2007] Env. L.R. 14 (George 

Bartlett Q.C., sitting as a Deputy High Court Judge), noted that whilst the impact of air 

emissions from a proposed development was capable of being a material consideration, 

when considering that issue the local planning authority was entitled to take into account 

the pollution control regime. It therefore followed that, in appropriate cases, planning 

authorities could leave pollution control to pollution control authorities, but they were not 

obliged as a matter of law to do so. In the present case, concerning an appeal against 

refusal of planning permission for the development of a site as a concrete plant due to 

the impact of dust, the inspector could assume and had assumed that there were 

mitigation measures in place that would be applied under the pollution control regime. 

He did what the relevant planning guidance stated he should do, namely focus on 

whether the development itself was an acceptable use of the land and the impacts that 
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it would have, rather than on control of the processes or emissions of the development. 

In those circumstances, the inspector’s decision dismissing the developer’s appeal was 

lawful. 

 

The Presumption of Regularity 

It is a fundamental principle of the system of administrative law that administrative acts 

are presumed to have been lawfully undertaken unless and until they are quashed by the 

Courts. This is known as the presumption of regularity:   

 

'it is clear, on the highest authority, that this principle [the presumption of regularity] 

applies to all administrative acts, including the internal resolution of local authorities, and 

there is no justification, either in principle or on the basis of the jurisprudence, for 

distinguishing those kinds of decision'.  

 

per Dove J at 48 in The Queen on the Application of Archway Sheet Metal Works Josif 

Family Trustees v Secretary of State for Communities & Local Government, London 

Borough Haringey, Tottenham Hotspur Ltd [2015] EWHC 794 (Admin).  

 

……. 

 

Discussion - The Correct Baseline 

I have set out the law in the area of the interface between planning control and the law 

of nuisance in some detail above. What is clear in my view is that the grant of permission 

for the agricultural operations which have led to pig farming at a level which has given 

rise to local complaints, comes nowhere close to the second category of cases set out in 

the Allen v Gulf Oil case, and so as to be comparable to the Chatham Docks case. That 

is to say that the grant of permission for more efficient pig farming is not of such a scale 

that it has fundamentally altered the character of the area. Indeed the character of the 

area remains a comparatively modest settlement set in an extensive rural area. It is all 

but unarguable to contend therefore that these circumstances fall other than in the first 
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category of cases – ie that these circumstances are directly analogous to the Wheeler 

case (supra).  

 

Thus there is no proper basis to displace the general rule that the grant of planning 

permission to the adjacent pig farmers does not authorise them to act in a way which 

creates a nuisance.  

 

It follows that the correct baseline for assessing what the environment will be for local 

residents is not that of a pig farm committing a nuisance within a short distance of the 

new homes, but to assume that other regulatory regimes will operate properly and that 

the pig farm will operate lawfully. Thus, the approach that appears to have been 

advanced by the farm operators that the baseline should be the realistic maximum that 

they could use the farm for the outdoor rearing of pigs without breaching the conditions 

of the planning permission, is in error, and instead the baseline should be the extent of 

outdoor pig rearing which could take place without giving rise to a statutory nuisance to 

existing or consented homes. 

 

Given that the development of the Site would be no worse in its relationship to the pig 

farm than the existing homes, then it follows that this reason for refusal is not 

sustainable.” 

 
5.42 The above is fairly conclusive in outlining that the Council failed to correctly consider the 

implications of the farm’s expansion. Furthermore, to our knowledge following the refusal 

of planning permission no further developments have occurred at the Pig Farm which 

would suggest the potential expansion is not any closer to being realised. Consequently, 

this second reason for refusal should never have been included on the decision notice.  

 

5.43 The landowner, Mr. Barry Casement, is currently in the process of mounting a case, 

separate to this appeal, for Belmont Farm to be served with a pre-emptive abatement 

notice. This is in the early stages, however legal representation have been elected, with 

a formal request for enforcement action to be taken to be expected shortly. 
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/6 CONCLUSION  
 

6.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning 

applications to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. 

 

6.2 Although the site is located in the open countryside, it should be viewed in the context 

of the settlement of Longridge given it has an obvious and fundamental relationship with 

the town. Policy 1 (b) permits for such development to be viewed favourably and this 

was not given due weight by the Council. Indeed, the Council applied the wrong provision 

of Policy 1 by relying upon (f) in the officer report recommending refusal. Moreover, it is 

asserted the in concluding to adopt the recent JMOU the Council have acted unlawfully 

and as a consequence their current 5-year housing supply position is not a true reflexion 

of the current circumstances within Preston.  On this basis it is considered, either by 

virtue of the life of the plan being extended by its continued application by the Central 

Lancashire Authorities or through it being adjudged as out of date, that Paragraph 11 d 

ii) is engaged and the proposal should only be refused when any adverse impacts of 

doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 

 
6.3 With regard to the second reason for refusal it is been demonstrated that the council 

were both wrong to have such significant regard for impacts that may or may not come 

to fruition and also to dismiss the suggestion of pursuing pre-emptive enforcement 

action. The proposed development could clearly have been established prior to any 

implemented expansion of the pig farm, consequently the Council should have assessed 

matters on the situation pertaining at the time and not with regard to a potential 

expansion. 

 
6.4 Both the challenge to the JMOU and the abatement notice (regarding odour impacts) are 

being pursued in isolation through appropriate channels. Notwithstanding this there 

remains sufficient evidence to address these matters as part of a S78 appeal, especially 

considering neither matter will be concluded prior to the expiry of window of appeal. The 
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appellants undertake to inform the Planning Inspectorate of any developments in these 

matters. 
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APPENDIX A – Location Plan 
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APPEAL STATEMENT 

LAND NORTH OF OLD RIB FARM 

 

APPENDIX B – Decision Notice for Planning Application Ref: 06/2019/0050, dated 7th 

February 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

C M Hayward 

Director of Development 

Development Directorate 
Preston City Council 
Town Hall 
Lancaster Road 
Preston 
PR1 2RL 

- 1 - 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
 
REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION 
 
Application no: 06/2019/0050 
 
 

 
Agent: 
 

  
Applicant: 

Joshua Hellawell, 
PWA Planning 
2 Lockside Office Park 
Lockside Road 
Preston 
PR2 2YS 

 Community Gateway Association 
C/O Agent 

 
Decision date: 07-Feb-2020 

  
Valid date: 08-Feb-2019 

 
Development proposed: 
 
Outline planning application seeking approval for access from Halfpenny Lane for 
45no. dwellings (all other matters reserved) 
 
at: 
 
Land to the North of Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Preston, PR3 2EA 
 
Preston City Council hereby give notice that PERMISSION HAS BEEN REFUSED for the 
carrying out of the above development for the following reasons: 
 

1. 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 1 of the 
Central Lancashire Core Strategy and Policy EN1 of the Preston Local Plan 2012-
26 (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies). 

2. The proposed development would fail to provide a good standard of amenity for 
future occupiers by virtue of the significant adverse effect of odour from the nearby 
pig farm. The proposal would therefore not integrate effectively with the 
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neighbouring business contrary to Policy 17 of the Central Lancashire Core 
Strategy and the aims of Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
INFORMATIVE: 
 
Compliance with paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy Framework  
The Local Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining this 
application, in accordance with paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy Framework, 
by assessing the proposal against relevant planning policies and all material 
considerations, identifying matters of concern with the proposal and discussing those with 
the applicant. However, the issues identified are considered to be so fundamental that it 
has not been possible to negotiate a satisfactory way forward and due to the harm which 
has been clearly identified within the reason(s) for the refusal, approval has not been 
possible. 
 
You are advised that as of 30th September 2013, the Central Lancashire Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging Schedule came into effect. Whilst the above application 
has been refused by the Local Planning Authority you are advised that CIL applies to all 
planning permissions granted on or after this date. Thus any successful appeal against 
this decision may therefore be subject to CIL (depending on the location and type of 
development proposed). Full details are available on the Council's website 
www.preston.gov.uk/CIL 
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APPEAL PROCEDURE FOR PUBLIC INQUIRES 

Appellants seeking an inquiry are asked to give the Planning Inspectorate and Local 
Planning Authority at least 10 days’ notice that they intend to submit an inquiry appeal.  

Appellants should send an email to the Local Planning Authority’s email 
devcon@preston.gov.uk and also to the Planning Inspectorate’s email 
inquiryappeals@planninginspectorate.gov.uk at least 10 working days before 
submitting a planning appeal they wish to follow the inquiry procedure. 

In the notification, appellants should include: 

 Appellant name 
 The Local Planning Authority that the appeal will be against 
 Reason for appeal 
 Site address 
 Description of development 
 Planning application number 
 Likely submission date of appeal 
 Proposed duration of inquiry in days 

A template can be found at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/notification-of-intention-to-submit-an-
appeal 

For clarity, this only applies to planning appeals that follow the inquiry procedure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:devcon@preston.gov.uk
mailto:inquiryappeals@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/notification-of-intention-to-submit-an-appeal
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/notification-of-intention-to-submit-an-appeal
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NOTE: 
 
Appeals to The Secretary Of State 
 
Planning Applications 
You have the right to appeal against the Local Planning Authority’s refusal of planning permission 
or grant of permission subject to conditions.  You may appeal to the Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990.  For further information on how to make an appeal please visit the Planning Portal website 
www.planningportal.co.uk 
 
If you want to appeal, then you must do so within six months of the date of the enclosed 
notice.  Please note, only the applicant possesses the right to appeal. 
 
If your application is for a minor commercial development (shop front), you must appeal 
within 12 weeks. 
 
If your application is for a householder development, you must appeal within 12 weeks. 
 
The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to him that the local planning 
authority could not have granted planning permission for the proposed development or could not 
have granted it without the conditions which it imposed. 
 
The Secretary of State has the power to allow a longer period for the giving of a notice of appeal 
but he will not normally be prepared to exercise this power unless there are special circumstances 
which excuse the delay in giving notice of appeal. 
 
In practice, the Secretary of State does not refuse to consider appeals solely because the local 
planning authority based its decision on a direction by him. 
 
Purchase Notices 
 
Planning Applications  
If either the local planning authority or the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government refuses permission to develop land or grants it subject to conditions, the owner may 
claim that he can neither put the land to a reasonably beneficial use in its existing state nor can he 
render the land capable of reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which 
has been or would be permitted. 
 
In these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the City Council.  This notice 
will require the Council to purchase his interest in the land in accordance with the provisions of Part 
VI of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
 

http://www.planningportal.co.uk/


APPEAL STATEMENT 

LAND NORTH OF OLD RIB FARM 

 

APPENDIX C – Officer’s Report for Planning Application Ref: 06/2019/0050, dated 6th 
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Reporting to Planning Committee 
Meeting to be held on:  6th February 2020 
 

Electoral Ward Affected  
Preston Rural East 
 

 
Report submitted by: Director of Development 
 
 
Application Number: 06/2019/0050 
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Summary 
 

1.1 Land to the North of Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Preston, PR3 2EA 
 

 Outline planning application seeking approval for access from Halfpenny Lane for 45no. 
dwellings (all other matters reserved) 
 

 Applicant Community Gateway Association 
 

 Agent PWA Planning 
 

 Case Officer Ben Sandover 
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Decision recommended 
 

 Refusal 
 
 
 

2.1 Reasons for refusal 
 

 1. 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 1 of the 
Central Lancashire Core Strategy and Policy EN1 of the Preston Local Plan 2012-26 
(Site Allocations and Development Management Policies). 

 
 

 



2. The proposed development would fail to provide a good standard of amenity for 
future occupiers by virtue of the significant adverse effect of odour from the nearby 
pig farm. The proposal would therefore not integrate effectively with the 
neighbouring business contrary to Policy 17 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy 
and the aims of Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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Information 
 
This application was deferred at the Planning Committee meeting on 8th August 2019, to 
allow for the consideration of representations received regarding the submitted odour 
assessment and for further discussions with the applicant. The applicant has since 
provided a further, updated odour assessment, based upon the representations received 
and discussions that have taken place. The updated odour assessment has been reviewed 
by the Council’s agricultural advisors.  
 
Prior to the Planning Committee resolving to defer the application, officers had 
recommended the application for approval because the Council could not demonstrate a 
five year supply of deliverable housing land. In such circumstances the National Planning 
Policy 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 
requires the titled balance, set out in paragraph 11d, to apply to the consideration of those 
applications. In this case the policies most important for determining the planning 
application, namely Core Strategy Policies 1 and 4 and Local Plan Policy EN1, were 
considered to be out of date (carrying little weight). 
 
On 13 December 2019 the Planning Inspectorate issued its decision in relation to an 
outline planning application for up to 100no. dwellings at ‘Land to the South of Chain House 
Lane, Whitestake, Preston’ (Appeal Ref: APP/F2360/W/19/3234070) within the 
administrative area of South Ribble. The Inspector dismissed the appeal, and, in doing so, 
undertook a comprehensive analysis of the housing land supply position in South Ribble. 
Given the nature of the joint strategic plan-making arrangement within Central Lancashire, 
the Inspector undertook this analysis mindful of the fact that the conclusions drawn ‘may 
have consequences for decision making by neighbouring authorities’ - Preston being one of 
them.  
 
At paragraph 37 of the decision the Inspector indicates “having regard to paragraphs 33, 73 
(and footnote 37) and 212-213 of the Framework, as well as paragraph 062 (Reference ID: 
61-062-20190315) of Planning Practice Guidance, the housing requirement contained 
within Core Strategy Policy 4 is out of date on several counts, as follows; 

i. The policy is over five years old. 
ii. The 2017 Memorandum of Understanding (and the Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment leading up to it) did not properly constitute a review of Policy 4. 
iii. The significant change resulting from the introduction of the standard method in the 

2018 Framework. 
 
 
 



The Inspector goes on to conclude, at paragraph 37 of the appeal decision, that the 
standard method of calculating local housing need should be used for the purposes of the 
appeal. The Inspector also indicates, at paragraph 33 of the appeal decision, she was 
satisfied that if Preston applied the standard method to its housing need now, it too would 
be able to demonstrate a five year supply. Paragraph 004 (Reference ID: 68-004-
20190722) of Planning Practice Guidance states for decision-taking purposes, an authority 
will need to be able to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply when dealing with 
applications and appeals. They can do this in one of two ways: 

 using the latest available evidence such as a Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA), Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(HELAA), or an Authority Monitoring Report (AMR); 

 ‘confirming’ the 5 year land supply using a recently adopted plan or through a 
subsequent annual position statement (as set out in paragraph 74 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework). 

Using the latest available evidence based on the standard method of calculating local 
housing need the Council considers that the minimum annual local housing need figure for 
Preston would be 241 dwellings per annum. Against this minimum requirement, the Council 
is satisfied that it can currently demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land 
when account is taken of completions and planning permission granted up to 1 April 2019.  
 
This committee report reconsiders the proposed development in view of the above changes 
and the updated information received.  
 

3.1 Location 
 The application site is located beyond the north-west side of Halfpenny Lane, bounded to 

the north and west by open fields. Existing, recently constructed residential development is 
situated to the east. Open land is situated between the south of the site and Halfpenny 
Lane, separated by a Grade II listed building, Dun Cow Rib Farmhouse. Adjacent to the 
listed asset and to the south of the site is an extant planning permission for 11no. dwellings 
(ref: 06/2017/1048). The site covers approximately 2.77 hectares and is located in the 
Open Countryside, as defined by the Policies Map within the Adopted Preston Local Plan 
2012-26 (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies). 
 

3.2 Proposal 
 The application seeks outline approval for up to 45no. dwellings with access applied for 

only. The application seeks to create new vehicular access to Halfpenny Lane, through the 
site to the south which benefits from an extant planning permission for 11no. dwellings.  
 
An indicative, proposed site layout plan has been submitted with the application which 
indicates a circular access road, with the dwellings to be provided around this. The 
proposed site layout indicates an area of public open space to the north and the west of the 
site, with an additional area of public open space to the centre of the circular access road. 
The applicant has indicated that 35% of the dwellings would be affordable units. 
 
 
 



3.3 Relevant planning history 
 06/2017/1048 - 11no. dwellings (comprising 5no. detached bungalows,  2no. detached 

dwellings, 2no. semi-detached dwellings and 2no. semi-detached bungalows) – Approval 
with conditions March 2018 
 

3.4 Planning Policy Framework 
 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that if 

regard is to be had to the Development Plan for the purpose of any determination to 
be made under the Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance 
with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The Development plan comprises: 
 
Central Lancashire Core Strategy 
Policy 1: Locating Growth 
Policy 2: Infrastructure 
Policy 3: Travel 
Policy 4: Housing Delivery 
Policy 5: Housing Density 
Policy 6: Housing Quality 
Policy 7: Affordable Housing and Special Needs Housing 
Policy 14: Education 
Policy 16: Heritage Assets 
Policy 17: Design of New Buildings 
Policy 18: Green Infrastructure 
Policy 22: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
Policy 24: Sport and Recreation 
Policy 27: Sustainable Resources and New Developments 
Policy 29: Water Management 
Policy 30: Air Quality 
Policy 31: Agricultural Land 
 
Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations & Development Management Policies) 
Policy HS3: Green Infrastructure in New Housing Developments 
Policy ST1: Parking Standards 
Policy ST2: General Transport Considerations 
Policy EN1: Development in the Open Countryside 
Policy EN3: Future Provision of Green Infrastructure 
Policy EN7: Land Quality 
Policy EN8: Development and Heritage Assets 
Policy EN9: Design of New Development 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation 
Policy EN11: Species Protection 
 
Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Local Plan 
Policy M2 – Mineral Safeguarding 
 
 



Other Material Considerations: 
 
Central Lancashire Supplementary Planning Documents 
Affordable Housing 
Design Guide 
Open Space and Playing Pitch 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) 
National Planning Practice Guidance 
National Planning Policy for Waste 
National Design Guide 
 
The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) 
 
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
 

3.5 Consultation responses 
 Historic England – No comments on this application. 

 
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) – No objections subject to conditions requiring the 
submission of a surface water drainage scheme, sustainable urban drainage scheme and 
management and maintenance plan and a surface water lifetime management and 
maintenance plan. 
 
Environmental Health – No objections regarding noise, providing the recommendations of 
the noise impact assessment are implemented. The contaminated land assessment is 
acceptable, and should be subject to condition. A condition is recommended to ensure 
electric car charging points are installed, and a Construction Environmental Management 
Plan is submitted prior to development commencing, to include provision of removal of 
asbestos. 
 
Environment Agency – Offers advice regarding non-mains drainage connections, and 
proposes an informative regarding discharge of sewage or trade effluent and associated 
environmental permitting.  
 
County Highways – Raised concerns with regard to the site access and internal access 
road. 
 
United Utilities – No objections subject to a condition requiring the development to be 
implemented in accordance with the flood risk assessment, including foul and surface 
water draining on separate systems. 
 
Parks and Streetscene (Arborist) – No objections to removal of the four Category U trees. 
Notes retention of trees on perimeter boundaries and recommends the submission of a tree 
protection plan. 
 
Parks and Streetscene (Landscape) – No objections, the retention of vegetation where 
possible is a positive. Suggests detailed landscaping improvements.   



County Education – Requests a financial contribution towards 10 primary school places 
and 5 secondary school places. 
 
Greater Manchester Ecology Unit (GMEU) – No objections subject to conditions requiring 
the submission of statement regarding great crested newts, and further surveys should be 
undertaken should the reserved matters not be submitted prior to March 2020. Conditions 
recommended regarding removal of trees, and a bat survey to be submitted if required, and 
no works to trees, shrubs or hedgerows should development take place within bird nesting 
season. 
 
Waste Management – No objections. 
 
County Mineral Safeguarding – No objection raised.  
 
Whittingham Parish Council – Object to the application on the following grounds: 

 The Council does not have a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land but following 
the publication of the revised National Planning Policy Framework, the figure should 
be recalculated; 

 Inadequate public transport links; 
 The development is not considered to be small scale; 
 Not compliant with the Local Plan or Core Strategy; 
 Unsustainable location; 
 Lack of highway capacity; 
 Impact on the existing sewer network; 
 Future maintenance of open space should be provided upfront; 
 Intentions regarding affordable housing on the site should be provided upfront. 

 
Councillor Harry Landless has objected to the application on the following grounds: 

 Belmont Farm (pig farm) should not have unreasonable restrictions placed upon 
them as a result of development permitted following their establishment. The pig 
farm have in the past had to alter their operations due to complaints; 

 The development is sited too close to the pig farm, and the assessments carried out 
are not sufficient. 
 

Ben Wallace MP has objected to the application on the following grounds: 
 The site is not allocated for development in the Local Plan, and is designated as 

Open Countryside. Part of the site is also believed to be allocated as Green 
Infrastructure; 

 The proposed development does not meet any of the exemptions listed within 
Policies EN1 and EN2 of the Local Plan. 

 
Publicity – 18 representations objecting to the application have been received, which can 
be summarised as follows: 

 The site is in the open countryside and is not policy compliant; 
 Impact on protected species; 
 Increase in flooding of neighbouring properties; 
 Unsustainable location; 



 Unacceptable impact on highway and pedestrian safety; 
 There would be harm caused to the listed building; 
 There is inadequate public transport near this site; 
 Longridge settlement is overwhelmed by the number of dwellings recently granted 

on other sites;  
 Too many residential developments have been approved in this area; 
 Developers should be building on brownfield sites; 
 No provision for extra local facilities to cope with the increase in demand; 
 The Council should consider the impact upon the Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB); 
 Character of surrounding area would be compromised; 
 There are inaccuracies within the applicant’s supporting information; 
 It is not considered that 50no dwellings significantly boosts the Council’s supply of 

housing; 
 The environmental impact of the adjacent pig farm should be considered 

adequately. Pollution and waste from the farm may impact upon the development; 
 The land should provide a buffer between Preston and Ribble Valley; 
 Social housing should not be concentrated within one area; 
 The Council has exceeded allocated numbers for new housing by a substantial 

margin, and it should greater cooperate with neighbouring boroughs regarding 
housing numbers; 

 The housing site to the west of Longridge provides a strong boundary edge to the 
settlement; 

 The application represents overdevelopment of the land; 
 Loss of privacy and amenity to neighbouring residents; 
 Wildlife make regular use of this site, which should not be prevented; 
 It is noted that the pig farm to the north has capacity for 1900 pigs. This is a busy 

activity, creating noise, odour and other disturbance; 
 The pig farm to the north would be subject to undue complaints if housing is 

approved closer to this operation than at present. The pig farm is a successful 
business and should be supported; 

 Lack of public transport provision in the vicinity; 
 The area is in danger of becoming overdeveloped; 
 Views across open fields would be affected; 
 Unacceptable air and noise pollution; 
 Scale and massing of development would be unacceptable; 
 The additional traffic generated by the development would have an unacceptable 

impact upon the highway network and road safety. 
 
Those comments which are not material planning considerations are listed below: 

 It is considered that objections to applications are ignored; 
 A housing association should not use Government funded schemes to purchase 

high value land such as this; 
 No pre-application discussions took place regarding this proposal. 

 



3.6 Analysis 
 Principle of development and impact on the Open Countryside 

The application site is situated within Open Countryside, as identified on the Policies Map 
of the Adopted Preston Local Plan. Policy 1 of the Adopted Core Strategy relates to all 
types of development, seeking to focus growth and investment on well located brownfield 
sites, identified strategic locations and other main urban areas whilst protecting suburban 
and rural areas. The hierarchical sequence for locating development puts other places, 
including smaller villages, substantially built up frontages and Major Developed Sites, at the 
bottom of the hierarchy where development is expected to 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. 
 
Policy EN1 of the Adopted Local Plan seeks to protect areas of open countryside from 
unacceptable development which would harm its open and rural character and limits 
development to that which it is needed for the purposes of agriculture or forestry or other 
appropriate rural uses, the re-use or re-habitation of existing buildings or infilling within 
small groups of buildings within smaller rural settlements. The supporting text to Policy EN1 
states that it is important that these areas (of open countryside) are protected from 
unacceptable development which would harm its open character (the actual policy wording 
is silent on this matter). 
 
With regards to Policy 1 of the Adopted Core Strategy, whilst the site is small scale 
compared to Longridge, it does not constitute infilling, conversion of buildings and 
proposals to meet local need, or a larger scale redevelopment scheme. On this basis, the 
proposal does not comply with Policy 1. The development does not meet any of the 
exceptions listed within Policy EN1 of the Adopted Local Plan, and is therefore contrary to 
this policy. 
 
Policy 31 of the Adopted Core Strategy seeks to protect the best and most versatile 
agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a) to achieve full potential of the soil. The application 
site has previously been in agricultural use and is classified as Grade 3b. Therefore, the 
loss of agricultural land at this location would not lead to the loss of the highest value of 
agricultural land. The application therefore would not conflict with Policy 31 of the Adopted 
Core Strategy. 
 
The development therefore does not comply with Policy 1 of the Adopted Core Strategy, 
and is contrary to Policy EN1 of the Adopted Local Plan, but does not conflict with Policy 31 
of the Adopted Core Strategy. The acceptability of the proposed development will therefore 
be considered against the material considerations assessed below. 
 
Impact on landscape character and visual amenity 
Policy 13 of the Core Strategy requires development to conserve and where possible 
enhance the character and quality of the landscape. Policy 21 of the Core Strategy seeks 
to ensure that new development is well integrated into existing settlement patterns, 
appropriate to the landscape type and contributes positively to its conservation or 
restoration or the creation of appropriate new features. 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. 
 
The site currently appears as farmland on the edge of a village. It includes limited public 
access, however public views across the site are available primarily from Halfpenny Lane, 
and it is overlooked by properties, particularly those to the east. The alteration in land use, 
and loss of landscaped features, would inevitably alter the character of the site and views 
across it. However, it is considered that the development would be largely screened from 
Halfpenny Lane by development previously approved (discussed above), and the dwellings 
would not extend northward into surrounding open land further than those dwellings to the 
east. On this basis, it is considered that the resultant surrounding landscape impact would 
be moderate. It is noted that in close proximity to the site, there is a recently completed 
development immediately to the east, and a scheme for 11no. dwellings immediately to the 
south of the site benefits from planning permission (ref: 06/2017/1048). 
 
The Council’s Landscape Architect has noted that only one of the groups of trees on site 

would be affected by the proposed development. Whilst precise details of public open 
space and landscaping would be dealt with at reserved matter stage, it is considered the 
proposed development would not have a significant detrimental impact on the landscape 
character of the area or visual amenity. The proposal therefore complies with the 
aforementioned policies. 
 
Housing provision 
Policy 4 of the Core Strategy seeks to deliver a total of 22,158 new dwellings across the 
three Central Lancashire districts during the plan period of 2010-2026. The policy sets the 
minimum of 507 dwellings per annum for Preston. Policy 4 also seeks to ensure that at 
least 70% of new housing developments are located on brownfield sites. Paragraph 73 of 
the Framework states that local planning authorities should identify a supply of specific 
deliverable sites to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements 
set out in adopted strategic policies, such as Policy 4, or against local housing need where 
the strategic policies are more than five years old (unless the strategic policies have been 
reviewed and found not to require updating) with an additional buffer of 5% to ensure 
choice and competition in the market for land. Paragraph 11 of the Framework states that 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development means local planning authorities 
should approve development proposals that accord with the development plan without 
delay. 
 
In December 2019 the Planning Inspectorate issued its decision in relation to an outline 
planning application for a housing development within the administrative area of South 
Ribble (Appeal Ref: APP/F2360/W/19/3234070). The Inspector dismissed the appeal, and, 
in doing so, undertook a comprehensive analysis of the housing land supply position in 
South Ribble, which applies equally to Preston. 
 
The Inspector’s conclusions on housing land supply are clear. At paragraph 37 of the 
decision she indicates, having regard to paragraphs 33, 73 (and footnote 37) and 212-213 
of the Framework, as well as paragraph 062 (Reference ID: 61-062-20190315) of Planning 
Practice Guidance, the housing requirement contained within Policy 4 is out of date on 
several counts, as follows; 



i.          The policy is over five years old. 
ii.         The 2017 Memorandum of Understanding (and the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment leading up to it) did not properly constitute a review of Policy 4. 
iii.        The significant change resulting from the introduction of the standard method in the 
2018 Framework. 
 
The Inspector goes on to conclude, at paragraph 39 of the decision, that the standard 
method of calculating local housing need should be used for the purposes of the appeal. 
The Inspector also indicates, at paragraph 33 of the decision, she was satisfied that if 
Preston applied the standard method to its housing requirement now, it too would be able 
to demonstrate a five year supply. Officers agree that if this Council applied the standard 
method the minimum annual local housing need figure for Preston would 241 dwellings per 
annum. Against this minimum annual local housing need figure, the Council can currently 
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land when account is taken of 
completions and planning permission granted up to 1 April 2019.  
 
In view of this, the development plan policies which are most important for determining the 
application can be afforded full weight. For decision taking this means (in accordance with 
paragraph 11c) of the Framework) approving development proposals that accord with an 
up-to-date development plan without delay. Paragraph 12 of the Framework states where a 
planning application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan (including 
neighbourhood plans that form part of the development plan), permission should not be 
granted. 
 
Affordable housing 
Policy 7 of the Adopted Core Strategy seeks to ensure on-site affordable housing provision 
of 30% within urban areas and of 35% in rural areas subject to such matters as financial 
viability and contributions to community services. The Central Lancashire Supplementary 
Planning Document 1: Affordable Housing states that where an element of affordable 
housing is required, at least 70% of the units shall be social rented or affordable rented, 
unless the Council is satisfied that an alternative mix meets an independently assessed 
proven need and agrees to such alternative provision. The SPD goes on to say that 
affordable units within residential developments should be dispersed to promote 
integration, mixed communities and to minimise social exclusion. 
 
The applicant has provided a statement which confirms that 35% of the proposed dwellings 
would be provided on an affordable basis. The development would provide an affordable 
housing provision in accordance with the policy requirement, with at least 70% of the units 
to be social rented or affordable rented. This provision would be secured by means of a 
planning obligation. It is therefore considered that the application complies with the 
Affordable Housing SPD and Policy 7 of the Core Strategy.  
 
Highways and parking 
Core Strategy Policy 2 states that the Local Planning Authority will work with infrastructure 
providers to establish works that will arise from or be made worse by development 
proposals. It further states that the Local Planning Authority will set broad priorities on the 
provision of the infrastructure to ensure that it is delivered in line with future growth. Core 
Strategy Policy 3 outlines a number of measures which are considered to constitute the 
best approach to planning for travel. These include reducing the need to travel, improving 



pedestrian facilities, improving opportunities for cycling, improving public transport, 
enabling travellers to change their mode of travel on trips, encouraging car sharing, 
managing car use and improving the road network. 
 
Policy ST2 of the Adopted Local Plan requires development proposals to demonstrate that 
the efficient and convenient movement of all highway users and corridors which could be 
developed as future transport routes are not prejudiced, that existing pedestrian, cycle and 
equestrian routes are protected and extended; the needs of disabled people are fully 
provided for; appropriate provision is made for vehicular access, off-street servicing, 
vehicle parking and public transport services; and that appropriate measures are included 
for road safety and to facilitate access on foot and by bicycle. Adopted Local Plan Policy 
ST1 requires new development proposals to provide car parking and servicing space in 
accordance with the parking standards contained within the Appendix B to the Adopted 
Local Plan. 
 
Paragraph 109 of the Framework states that development should only be prevented or 
refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, 
or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe. 
 
County Highways have reviewed the application, and have stated that they have no 
objections. Following amendments to the scheme, County Highways consider that the 
application proposes a suitable highway layout, linking the site with Halfpenny Lane, 
providing a safe and suitable means of access.  
 
County Highways recommend that alterations to the access to Halfpenny Lane are carried 
out, including a 2.0m wide footway to be provided to the frontage to this highway, and 
these works could be controlled by means of a condition should the application be 
approved. County Highways also recommend that details of future management and 
maintenance of streets are provided; that the new estate road and access shall be 
constructed to base course level prior to development taking place; and that wheel washing 
facilities are provided in order to ensure adequate cleaning of wheels during construction 
phases. Conditions could ensure these matters are controlled, should the application be 
approved. In light of the above, it is considered that the application would ensure adequate 
highway safety provision, and accords with the above policies. 
 
Impact upon heritage assets 
Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that 
when considering whether to grant planning permission for development that affects a 
listed building or its setting “special regard” will be given to the “desirability of preserving 

the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 
possesses.” 
 
Core Strategy Policy 16 states that applications will protect and seek opportunities to 
enhance the historic environment, heritage assets and their settings by safeguarding 
heritage assets from inappropriate development that would cause harm to their 
significances. 



 

Policy EN8 of the Adopted Local Plan states that proposals affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting will be permitted where they make a positive contribution to the character and local 
distinctiveness through high quality new design that responds to its context, are 
accompanied by a satisfactory Heritage Statement that fully explains the impact of the 
proposal on the significance of the heritage asset and sustain, conserve and, where 
appropriate enhance the significance, appearance, character and setting of the heritage 
asset itself and the surrounding historic environment. Proposals involving the total or 
substantial loss of a heritage asset or the loss of the elements that contribute to its 
significance will be refused. Proposals will only be granted in exceptional circumstances 
where they can be clearly and convincingly justified in accordance with national planning 
guidance on heritage assets. 

One of the core principles of the Framework is to “conserve heritage assets in a manner 

appropriate to their significance”. Paragraph 193 states that when considering the impact of 
a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight 
should be given to the assets conservation. It goes on to point out that significance can be 
harmed or lost through development within its setting. 

The applicants have submitted a heritage statement assessing the impact of the proposed 
development on Dun Cow Rib Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building. The statement 
explains that the application site is likely to have been part of the original land holding of 
Old Rib Farm, but asserts that the setting of the listed building is defined by the bounded 
plot in which it is situated. The statement further asserts that although the farmhouse is an 
attractive building with interesting vernacular features and a bone from the legendary Dun 
Cow above the door, extensions to the listed building, the erection of new structures at the 
farm and hard and soft landscaping features have eroded the site’s original farming 

character and affected its setting. The statement concludes that development on the 
application site is unlikely to cause any harm to the setting of the listed building and that the 
proposed layout minimises this risk due to the distance between the proposed dwellings 
and the boundary with the farmhouse.  

The proposed development would have an impact on the setting of the listed building as it 
would introduce built development which would be visible in the context of the listed 
farmhouse particularly when viewed from Halfpenny Lane within the same context. 
However, due to the strong boundary treatment to the farm and the positioning of the 
farmhouse within the site it is not considered that this impact would be unacceptable nor 
cause harm. With regard to Ashes Farmhouse, which is a Grade II* listed building located 
beyond the south western boundary of the site, it is considered that this is of a sufficient 
distance from the proposed development, with intervening buildings resulting in this being 
viewed within a separate context. In light of the above, the Council has had special regard 
to the desirability of preserving nearby listed buildings and their setting. No harm is 
identified, and the application accords with the above policies. 

Design and layout 
Core Strategy Policy 17 states the design of new buildings will be expected to take account 
of the character and appearance of the local area, being sympathetic to surrounding land 
uses and occupiers and avoiding demonstrable harm to the amenities of the local area. 



Core Strategy Policy 5 seeks to secure densities of development which are in keeping with 
local areas and which will have no detrimental impact on the character, appearance and 
distinctiveness of an area, whilst also making efficient use of land. 
 
Policy EN9 of the Adopted Local Plan states that all new development proposals should be 
designed with regard to the principles set out and explained in the Central Lancashire 
Design Guide SPD, which are movement and legibility; mix of uses and tenures; 
adaptability and resilience; resources and efficiency; architecture and townscape. The 
policy states applications will be approved where they accord with the Design Guide SPD, 
Core Strategy, national policy and CABE (Commission for Architecture and Built 
Environment) guidance; make a positive contribution to the character and local 
distinctiveness of the area; and are accompanied by a satisfactory Design and Access 
Statement that fully explains and justifies the design approach for the scheme.  
 
The Design Guide SPD seeks to raise the level and quality of design of new buildings, sets 
out a number of well established principles of good design and how these can achieve a 
clear and robust design concept for site. 
 
Paragraph 124 of the Framework states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development, and the creation of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to what 
the planning and development process should achieve. Paragraph 130 states permission 
should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities 
available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions, taking 
into account any local design standards or style guides in plans or supplementary planning 
documents. 
 
Although the application is in outline, with design, appearance, layout and scale reserved 
for later consideration, the basic design principles can at this stage be appropriately 
assessed. The application is accompanied by a Design and Access Statement (DAS), 
which states that the proposed site layout shows the internal road to be circular, with 
dwellings located around the periphery as well as centrally, linking with a previously 
approved development and accessed off Halfpenny Lane through that development.  
 
At 16 dwellings per hectare, it is considered that the density of development is acceptable 
for this site in a rural area however, it is considered that the proposed layout is constrained. 
Along the eastern and western boundaries the dwellings would be cramped, whereas the 
dwellings at the north end of the site are overly spacious in plot size. The proposed layout 
is not reflective of the adjacent recent development to the east, nor that approved to the 
south of this site adjacent to Halfpenny Lane. The proposed site layout indicates an area of 
public open space to the north and the west of the site, with an additional area of public 
open space to the centre of the circular access road. The section of public open space to 
the west adds little or no value to the overall development, and it is considered generally 
that the open space within the site is poor functioning, and could be more suitably provided 
as an integral feature.  
 
The submitted noise impact assessment proposes the erection of a 3.5m high 
bund/acoustic fence, within the area of proposed public open space to the north, and a 
2.0m high acoustic fence along the rear boundary of proposed dwellings. It is expected that 



the latter would form part of a normal boundary treatment for the proposed dwellings, 
however the installation of a bund/acoustic fence within the proposed open space area 
should be as sympathetic as possible, given the open character of the area. Should the 
application be approved, it is recommended that full specifications and details of the 
bund/acoustic fence are provided, required at reserved matters stage. 
 
The applicant has been made aware of the fundamental concerns discussed above. In light 
of this, it is expected that these matters would be addressed at reserved matters stage 
should the application be approved. Notwithstanding this, the density of the proposed 
dwellings, at 16 dwellings per hectare, is considered acceptable for this area. The 
proposed development and density is considered acceptable, in order to comply with 
Policies 5 and 17 of the Adopted Core Strategy, Policy EN9 of the Adopted Local Plan and 
the Framework. 
 
Impact on residential amenity 
Policy 17 of the Core Strategy and Policy EN9 of the Adopted Local Plan state that the 
design of new buildings will be expected to take account of the character and appearance 
of the local area, being sympathetic to surrounding land uses and occupiers and 
avoiding demonstrable harm to the amenities of the local area. The Framework seeks to 
ensure a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and 
buildings. 
 
As the application is in outline with all matters reserved except access, issues relating to 
impacts on privacy, overlooking, loss of light and overshadowing cannot be fully assessed 
at this stage. The proposed site layout, and associated density of 16 dwellings per hectare, 
demonstrates that the proposed development could be satisfactorily accommodated on site 
without having any unacceptable adverse impacts on the amenities of neighbouring 
dwellings which border the site.  
 
Paragraph 182 of the Framework states that decisions should ensure that new 
development can be integrated effectively with existing businesses. Existing businesses 
should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of development 
permitted after they were established. Where the operation of an existing business could 
have a significant adverse effect on new development in its vicinity, the applicant (or ‘agent 

of change’) should be required to provide suitable mitigation before the development has 
been completed. 
 
Noise and odour 
Land immediately to the north of the site is within the control of Belmont Farm, which 
operates as a piggery business. The land immediately to the north is not developed, 
however the piggery itself lies beyond the northern boundary, and benefits from planning 
permission to expand and diversify, to include relocation of pig pens and pig rearing 
buildings (ref: 06/2016/0022). It is considered that the proposed development should not 
unduly restrict the operations of this existing business in accordance with the requirements 
of the Framework explained above, whilst protecting the amenity of future occupiers of the 
proposed dwellings. The applicant initially submitted noise and odour impact assessments, 
in order to demonstrate that there would be no undue impacts from the piggery business 
upon the amenity of future occupiers.  



 
It is considered that residing in a rural area may result in future occupiers reasonably 
expecting noise from uses normally associated with those areas, such as farming and rural 
businesses, and it is recommended as per the noise impact assessment that suitable 
glazing and means of ventilation be provided for the future properties. The Council’s 

Environmental Health officers has noted the requirement for a 3.5m high bund/acoustic 
fence within the area of proposed public open space to the north, and a 2.0m high acoustic 
fence along the rear boundary of proposed dwellings, as recommended within the 
submitted noise impact assessment. It is expected that the latter would form part of a 
normal boundary treatment for the proposed dwellings, however the installation of a 
bund/acoustic fence within the proposed open space area should be as sympathetic as 
possible, given the open character of the area. It is recommended that should the 
application be approved, full specifications and details of the bund/acoustic fence are 
provided at reserved matters stage. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Council received additional representations regarding the 
accuracy of the initial odour assessment prior to the Committee meeting in August 2019, 
and officers thereby recommended deferral of the application to allow further consideration 
of these issues. Extensive discussions between officers, the applicant and the operators of 
Belmont Farm have since taken place. The discussions enabled the applicant to clarify the 
current operations of the pig farm and to investigate future expansion proposals of the pig 
farm (which as noted above could be carried out without the benefit of planning permission) 
in order that an accurate odour report could be undertaken.  
 
Following these discussions, the applicant presented an updated odour report to the 
Council, which has since been reviewed on behalf of the Council by the Council’s 

agricultural advisors (ADAS). Overall, ADAS have advised that odour emissions from the 
current buildings and those which benefit from planning permission at Belmont Farm would 
have a significant negative impact upon the amenity of occupiers of the proposed 
residential development. ADAS further advise that this is prior to factoring in any 
contributions from outdoor pig rearing activities, which provision is also provided for within 
the submitted odour report.  
 
Furthermore, ADAS considers that odour is a significant concern when assessing the 
associated smells from the housed finishing pigs upon the amenity of the proposed 
dwellings, notwithstanding the housed sows and weaners, and further the contribution from 
outdoor pigs, which have been factored into the updated assessment assuming the farm 
operates at a full capacity. ADAS considers that four of the proposed buildings at the pig 
farm, which benefit from planning permission, would be situated less than 90.0m from the 
closest of the proposed dwellings, which they consider to be a very limited separation 
distance from quite a substantial industrial operation. ADAS questions some of the odour 
contour mapping contained within the odour report, and notes that emissions surrounding 
the pig buildings would be expected to be relatively high, as there would be minimal 
dispersion and mixing of odours in close proximity to the buildings. Further, ADAS goes on 
to state that in the absence of any controls on stocking regimes in the existing and 
proposed buildings at the pig farm, it may be possible that in future the buildings could be 
used to house higher numbers of finishing pigs, which would not require planning 
permission but which would have even higher odour emissions than those considered in 



the submitted report. 
 
ADAS concludes, in their advice to the Council, that there would be a very high risk of 
adverse odour impacts upon the occupiers of the proposed residential dwellings, assuming 
those buildings at the pig farm which benefit from planning permission come forward, which 
the pig farm have suggested is the intention. ADAS are concerned that the adverse odour 
impacts would occur when the buildings are stocked with 400 finishing pigs, 
notwithstanding the odour contributions from sows and weaner pigs within those buildings, 
and from outdoor pigs, all of which would contribute to increases in odour levels to the 
detriment of residential amenity in close proximity. ADAS thereafter make a strong 
recommendation that the proposed residential development should be refused planning 
permission on the basis of harmful odour levels upon the amenity of future occupiers, 
which the applicant has failed to demonstrate suitable mitigation measures for. 
 
Construction impacts 
The site is located adjacent to existing residential development, and there is scope for 
construction activity to unduly affect the amenity of those properties. Environmental Health 
officers have recommended a condition requiring a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan to be submitted to mitigate the impact of construction activity in relation 
to noise and air quality, and this could be secured by a condition should planning 
permission be granted. 
 
In light of the above, the submitted odour report demonstrates that the existing and 
proposed operations of the adjacent pig farm operation would cause harmful odour impacts 
upon future occupiers of the proposed residential development. On this basis, the 
application fails to demonstrate a good standard of amenity for future occupants of the 
proposed development, contrary to Policy 17 of the Core Strategy and the Framework. 
 
Open space provision 
Policy 17 of the Core Strategy states that the provision of landscaping and open space 
should form an integral part of new development proposals, including enhancing the public 
realm. Policy 18 seeks to manage and improve environmental resources through the 
protection and enhancement of the natural environment. Policy 24 seeks to promote 
access to sport and recreation facilities, including children’s play provision, through 
developer contributions where new development would result in a shortfall in provision. 
 
Policy HS3 of the Adopted Local Plan requires this scheme to provide sufficient public open 
space to meet the recreational needs of the development in accordance with standards set 
out in the Central Lancashire Open Space and Playing Pitch SPD. 
 
The Framework states ‘access to high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and 
recreation make an important contribution to the health and well-being of communities’. It 
advises that Local Planning Authorities should seek to protect and enhance public rights of 
way. 
 
The proposed site layout indicates an area of public open space to the north and the west 
of the site, with an additional area of public open space to the centre of the circular access 
road. Concerns regarding the layout of the site as a whole have been discussed within the 



‘Design and Layout’ section of this report above, and it is expected that these concerns 

would be addressed at reserved matters stage. The maintenance and management of 
amenity greenspace would be secured by a Section 106 obligation should planning 
permission be granted. Subject to further reserved matters submissions and conditions the 
proposal has demonstrated a capacity to satisfy the principle of Policies 17, 18 and 24 of 
the Core Strategy and Policy HS3 of the Adopted Local Plan. 
 
Ecology 
Policy 22 of the Core Strategy seeks to protect and find opportunities to enhance and 
manage the biological and geological assets of the area through certain measures, such as 
promoting the conservation and enhancement of biological diversity, having particular 
regard to the favourable condition, restoration and re-establishment of priority species and 
species populations; and seeking opportunities to conserve, enhance and expand 
ecological networks. 
 
Policy EN11 states planning permission will not be granted for development which would 
have an adverse effect on a protected species unless the benefits of the development 
outweigh the need to maintain the population of the species in situ. Should development be 
permitted that might have an effect on a protected species planning conditions or 
agreement will be used to mitigate the impact. 
 
Paragraph 170 of the Framework states that planning policies and decisions should, 
amongst other things, contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 
minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity. Paragraph 175 of the 
Framework states that when determining applications, local planning authorities should aim 
to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying a number of principles. 
 
An ecological survey has accompanied the application, which establishes the ecological 
conditions on the site. Greater Manchester Ecology Unit (GMEU) have advised that a great 
crested newt population was identified in a pond situated to the north west of the site, and 
consider that further surveys would be required in order to establish any required measures 
and the current size of the population. Given the proximity of the pond from the site, and 
the lack of direct habitat connectively between the two, GMEU consider that the risk to 
great crested newts are low, however precautionary measures should be employed. GMEU 
recommend that full surveys should be provided at reserved matters stage, if the 
development does not come forward prior to March 2020, in order to allow for further 
population records to occur, and a condition could be imposed should the application be 
approved. 
 
GMEU recommend a further condition, which requires the applicant to submit either a 
licence or statement from relevant licensing body, concerning great crested newts, prior to 
the commencement of development. However, this condition references other legislation 
(Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017), and it is not considered 
reasonable to replicate this requirement of other legislation through the planning system. 
An informative could therefore be used in order to advise the applicant of their 
responsibilities in this regard should the application be approved. 
 
 



GMEU has advised that trees surrounding the boundary of the site have bat roosting 
potential, however it is likely these trees would be retained. No further surveys were 
therefore considered necessary at this stage, however if trees or hedgerows are proposed 
for removal at reserved matters stage then GMEU recommend further information 
regarding bat roosting should be required, and a condition could be recommended. It is 
however evident that a small group of trees within the site would be lost as a result of the 
proposals, and a condition could be recommended noting that should these works occur 
during the bird nesting season, a bird nest survey would be required in order to 
demonstrate that no active bird nests are present prior to their removal, should the 
application be approved. 
 
GMEU advise that the development would lead to the loss of around 2.7ha of improved 
grassland of low value habitat and potentially associated boundary hedgerows to the north, 
south and west, and it would also result in the loss of associated bird nesting and 
amphibian terrestrial habitat. A landscape buffer is indicated in the proposed (illustrative) 
site layout along the western and northern boundaries, which includes three ponds and tree 
planting. Given the low value of the existing site, GMEU are satisfied that this area has 
potential to lead to net gain depending on the landscaping detail submitted at reserved 
matters stage. 
 
Should the application be approved, subject to the above recommended mitigation 
measures and conditions it is considered the proposed development would not result in any 
adverse impacts on protected species and therefore complies with Policies 18 and 22 of 
the Adopted Core Strategy, Policies EN10 and EN11 of the Adopted Local Plan and the 
Framework. 
 
Trees 
Policy 18 of the Core Strategy seeks to manage and improve environmental resources 
through a Green Infrastructure approach, which includes securing mitigation measures 
and/or compensatory measures where development would lead to the loss of, or damage 
to, part of the Green Infrastructure network. 
 
Policy EN10 of the Adopted Local Plan seeks to protect, conserve, restore and enhance 
biodiversity and ecological network resources in Preston. 
 
The Council’s Arborist has noted that the application proposes removal of four trees, each 

rated as Category U, which are specimens not worthy of protection. In light of this, it is 
considered that removal of these trees would not impact upon the surrounding area. The 
Arborist notes that existing trees on the boundaries of the site are outlined for retention, 
and recommends that a tree protection plan is submitted to outline any protection methods 
required to ensure the integrity of these remaining trees. Should the application be 
approved, a condition could be imposed in this regard, and the application therefore 
complies with the above policies. 
 
Ground conditions 
Policy EN7 of the Adopted Local Plan seeks to address existing contamination of land by 
appropriate mitigation measures to ensure the site is suitable for the proposed use and 
seeks to ensure that proposed development would not cause land to become 



contaminated. 
 
Paragraph 178 of the Framework states planning decisions should ensure that the site is 
suitable for its new use taking account of ground conditions and land instability, including 
from natural hazards or former activities such as mining, pollution arising from previous 
uses and any proposals for mitigation including land remediation or impacts on the natural 
environment arising from that remediation. After remediation, as a minimum the land 
should not be capable of being determined as contaminated land under Part IIA of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
 
Paragraph 179 goes on to state that where a site is affected by contamination or land 
stability issues, the responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer 
and/or landowner. 
 
The application is accompanied by a Phase 2 contamination assessment, and following 
this a ground gas risk assessment was provided. The Council’s Environmental Health 

officers have reviewed these supporting documents and do not consider that further 
surveys are required with regard to contamination of the land. Should the application be 
approved, a condition could be imposed to ensure the development is undertaken in 
accordance with the ground gas protection measures suggested in the latter such report.  
 
The Environmental Health officers further considers that details of removal of asbestos on 
the site should be considered in detail. This could be included in the condition requiring a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan. Should the application be approved, 
subject to imposition of the above recommended conditions it is considered that the 
proposal complies with Policy EN7 of the Adopted Local Plan and the Framework. 
 
Air quality 
Policy 3 of the Core Strategy seeks to encourage the use of alternative fuels for transport 
purposes. Policy 30 of the Core Strategy seeks to improve air quality through delivery of 
Green Infrastructure initiatives and through taking account of air quality when prioritising 
measures to reduce road traffic congestion.  
 
The site does not fall within an Air Quality Management Area and the Environmental Health 
officers have raised no objections to the scheme in terms of its impact on air quality. To 
encourage the use of alternative fuels and improving the air quality of the city, it is 
considered a condition be attached requiring a scheme for the installation of electric vehicle 
charging points to be submitted, should the application be approved. Subject to this 
condition, it is considered the proposal complies with Policies 3 and 30 of the Adopted Core 
Strategy. 
 
Utilities/Drainage/Flood risk 
Core Strategy Policy 29 seeks to improve water quality, water management and reduce the 
risk of flooding by a number of measures including minimising the use of portable mains 
water in new developments; appraising, managing and reducing flood risk in new 
developments; managing the capacity and timing of development to avoid exceeding sewer 
infrastructure capacity; encouraging the adoption of Sustainable Drainage Systems; and 
seeking to maximise the potential of Green Infrastructure to contribute to flood relief. 



Paragraph 163 of the Framework states that Local Planning Authorities should ensure flood 
risk is not increased elsewhere (i.e. outside areas at risk of flooding) and only consider 
development appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where proposals are informed by a 
site-specific flood risk assessment. 
 
The application site is located in Flood Zone 1 which is identified as within the lowest risk of 
flooding. A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) accompanied the application. The FRA was 
reviewed by United Utilities, who raised no objections to the scheme, and agreed with the 
recommendations of the FRA. The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) raises no objections 
to the scheme subject to conditions requiring the submission of a surface water drainage 
scheme, sustainable urban drainage scheme and management and maintenance plan and 
a surface water lifetime management and maintenance plan. The Environment Agency has 
raised no objections, however have noted that private sewage facilities should only be used 
where it is not reasonable for a development to be connected to the public sewer. They 
state that, as per the Planning Practice Guidance, a first presumption should be to connect 
to the public sewer, and suggest an informative, which informs the applicant of their 
responsibility for discharge of sewage or trade effluent to either surface water or 
groundwater would require an environmental permit. Should the application be approved, 
subject to these conditions, it is considered the proposed development would be unlikely to 
lead to an increase in flooding and would comply with the above policies and the 
Framework. 
 
Education 
Policy 14 of the Adopted Core Strategy states that educational requirements will be 
provided for by enabling seeking contributions towards the provision of school places 
where a development would result in or worsen a lack of capacity at existing schools. 
 
County Education has advised that, based upon the latest assessment, a contribution 
towards 10no. primary school places and 5no. secondary school places would be required 
if the application were to be approved. Based upon this advice, an appropriate financial 
contribution would be sought should the application be approved, and the proposal 
therefore complies with the above policies. 
 
Energy efficiency  
Whilst Core Strategy Policy 27 requires all new dwellings meet Level 4 of the former Code 
for Sustainable Homes (CSH), the Government has published a statement of intention in 
respect of this matter, and in accordance with this statement of intention the Council no 
longer requires new developments to comply with code standards. However the written 
ministerial statement (published on 25th March 2015) confirms that for the specific issue of 
energy performance, Local Planning Authorities will continue to be able to set and apply 
policies in their Local Plans which require compliance with energy performance standards 
that exceed the energy requirements of Building Regulations. Therefore, the Council 
requires only the energy efficiency levels of new developments to be equivalent to Level 4 
of the former CSH which equates to a 19% improvement in the Dwelling Emission Rate 
(DER) over the Target Emission Rate (TER) as defined by Part L1A of the 2013 Building 
Regulations. This would be secured by condition should the application be approved and 
as such, the application would accord with Policy 27 of the Core Strategy. 
 



Waste management 
The National Planning Policy for Waste seeks to ensure that new development makes 
sufficient provision for waste management and promotes good design to secure the 
integration of waste management facilities, for example by ensuring there is discrete 
provision for bins to facilitate a high quality, comprehensive and frequent household 
collection service. 
 
Whilst no specific details of waste provision have been provided, the indicative proposed 
site layout indicates there would be sufficient space to the rear of the proposed dwellings to 
accommodate waste and recycling facilities. Comments have been provided by the 
Council’s Waste Management officers, however concerns have been raised regarding the 

general layout of the proposed development, above, and this would be required to be 
revised at reserved matters stage. Subject to revisions at reserved matters stage should 
this application be approved, it is considered that the proposal would comply with the 
National Planning Policy for Waste. 
 
Mineral safeguarding 
Policy M2 of the Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Local Plan states that within the 
mineral safeguarding areas identified, planning permission will not be supported for any 
form of development that is incompatible by reason of scale, proximity and permanence 
with working the minerals, unless the applicant can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
local planning authority that: i) the mineral concerned is no longer of any value or has been 
fully extracted; ii) the full extent of the mineral can be extracted satisfactorily prior to the 
incompatible development taking place; iii) the incompatible development is of a temporary 
nature and can be completed and the site returned to its original condition prior to the 
minerals being worked; iv) there is an overarching need for the incompatible development 
that outweighs the need to avoid the sterilisation of the mineral resource; v) that prior 
extraction of minerals is not feasible due to the depth of the deposit; and vi) extraction 
would lead to land stability problem. 
  
The majority of the site lies within a Mineral Safeguarding Area. The application is 
accompanied by a Mineral Safeguarding Statement, which asserts that it would be wholly 
impractical to extract any minerals given the site’s sensitive surrounding land uses and 
other land would have to become available in order to facilitate any extraction of worth 
because the site itself would be environmentally unacceptable due to the close proximity of 
residential properties. County Mineral Safeguarding have not objected to the proposed 
development. As such, it is considered the proposal would not have an unacceptable 
impact on safeguarding mineral extraction in the area and complies with the above policy. 
 
Planning obligations 
Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) 
and paragraph 56 of the Framework state that a planning obligation may only constitute a 
reason for granting planning permission for the development if the obligation is: 
 

a) Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
b) Directly related to the development; and 
c) Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

 
 



The financial contribution towards the provision of affordable housing, school places and 
open space provision are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms, the obligations are directly related to the development and are fairly and reasonably 
related in scale and kind to the development. The obligations meet the tests set out in 
Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended). 
 

3.7 Value Added to the Development 
 No value was added to this development. 

 
3.8 Conclusions 
 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that if regard is to 

be had to the Development Plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
Planning Acts the determination must be in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
This application was deferred at the Planning Committee meeting on 8th August 2019. 
Prior to the Planning Committee resolving to defer the application, officers had 
recommended the application for approval because the Council could not demonstrate a 
five year supply of deliverable housing land. In this case the policies most important for 
determining the planning application, namely Core Strategy Policies 1 and 4 and Local 
Plan Policy EN1, were considered to be out of date (carrying little weight). Following an 
appeal decision on 13th December 2019 in the administrative area of South Ribble, a 
Council which shares it housing supply policy, being Core Strategy Policy 4, with Preston 
and Chorley, the Council is satisfied that it can apply the standard method to its local 
housing need, meaning that it can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing 
land. 
 
Statutory consultee comments and representations have been received which have been 
carefully considered and taken into account as part of this planning application. The 
proposed development would be contrary to the hierarchy of locations for focussing growth 
and investment at urban, brownfield, allocated sites, sites within key service centres and 
other defined places, contrary to Core Strategy Policy 1. The proposed development is not 
the type of development deemed permissible under Policy EN1 and the loss of open 
countryside for the development proposed is therefore contrary to this policy. Paragraph 12 
of the Framework states that where a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date 
development plan, permission should not be granted.  
 
An assessment of an updated odour report has concluded that there would be a very high 
risk of adverse odour impacts upon the occupiers of the proposed dwellings from the 
operations of the adjacent pig farm business. The application fails to demonstrate a good 
standard of amenity for future occupants of the proposed development, contrary to Policy 
17 of the Core Strategy and the Framework. 
 
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 not result in the loss of a valued or distinctive landscape 
and would deliver 35% affordable housing, include open space and provide sustainable 
access to local services. The proposed dwellings would be energy efficient and be supplied 



with electric vehicle charging points. There would be no unacceptable harm to protected 
species and their habitats due to mitigation measures that could be secured by condition, 
and the proposal would potentially help to improve biodiversity. Any harm arising from 
potential contamination and flood risk could be mitigated by condition. Furthermore, the 
education and highways impacts of the proposed development could be successfully 
mitigated by conditions and/or planning obligation. Whilst these are considered to be 
benefits resulting from the proposed development, that the majority of these benefits are 
generic and no more than would be expected from any major housing development, and as 
such they attract limited positive weight.  
 
Whilst the above demonstrates that the proposed development could achieve some of the 
three overreaching objectives of sustainable development (Paragraph 8 of the Framework), 
they are not criteria against which every decision can or should be judged. Paragraph 10 of 
the Framework states that at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. However paragraph 12 of the Framework states that the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development does not change the statutory status of 
the development plan as the starting point for decision making. As stated above the 
planning application conflicts with the Council’s up-to-date development plan, and the 
harmful odour impact upon the amenity of future occupiers of the proposed development is 
a material consideration that indicates planning permission should not be granted. In 
accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
planning permission should therefore be refused. 
 

3.9 Recommendation 
 Refusal 
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Policy 1: Locating Growth

Focus growth and investment 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. Some Greenfield development will be required on the fringes of the main 
urban areas. To promote vibrant local communities and support services, an appropriate 
scale of growth and investment will be encouraged in identified Local Service Centres, 
providing it is in keeping with their local character and setting, and at certain other key 
locations outside the main urban areas. 

Growth and investment will be concentrated in:

(a) The Preston/South Ribble Urban Area comprising:

  i.  The Central Preston Strategic Location and adjacent inner city suburbs, focussing   
  on regeneration opportunities in Inner East Preston, the Tithebarn Regeneration   
  Area and the New Central Business District Area in particular.

 ii.  The northern suburbs of Preston, focussing on Local Centres, with greenfield   
  development within the Cottam Strategic Site and the North West Preston    
  Strategic Location. 

 iii. The settlements south of the River Ribble, comprising: 

	 •		 Penwortham,	focussing	on	the	regeneration	of	the	District	Centre*,	
  but with some greenfield development at the South of Penwortham and North of  
  Farington  Strategic Location. 

	 •	 Lostock	Hall,	focussing	on	the	regeneration	of	brownfield	sites.	

	 •	 Bamber	Bridge,	focussing	on	the	regeneration	of	the	District	Centre*	
  and brownfield sites.

	 •	 Walton-le-Dale,	Higher	Walton,	focussing	on	brownfield	sites.	

(b) The Key Service Centres of:

 i.  Leyland / Farington, focussing on regeneration of Leyland Town Centre* and   
  brownfield sites.

 ii. Chorley Town, focussing on the regeneration of the Town Centre* but with some   
  greenfield development.  

 iii.  Longridge, where land within Central Lancashire may be required to support the   
  development of this Key Service Centre in Ribble Valley. 

(c) Strategic Sites allocated at:

 i.    BAE Systems, Samlesbury – employment

 ii. Cuerden (Lancashire Central) – employment

 iii. Buckshaw Village – mixed use        
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(d) Some growth and investment will be encouraged at the following Urban Local 
Service Centres to help meet housing and employment needs:

 i. Adlington

 ii. Clayton Brook/Green

 iii. Clayton-le-Woods (Lancaster Lane)

 iv. Coppull

 v. Euxton

 vi. Whittle-le-Woods  

(e) Limited growth and investment will be encouraged at the following Rural   
Local Service Centres to help meet local housing and employment needs and to   
support the provision of services to the wider area:

 i.   Brinscall / Withnell

 ii. Eccleston

 iii. Longton

(f)  In other places - smaller villages, substantially built up frontages and Major 
Developed Sites - 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.

 * As defined by Policy 11

Sustainability Appraisal
The option taken forward into this version of the Core Strategy, 
is overall the most sustainable option identified: 

* to spread growth and investment across an identified hierarchy 
with priority locations;

* to have the least negative impacts.
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Policy 17: Design of New Buildings 

The design of new buildings will be expected to take account of the character and 
appearance of the local area, including the following:

(a) siting, layout, massing, scale, design, materials, building to plot ratio and 
landscaping.

(b) safeguarding and enhancing the built and historic environment.

(c)  being sympathetic to surrounding land uses and occupiers, and avoiding 
demonstrable harm to the amenities of the local area.

(d) ensuring that the amenities of occupiers of the new development will not be 
adversely affected by neighbouring uses and vice versa.

(e) linking in with surrounding movement patterns and not prejudicing the 
development of neighbouring land, including the creation of landlocked sites.

(f)  minimising opportunity for crime, and maximising natural surveillance.

(g)  providing landscaping as an integral part of the development, protecting existing 
landscape features and natural assets, habitat creation, providing open space, and 
enhancing the public realm. 

(h)  including public art in appropriate circumstances.

(i)  demonstrating, through the Design and Access Statement, the appropriateness of 
the proposal.

(j)  making provision for the needs of special groups in the community such as the 
elderly and those with disabilities.

(k)  promoting designs that will be adaptable to climate change, and adopting 
principles of sustainable construction including Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS); 
and 

(l)  achieving Building for Life rating of ‘Silver’ or ‘Gold’ for new residential 
developments. 

(m) ensuring that contaminated land, land stability and other risks associated with 
coal mining are considered and, where necessary, addressed through appropriate 
remediation and mitigation measures.



  

  

 

 

 
  

Preston Local Plan 2012-26 

Development in the 
Open Countryside 

8.4 Most of the countryside within Preston 

is designated as Open Countryside, with 

only a small area of Green Belt confined to 

the escarpment and flood plain to the east 

of the City. Green Belt will be preserved 

and protected in accordance with the 

Framework. It is important that the Areas 

of Open Countryside are protected from 

unacceptable development which would 

harm its open and rural character. 

8.5 Information on the re-use, replacement 

of and extension to buildings within the 

Open Countryside is contained within the 

Rural Development Supplementary Planning 

Document. 

8.6 Policy AD1(b) is concerned with 

proposed developments within the 

larger villages defined on the Policies 

Map. Smaller settlements and clusters of 

buildings are not defined on the map, but 

are included within the open countryside 

designation. Proposals within these 

settlements will be considered against Policy 

EN1 and Core Strategy Policy 1(f). 

Policy EN1 – Development 
in the Open Countryside 

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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APPENDIX E – Officer’s Report for Planning Application Ref: 06/2019/0050, dated 8th 
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Reporting to Planning Committee 
Meeting to be held on:  8 August 2019 
 

Electoral Ward Affected  
Preston Rural East 
 

 
Report submitted by: Director of Development 
 
 
Application Number: 06/2019/0050 
 
 
1 
 

 
Summary 
 

1.1 Land to the North of Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Preston, PR3 2EA 
 

 Outline planning application seeking approval for access from Halfpenny Lane for 50no. 
dwellings (all other matters reserved) 
 

 Applicant Community Gateway Association 
 

 Agent PWA Planning 
 

 Case Officer Ben Sandover 
 

 
2 
 

 
Decision recommended 
 

 1. Subject to a S106 obligation being secured for providing on-site affordable 
housing, education provision, the future maintenance and management of the 
public open space, planning permission be granted subject to conditions 
addressing those matters in paragraph 2.1. 

 
AND 
 

2. In the event that a satisfactory Section 106 obligation is not concluded by 30th 
August 2019, or other agreed extension of time, delegate authority to the Director 
of Development to refuse planning permission on the grounds that the obligations 
which make the development acceptable have not been legally secured. 

 
 
 

2.1 Conditions & Informatives 
 Conditions 

1. Approved plans 
2. Reserved matters time limit (3 years) 
3. Reserved matters details (Layout, Scale, Appearance, Landscaping), to include full 

specifications and details of acoustic barriers and bund 
4. Noise Impact Assessment mitigation measures to be implemented 
5. Energy efficiency 
6. Contaminated land – Development to be undertaken with recommendations of 
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ground gas report 
7. Electric vehicle charging points 
8. Surface water drainage scheme 
9. Surface water lifetime management and maintenance plan 
10. Sustainable urban drainage scheme and management and maintenance plan 
11. Bat surveys to be submitted should boundary trees be proposed for removal 
12. Great Crested Newt additional surveys if Reserved Matters submitted post March 

2020 
13. No vegetation clearance during bird nesting season 
14. Construction Environmental Management Plan, to include asbestos monitoring 

 
Informatives 

1. CIL 
2. Lead Local Flood Authority 
3. United Utilities 
4. Environment Agency 
5. Ecology - Great Crested Newt Licence 

 
 
3 
 

 
Information 
 

3.1 Location 
 The application site is located beyond the north-west side of Halfpenny Lane, bounded to 

the north and west by open fields. Existing, recently constructed residential development is 
situated to the east. Open land is situated between the south of the site and Halfpenny 
Lane, separated by a Grade II listed building, Dun Cow Rib Farmhouse. Adjacent to the 
listed asset and to the south of the site is an extant planning permission for 11no. dwellings 
(ref: 06/2017/1048). The site covers approximately 2.77 hectares and is located in the 
Open Countryside, as defined by the Policies Map within the Adopted Preston Local Plan 
2012-26 (Site Allocations and Development Management Policies). 
 

3.2 Proposal 
 The application seeks outline approval for up to 50no. dwellings with access applied for 

only. The application seeks to create new vehicular access to Halfpenny Lane, through the 
site to the south which benefits from an extant planning permission for 11no. dwellings.  
 
An indicative, proposed site layout plan has been submitted with the application which 
indicates a circular access road, with the dwellings to be provided around this. The 
proposed site layout indicates an area of public open space to the north and the west of the 
site, with an additional area of public open space to the centre of the circular access road. 
The applicant has indicated that 35% of the dwellings would be affordable units. 
 

3.3 Relevant planning history 
 06/2017/1048 - 11no. dwellings (comprising 5no. detached bungalows,  2no. detached 

dwellings, 2no. semi-detached dwellings and 2no. semi-detached bungalows) – Approval 
with conditions March 2018 
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3.4 Planning Policy Framework 
 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that if 

regard is to be had to the Development Plan for the purpose of any determination to 
be made under the Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance 
with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
The Development plan comprises: 
 
Central Lancashire Core Strategy 
Policy 1: Locating Growth 
Policy 2: Infrastructure 
Policy 3: Travel 
Policy 4: Housing Delivery 
Policy 5: Housing Density 
Policy 6: Housing Quality 
Policy 7: Affordable Housing and Special Needs Housing 
Policy 14: Education 
Policy 16: Heritage Assets 
Policy 17: Design of New Buildings 
Policy 18: Green Infrastructure 
Policy 22: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
Policy 24: Sport and Recreation 
Policy 27: Sustainable Resources and New Developments 
Policy 29: Water Management 
Policy 30: Air Quality 
Policy 31: Agricultural Land 
 
Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations & Development Management Policies) 
Policy AD1(a): Development within (or in close proximity to) the Existing Residential Area 
Policy HS3: Green Infrastructure in New Housing Developments 
Policy ST1: Parking Standards 
Policy ST2: General Transport Considerations 
Policy EN1: Development in the Open Countryside 
Policy EN3: Future Provision of Green Infrastructure 
Policy EN7: Land Quality 
Policy EN8: Development and Heritage Assets 
Policy EN9: Design of New Development 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation 
Policy EN11: Species Protection 
 
Other Material Considerations: 
 
Central Lancashire Supplementary Planning Document 1 (Affordable Housing) 
Central Lancashire Supplementary Planning Document 5 (Design Guide) 
Central Lancashire Supplementary Planning Document: Open Space and Playing Pitch 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) 
National Planning Practice Guidance 
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National Planning Policy for Waste 
 
The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) 
 

3.5 Consultation responses 
 Historic England – No comments on this application. 

 
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) – No objections subject to conditions requiring the 
submission of a surface water drainage scheme, sustainable urban drainage scheme and 
management and maintenance plan and a surface water lifetime management and 
maintenance plan. 
 
Environmental Health – Satisfied with conclusions of the submitted odour assessment. No 
objections regarding noise, providing the recommendations of the noise impact 
assessment are implemented. The contaminated land assessment is acceptable, and 
should be subject to condition. A condition is recommended to ensure electric car charging 
points are installed, and a Construction Environmental Management Plan is submitted prior 
to development commencing, to include provision of removal of asbestos. 
 
Environment Agency – Offers advice regarding non-mains drainage connections, and 
proposes an informative regarding discharge of sewage or trade effluent and associated 
environmental permitting.  
 
County Highways – Raised concerns with regard to the site access and internal access 
road. 
 
United Utilities – No objections subject to a condition requiring the development to be 
implemented in accordance with the flood risk assessment, including foul and surface 
water draining on separate systems. 
 
Parks and Streetscene (Arborist) – No comments received. An update will be provided in 
Late Changes. 
 
Parks and Streetscene (Landscape) – No objections, the retention of vegetation where 
possible is a positive. Suggests detailed landscaping improvements.   
 
County Education – A contribution towards primary and secondary school places in the 
area would be required. The exact figure would be determined once accurate bedroom 
information becomes available.  
 
Greater Manchester Ecology Unit (GMEU) – No objections subject to conditions requiring 
the submission of statement regarding great crested newts, and further surveys should be 
undertaken should the reserved matters not be submitted prior to March 2020. Conditions 
recommended regarding removal of trees, and a bat survey to be submitted if required, and 
no works to trees, shrubs or hedgerows should development take place within bird nesting 
season. 
 
Waste Management – No objections. 
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Whittingham Parish Council – Object to the application on the following grounds: 

 The Council does not have a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land but following 
the publication of the revised National Planning Policy Framework, the figure should 
be recalculated; 

 Inadequate public transport links; 
 The development is not considered to be small scale; 
 Not compliant with the Local Plan or Core Strategy; 
 Unsustainable location; 
 Lack of highway capacity; 
 Impact on the existing sewer network; 
 Future maintenance of open space should be provided upfront; 
 Intentions regarding affordable housing on the site should be provided upfront. 

 
Ben Wallace MP has objected to the application on the following grounds: 

 The site is not allocated for development in the Local Plan, and is designated as 
Open Countryside. Part of the site is also believed to be allocated as Green 
Infrastructure; 

 The proposed development does not meet any of the exemptions listed within 
Policies EN1 and EN2 of the Local Plan. 

 
Publicity – 16 representations objecting to the application have been received. The material 
planning considerations are listed below: 

 The site is in the open countryside and is not policy compliant; 
 Impact on protected species; 
 Increase in flooding of neighbouring properties; 
 Unsustainable location; 
 Unacceptable impact on highway and pedestrian safety; 
 There would be harm caused to the listed building; 
 There is inadequate public transport near this site; 
 Longridge settlement is overwhelmed by the number of dwellings recently granted 

on other sites;  
 Too many residential developments have been approved in this area; 
 Developers should be building on brownfield sites; 
 No provision for extra local facilities to cope with the increase in demand; 
 The Council should consider the impact upon the Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB); 
 Character of surrounding area would be compromised; 
 There are inaccuracies within the applicant’s supporting information; 
 It is not considered that 50no dwellings significantly boosts the Council’s supply of 

housing; 
 The environmental impact of the adjacent pig farm should be considered 

adequately. Pollution and waste from the farm may impact upon the development; 
 The land should provide a buffer between Preston and Ribble Valley; 
 Social housing should not be concentrated within one area; 
 The Council has exceeded allocated numbers for new housing by a substantial 
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margin, and it should greater cooperate with neighbouring boroughs regarding 
housing numbers; 

 The housing site to the west of Longridge provides a strong boundary edge to the 
settlement; 

 The application represents overdevelopment of the land; 
 Loss of privacy and amenity to neighbouring residents; 
 Wildlife make regular use of this site, which should not be prevented; 
 It is noted that the pig farm to the north has capacity for 1900 pigs. This is a busy 

activity, creating noise, odour and other disturbance; 
 The pig farm to the north would be subject to undue complaints if housing is 

approved closer to this operation than at present. The pig farm is a successful 
business and should be supported; 

 Lack of public transport provision in the vicinity; 
 The area is in danger of becoming overdeveloped; 
 Views across open fields would be affected; 
 Unacceptable air and noise pollution; 
 Scale and massing of development would be unacceptable; 
 The additional traffic generated by the development would have an unacceptable 

impact upon the highway network and road safety. 
 
Those comments which are not material planning considerations are listed below: 

 It is considered that objections to applications are ignored; 
 A housing association should not use Government funded schemes to purchase 

high value land such as this; 
 No pre-application discussions took place regarding this proposal. 

 
3.6 Analysis 
 Principle of development and impact on the Open Countryside 

The application site is situated within Open Countryside, as identified on the Policies Map 
of the Adopted Preston Local Plan. Policy 1 of the Adopted Core Strategy relates to all 
types of development, seeking to focus growth and investment on well located brownfield 
sites, identified strategic locations and other main urban areas whilst protecting suburban 
and rural areas. The hierarchical sequence for locating development puts other places, 
including smaller villages, substantially built up frontages and Major Developed Sites, at the 
bottom of the hierarchy where development is expected to 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. 
 
Policy EN1 of the Adopted Local Plan seeks to protect areas of open countryside from 
unacceptable development which would harm its open and rural character and limits 
development to that which it is needed for the purposes of agriculture or forestry or other 
appropriate rural uses, the re-use or re-habitation of existing buildings or infilling within 
small groups of buildings within smaller rural settlements. The supporting text to Policy EN1 
states that it is important that these areas (of open countryside) are protected from 
unacceptable development which would harm its open character (the actual policy wording 
is silent on this matter). 
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With regards to Policy 1 of the Adopted Core Strategy, this site is small scape compared to 
Longridge, but does not constitute infilling, conversion of buildings and proposals to meet 
local need, or a larger scale redevelopment scheme. On this basis, the proposal partially 
complies with Policy 1. The development does not meet any of the exceptions listed within 
Policy EN1 of the Adopted Local Plan, and is therefore contrary to this policy. 
 
Policy 31 of the Adopted Core Strategy seeks to protect the best and most versatile 
agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a) to achieve full potential of the soil. The application 
site has previously been in agricultural use and is classified as Grade 3b. Therefore, the 
loss of agricultural land at this location would not lead to the loss of the highest value of 
agricultural land. The application therefore would not conflict with Policy 31 of the Adopted 
Core Strategy. 
 
The development therefore partially complies with Policy 1 of the Adopted Core Strategy, 
and is contrary to Policy EN1 of the Adopted Local Plan, but does not conflict with Policy 31 
of the Adopted Core Strategy. The acceptability of the proposed development will therefore 
be considered against the material considerations assessed below. 
 
Impact on landscape character and visual amenity 
Policy 13 of the Core Strategy requires development to conserve and where possible 
enhance the character and quality of the landscape. Policy 21 of the Core Strategy seeks 
to ensure that new development is well integrated into existing settlement patterns, 
appropriate to the landscape type and contributes positively to its conservation or 
restoration or the creation of appropriate new features. 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. 
 
The site currently appears as farmland on the edge of a village. It includes limited public 
access, however public views across the site are available primarily from Halfpenny Lane, 
and it is overlooked by properties, particularly those to the east. The alteration in land use, 
and loss of landscaped features, would inevitably alter the character of the site and views 
across it. However, it is considered that the development would be largely screened from 
Halfpenny Lane by development previously approved (discussed above), and the dwellings 
would not extend northward into surrounding open land by significantly further than those 
dwellings to the east. On this basis, it is considered that the resultant surrounding 
landscape impact would be moderate. It is noted that in close proximity to the site, there is 
a recently completed development immediately to the east, and a scheme for 11no. 
dwellings immediately to the south of the site benefits from planning permission (ref: 
06/2017/1048). 
 
The Council’s Landscape Architect has noted that only one of the groups of trees on site 
would be affected by the proposed development. Whilst precise details of public open 
space and landscaping would be dealt with at reserved matter stage, it is considered the 
proposed development would not have a significant detrimental impact on the landscape 

Page 35



character of the area or visual amenity. The proposal therefore complies with the 
aforementioned policies.  
 
Housing provision 
Policy 4 of the Adopted Core Strategy seeks to deliver a total of 22,158 new dwellings 
across the three Central Lancashire districts during the plan period of 2010-2026. The 
policy sets the minimum requirement of 507 new dwellings per annum for Preston. Policy 4 
also seeks to ensure that at least 70% of new housing developments are located on 
brownfield sites. Paragraph 73 of the Framework states that Local Planning Authorities 
should identify a supply of specific deliverable sites to provide five years’ worth of housing 

against their housing requirements with an additional buffer of 5% to ensure choice and 
competition in the market for land. Paragraph 11 of the Framework states that the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development means Local Planning Authorities should 
approve development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay. 
 
The Council cannot currently demonstrate a five years supply of deliverable housing land.  
Paragraph 11d) of the Framework states where there are no relevant development plan 
policies, or the policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-
date, planning permission should be granted unless: 
 

i) The application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed; or 

ii) Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a 
whole. 
 

Therefore in this case planning permission should be granted unless the above points i) or 
ii) apply. This will be considered in the Planning Balance section of the report. 
 
Affordable housing 
Policy 7 of the Adopted Core Strategy seeks to ensure on-site affordable housing provision 
of 30% within urban areas and of 35% in rural areas subject to such matters as financial 
viability and contributions to community services. The Central Lancashire Supplementary 
Planning Document 1: Affordable Housing states that where an element of affordable 
housing is required, at least 70% of the units shall be social rented or affordable rented, 
unless the Council is satisfied that an alternative mix meets an independently assessed 
proven need and agrees to such alternative provision. The SPD goes on to say that 
affordable units within residential developments should be dispersed to promote 
integration, mixed communities and to minimise social exclusion. 
 
The applicant has provided a statement which confirms that 35% of the proposed dwellings 
would be provided on an affordable basis. The development would provide an affordable 
housing provision in accordance with the policy requirement. The type, tenure and delivery 
of the affordable housing would be secured by means of a planning obligation. It is 
therefore considered that the application complies with the Affordable Housing SPD and 
Policy 7 of the Core Strategy.  
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Highways and parking 
Core Strategy Policy 2 states that the Local Planning Authority will work with infrastructure 
providers to establish works that will arise from or be made worse by development 
proposals. It further states that the Local Planning Authority will set broad priorities on the 
provision of the infrastructure to ensure that it is delivered in line with future growth. Core 
Strategy Policy 3 outlines a number of measures which are considered to constitute the 
best approach to planning for travel. These include reducing the need to travel, improving 
pedestrian facilities, improving opportunities for cycling, improving public transport, 
enabling travellers to change their mode of travel on trips, encouraging car sharing, 
managing car use and improving the road network. 
 
Policy ST2 of the Adopted Local Plan requires development proposals to demonstrate that 
the efficient and convenient movement of all highway users and corridors which could be 
developed as future transport routes are not prejudiced, that existing pedestrian, cycle and 
equestrian routes are protected and extended; the needs of disabled people are fully 
provided for; appropriate provision is made for vehicular access, off-street servicing, 
vehicle parking and public transport services; and that appropriate measures are included 
for road safety and to facilitate access on foot and by bicycle. Adopted Local Plan Policy 
ST1 requires new development proposals to provide car parking and servicing space in 
accordance with the parking standards contained within the Appendix B to the Adopted 
Local Plan. 
 
Paragraph 109 of the Framework states that development should only be prevented or 
refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, 
or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe. 
 
County Highways have reviewed the submitted information, and have stated that 
considering the number of properties to be served within this development, and the length 
of the proposed highway access off Halfpenny Lane, the carriageway width serving the site 
should be increased over what is proposed, to 5.5m wide. Further minor amendments to 
the access layout of the site are also recommended. 
 
Further supporting information from the applicant addressing the above points is awaited. 
An update on these matters, and an assessment of the compliance with regards to the 
above policies, will be provided in late changes. 
 
Impact upon heritage assets 
Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that 
when considering whether to grant planning permission for development that affects a 
listed building or its setting “special regard” will be given to the “desirability of preserving 

the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 
possesses.” 
 
Core Strategy Policy 16 states that applications will protect and seek opportunities to 
enhance the historic environment, heritage assets and their settings by safeguarding 
heritage assets from inappropriate development that would cause harm to their 
significances.  
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Policy EN8 of the Adopted Local Plan states that proposals affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting will be permitted where they make a positive contribution to the character and local 
distinctiveness through high quality new design that responds to its context, are 
accompanied by a satisfactory Heritage Statement that fully explains the impact of the 
proposal on the significance of the heritage asset and sustain, conserve and, where 
appropriate enhance the significance, appearance, character and setting of the heritage 
asset itself and the surrounding historic environment. Proposals involving the total or 
substantial loss of a heritage asset or the loss of the elements that contribute to its 
significance will be refused. Proposals will only be granted in exceptional circumstances 
where they can be clearly and convincingly justified in accordance with national planning 
guidance on heritage assets. 

One of the core principles of the Framework is to “conserve heritage assets in a manner 

appropriate to their significance”. Paragraph 193 states that when considering the impact of 

a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight 
should be given to the assets conservation. It goes on to point out that significance can be 
harmed or lost through development within its setting. 

The applicants have submitted a heritage statement assessing the impact of the proposed 
development on Dun Cow Rib Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building. The statement 
explains that the application site is likely to have been part of the original land holding of 
Old Rib Farm, but asserts that the setting of the listed building is defined by the bounded 
plot in which it is situated. The statement further asserts that although the farmhouse is an 
attractive building with interesting vernacular features and a bone from the legendary Dun 
Cow above the door, extensions to the listed building, the erection of new structures at the 
farm and hard and soft landscaping features have eroded the site’s original farming 
character and affected its setting. The statement concludes that development on the 
application site is unlikely to cause any harm to the setting of the listed building and that the 
proposed layout minimises this risk due to the distance between the proposed dwellings 
and the boundary with the farmhouse.  

The proposed development would have an impact on the setting of the listed building as it 
would introduce built development which would be visible in the context of the listed 
farmhouse particularly when viewed from Halfpenny Lane within the same context. 
However, due to the strong boundary treatment to the farm and the positioning of the 
farmhouse within the site it is not considered that this impact would be unacceptable nor 
cause harm. With regard to Ashes Farmhouse, which is a Grade II* listed building located 
beyond the south western boundary of the site, it is considered that this is of a sufficient 
distance from the proposed development, with intervening buildings resulting in this being 
viewed within a separate context. In light of the above, it is considered that no harm is 
identified to the setting of the nearby listed buildings, and the application accords with the 
above policies. 

Design and layout 
Core Strategy Policy 17 states the design of new buildings will be expected to take account 
of the character and appearance of the local area, being sympathetic to surrounding land 
uses and occupiers and avoiding demonstrable harm to the amenities of the local area. 
Core Strategy Policy 5 seeks to secure densities of development which are in keeping with 
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local areas and which will have no detrimental impact on the character, appearance and 
distinctiveness of an area, whilst also making efficient use of land. 
 
Policy EN9 of the Adopted Local Plan states that all new development proposals should be 
designed with regard to the principles set out and explained in the Central Lancashire 
Design Guide SPD, which are movement and legibility; mix of uses and tenures; 
adaptability and resilience; resources and efficiency; architecture and townscape. The 
policy states applications will be approved where they accord with the Design Guide SPD, 
Core Strategy, national policy and CABE (Commission for Architecture and Built 
Environment) guidance; make a positive contribution to the character and local 
distinctiveness of the area; and are accompanied by a satisfactory Design and Access 
Statement that fully explains and justifies the design approach for the scheme.  
 
The Design Guide SPD seeks to raise the level and quality of design of new buildings, sets 
out a number of well established principles of good design and how these can achieve a 
clear and robust design concept for site. 
 
Paragraph 124 of the Framework states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development, and the creation of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to what 
the planning and development process should achieve. Paragraph 130 states permission 
should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities 
available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions, taking 
into account any local design standards or style guides in plans or supplementary planning 
documents. 
 
Although the application is in outline, with design, appearance, layout and scale reserved 
for later consideration, the basic design principles can at this stage be appropriately 
assessed. The application is accompanied by a Design and Access Statement (DAS), 
which states that the proposed site layout shows the internal road to be circular, with 
dwellings located around the periphery as well as centrally, linking with a previously 
approved development and accessed off Halfpenny Lane through that development.  
 
At 18 dwellings per hectare, it is considered that the density of development is acceptable 
for this site in a rural area however, it is considered that the proposed layout is constrained. 
Along the eastern and western boundaries the dwellings would be cramped, whereas the 
dwellings at the north end of the site are overly spacious in plot size. The proposed layout 
is not reflective of the adjacent recent development to the east, nor that approved to the 
south of this site adjacent to Halfpenny Lane. The proposed site layout indicates an area of 
public open space to the north and the west of the site, with an additional area of public 
open space to the centre of the circular access road. The section of public open space to 
the west adds little or no value to the overall development, and it is considered generally 
that the open space within the site is poor functioning, and could be more suitably provided 
as an integral feature.  
 
The submitted noise impact assessment proposes the erection of a 3.5m high 
bund/acoustic fence, within the area of proposed public open space to the north, and a 
2.0m high acoustic fence along the rear boundary of proposed dwellings. It is expected that 
the latter would form part of a normal boundary treatment for the proposed dwellings, 
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however the installation of a bund/acoustic fence within the proposed open space area 
should be as sympathetic as possible, given the open character of the area. It is 
recommended that full specifications and details of the bund/acoustic fence are therefore 
provided, to be required at reserved matters stage. 
 
The applicant has been made aware of the fundamental concerns discussed above. In light 
of this, it is expected that these matters would be addressed at reserved matters stage. 
Notwithstanding this, the density of the proposed dwellings, at 18 dwellings per hectare, is 
considered acceptable for this area. The proposed development and density is considered 
acceptable, in order to comply with Policies 5 and 17 of the Adopted Core Strategy, Policy 
EN9 of the Adopted Local Plan and the Framework. 
 
Impact on residential amenity 
Policy 17 of the Core Strategy and Policy EN9 of the Adopted Local Plan state that the 
design of new buildings will be expected to take account of the character and appearance 
of the local area, being sympathetic to surrounding land uses and occupiers and 
avoiding demonstrable harm to the amenities of the local area. Policy AD1(a) of the 
Adopted Local Plan requires, amongst other things, that the development has no adverse 
impact on residential amenity. The Framework seeks to ensure a good standard of amenity 
for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. 
 
As the application is in outline with all matters reserved except access, issues relating to 
impacts on privacy, overlooking, loss of light and overshadowing cannot be fully assessed 
at this stage. The proposed site layout, and associated density of 18 dwellings per hectare, 
demonstrates that the proposed development could be satisfactorily accommodated on site 
without having any unacceptable adverse impacts on the amenities of neighbouring 
dwellings which border the site.  
 
Noise and odour 
Paragraph 182 of the Framework states that decisions should ensure that new 
development can be integrated effectively with existing businesses. Existing businesses 
should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of development 
permitted after they were established. Where the operation of an existing business could 
have a significant adverse effect on new development in its vicinity, the applicant (or ‘agent 

of change’) should be required to provide suitable mitigation before the development has 

been completed. 
 
Land immediately to the north of the site is within the control of Belmont Farm, which 
operates as a piggery business. The land immediately to the north is not developed, 
however the piggery itself lies beyond the northern boundary, and benefits from planning 
permission to expand and diversify, to include relocation of pig pens and pig rearing 
buildings (ref: 06/2016/0022). It is considered that the proposed development should not 
unduly restrict the operations of this existing business in accordance with the requirements 
of the Framework explained above, whilst protecting the amenity of future occupiers of the 
proposed dwellings. The applicant has submitted noise and odour impact assessments, in 
order to demonstrate that there would be no undue impacts from the piggery business 
upon the amenity of future occupiers. The Council’s Environmental Health officers have 
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reviewed this information, and agree with the assessment of odour in that the impact upon 
future occupiers is likely to be ‘negligible to slight’, the effect of which can be deemed to be 

insignificant. No measures are therefore proposed to mitigate for odour on this site. It is 
considered that residing in a rural area may result in future occupiers reasonably expecting 
noise from uses normally associated with those areas, such as farming and rural 
businesses, and it is recommended as per the noise impact assessment that suitable 
glazing and means of ventilation be provided for the future properties. The Environmental 
Health officer has noted the requirement for a 3.5m high bund/acoustic fence within the 
area of proposed public open space to the north, and a 2.0m high acoustic fence along the 
rear boundary of proposed dwellings, as recommended within the submitted noise impact 
assessment, and a condition is recommended to ensure the specifications of these 
features are provided at reserved matters stage. 
 
The submitted noise impact assessment proposes the erection of a 3.5m high 
bund/acoustic fence, within the area of proposed public open space to the north, and a 
2.0m high acoustic fence along the rear boundary of proposed dwellings. It is expected that 
the latter would form part of a normal boundary treatment for the proposed dwellings, 
however the installation of a bund/acoustic fence within the proposed open space area 
should be as sympathetic as possible, given the open character of the area. It is 
recommended that full specifications and details of the bund/acoustic fence are therefore 
provided, to be required at reserved matters stage. 
 
The site is located adjacent to existing residential development, and there is scope for 
construction activity to unduly affect the amenity of those properties. Environmental Health 
officers have recommended a condition requiring a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan to be submitted to mitigate the impact of construction activity in relation 
to noise and air quality. In light of the above, it is considered the proposed development 
would provide an acceptable level of amenity for existing neighbouring properties and 
future proposed occupiers, according with the above policies and the Framework. 
 
Open space provision 
Policy 17 of the Core Strategy states that the provision of landscaping and open space 
should form an integral part of new development proposals, including enhancing the public 
realm. Policy 18 seeks to manage and improve environmental resources through the 
protection and enhancement of the natural environment. Policy 24 seeks to promote 
access to sport and recreation facilities, including children’s play provision, through 

developer contributions where new development would result in a shortfall in provision. 
 
Policy HS3 of the Adopted Local Plan requires this scheme to provide sufficient public open 
space to meet the recreational needs of the development in accordance with standards set 
out in the Central Lancashire Open Space and Playing Pitch SPD. 
 
The Framework states ‘access to high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and 
recreation make an important contribution to the health and well-being of communities’. It 
advises that Local Planning Authorities should seek to protect and enhance public rights of 
way. 
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The proposed site layout indicates an area of public open space to the north and the west 
of the site, with an additional area of public open space to the centre of the circular access 
road. Concerns regarding the layout of the site as a whole have been discussed within the 
‘Design and Layout’ section of this report above, and it is expected that these concerns 

would be addressed at reserved matters stage. The maintenance and management of 
amenity greenspace would be secured by a Section 106 obligation should planning 
permission be granted. Subject to further reserved matters submissions and conditions the 
proposal has demonstrated a capacity to satisfy the principle of Policies 17, 18 and 24 of 
the Core Strategy and Policy HS3 of the Adopted Local Plan. 
 
Ecology 
Policy 22 of the Core Strategy seeks to protect and find opportunities to enhance and 
manage the biological and geological assets of the area through certain measures, such as 
promoting the conservation and enhancement of biological diversity, having particular 
regard to the favourable condition, restoration and re-establishment of priority species and 
species populations; and seeking opportunities to conserve, enhance and expand 
ecological networks. 
 
Policy EN11 states planning permission will not be granted for development which would 
have an adverse effect on a protected species unless the benefits of the development 
outweigh the need to maintain the population of the species in situ. Should development be 
permitted that might have an effect on a protected species planning conditions or 
agreement will be used to mitigate the impact. 
 
Paragraph 170 of the Framework states that planning policies and decisions should, 
amongst other things, contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 
minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity. Paragraph 175 of the 
Framework states that when determining applications, local planning authorities should aim 
to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying a number of principles. 
 
An ecological survey has accompanied the application, which establishes the ecological 
conditions on the site. Greater Manchester Ecology Unit (GMEU) have advised that a great 
crested newt population was identified in a pond situated to the north west of the site, and 
consider that further surveys would be required in order to establish any required measures 
and the current size of the population. Given the proximity of the pond from the site, and 
the lack of direct habitat connectively between the two, GMEU consider that the risk to 
great crested newts are low, however precautionary measures should be employed. GMEU 
recommend that full surveys should be provided at reserved matters stage, if the 
development does not come forward prior to March 2020, in order to allow for further 
population records to occur, and a condition is thereby recommended.  
 
GMEU recommend a further condition, which requires the applicant to submit either a 
licence or statement from relevant licensing body, concerning great crested newts, prior to 
the commencement of development. However, this condition references other legislation 
(Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010), and it is not considered 
reasonable to replicate this requirement of other legislation through the planning system. 
An informative is therefore recommended in order to advise the applicant of their 
responsibilities in this regard. 
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GMEU have advised that trees surrounding the boundary of the site have bat roosting 
potential, however it is likely these trees will be retained. No further surveys were therefore 
considered necessary at this stage, however if trees or hedgerows are proposed for 
removal at reserved matters stage then GMEU recommend further information regarding 
bat roosting should be required, and a condition is recommended. It is however evident that 
a small group of trees within the site would be lost as a result of the proposals, and a 
condition is recommended noting that should these works occur during the bird nesting 
season, a bird nest survey would be required in order to demonstrate that no active bird 
nests are present prior to their removal. 
 
GMEU advise that the development would lead to the loss of around 2.7ha of improved 
grassland of low value habitat and potentially associated boundary hedgerows to the north, 
south and west, and it would also result in the loss of associated bird nesting and 
amphibian terrestrial habitat. A landscape buffer is indicated in the proposed (illustrative) 
site layout along the western and northern boundaries, which includes three ponds and tree 
planting. Given the low value of the existing site, GMEU are satisfied that this area has 
potential to lead to net gain depending on the landscaping detail submitted at reserved 
matters stage. 
 
Subject to the above recommended mitigation measures and conditions it is considered the 
proposed development would not result in any adverse impacts on protected species and 
therefore complies with Policies 18 and 22 of the Adopted Core Strategy, Policies EN10 
and EN11 of the Adopted Local Plan and the Framework. 
 
Trees 
Policy 18 of the Core Strategy seeks to manage and improve environmental resources 
through a Green Infrastructure approach, which includes securing mitigation measures 
and/or compensatory measures where development would lead to the loss of, or damage 
to, part of the Green Infrastructure network. 
 
Policy EN10 of the Adopted Local Plan seeks to protect, conserve, restore and enhance 
biodiversity and ecological network resources in Preston. 
 
No comments have been received from the Council’s Arborist to date, and therefore an 

update, and an assessment of the compliance with regards to the above policies, will be 
provided in late changes. 
 
Ground conditions 
Policy EN7 of the Adopted Local Plan seeks to address existing contamination of land by 
appropriate mitigation measures to ensure the site is suitable for the proposed use and 
seeks to ensure that proposed development would not cause land to become 
contaminated. 
 
Paragraph 178 of the Framework states planning decisions should ensure that the site is 
suitable for its new use taking account of ground conditions and land instability, including 
from natural hazards or former activities such as mining, pollution arising from previous 
uses and any proposals for mitigation including land remediation or impacts on the natural 
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environment arising from that remediation. After remediation, as a minimum the land 
should not be capable of being determined as contaminated land under Part IIA of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
 
Paragraph 179 goes on to state that where a site is affected by contamination or land 
stability issues, the responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer 
and/or landowner. 
 
The application is accompanied by a Phase 2 contamination assessment, and following 
this a ground gas risk assessment was provided. The Council’s Environmental Health 
officers have reviewed these supporting documents and do not consider that further 
surveys are required with regard to contamination of the land. A condition is recommended 
to ensure the development is undertaken in accordance with the ground gas protection 
measures suggested in the latter such report.  
 
The Environmental Health Officer further considers that details of removal of asbestos on 
the site should be considered in detail. This can be included in the condition requiring a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan. Subject to imposition of the above 
recommended conditions, it is considered that the proposal complies with Policy EN7 of the 
Adopted Local Plan and the Framework. 
 
Air quality 
Policy 3 of the Core Strategy seeks to encourage the use of alternative fuels for transport 
purposes. Policy 30 of the Core Strategy seeks to improve air quality through delivery of 
Green Infrastructure initiatives and through taking account of air quality when prioritising 
measures to reduce road traffic congestion.  
 
The site does not fall within an Air Quality Management Area and the Environmental Health 
Officer has raised no objections to the scheme in terms of its impact on air quality. To 
encourage the use of alternative fuels and improving the air quality of the city, it is 
considered a condition be attached requiring a scheme for the installation of electric vehicle 
charging points to be submitted. Subject to this condition, it is considered the proposal 
complies with Policies 3 and 30 of the Adopted Core Strategy. 
 
Utilities/Drainage/Flood risk 
Core Strategy Policy 29 seeks to improve water quality, water management and reduce the 
risk of flooding by a number of measures including minimising the use of portable mains 
water in new developments; appraising, managing and reducing flood risk in new 
developments; managing the capacity and timing of development to avoid exceeding sewer 
infrastructure capacity; encouraging the adoption of Sustainable Drainage Systems; and 
seeking to maximise the potential of Green Infrastructure to contribute to flood relief. 
 
Paragraph 163 of the Framework states that Local Planning Authorities should ensure flood 
risk is not increased elsewhere (i.e. outside areas at risk of flooding) and only consider 
development appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where proposals are informed by a 
site-specific flood risk assessment. 
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The application site is located in Flood Zone 1 which is identified as within the lowest risk of 
flooding. A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) accompanied the application. The FRA was 
reviewed by United Utilities, who raised no objections to the scheme, and agreed with the 
recommendations of the FRA. A condition is therefore recommended which requires the 
development to be undertaken in accordance with this submitted FRA, and to ensure foul 
and surface water drains on separate systems. The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) 
raises no objections to the scheme subject to conditions requiring the submission of a 
surface water drainage scheme, sustainable urban drainage scheme and management and 
maintenance plan and a surface water lifetime management and maintenance plan. The 
Environment Agency have raised no objections, however have noted that private sewage 
facilities should only be used where it is not reasonable for a development to be connected 
to the public sewer. They state that, as per the Planning Practice Guidance, a first 
presumption should be to connect to the public sewer, and an informative is recommended, 
which informs the applicant of their responsibility for discharge of sewage or trade effluent 
to either surface water or groundwater would require an environmental permit. Subject to 
these conditions, it is considered the proposed development would be unlikely to lead to an 
increase in flooding and would comply with the above policies and the Framework. 
 
Education 
Policy 14 of the Adopted Core Strategy states that educational requirements will be 
provided for by enabling seeking contributions towards the provision of school places 
where a development would result in or worsen a lack of capacity at existing schools. 
 
County Education advises that based upon the latest assessment, taking into account all 
approved applications, an education contribution would be required towards primary school 
places and secondary school places. As the application is in outline, the precise figure 
required would be determined at reserved matters stage following the submission of 
detailed bedroom information becoming available. The applicant has confirmed their 
agreement to providing the contribution, which would be secured through a Section 106 
agreement should planning permission be granted. As such, the proposal complies with the 
above policies. 
 
Energy efficiency  
Whilst Core Strategy Policy 27 requires all new dwellings meet Level 4 of the former Code 
for Sustainable Homes (CSH), the Government has published a statement of intention in 
respect of this matter, and in accordance with this statement of intention the Council no 
longer requires new developments to comply with code standards. However the written 
ministerial statement (published on 25th March 2015) confirms that for the specific issue of 
energy performance, Local Planning Authorities will continue to be able to set and apply 
policies in their Local Plans which require compliance with energy performance standards 
that exceed the energy requirements of Building Regulations. Therefore, the Council 
requires only the energy efficiency levels of new developments to be equivalent to Level 4 
of the former CSH which equates to a 19% improvement in the Dwelling Emission Rate 
(DER) over the Target Emission Rate (TER) as defined by Part L1A of the 2013 Building 
Regulations. This can be secured by condition and as such, the application would accord 
with Policy 27 of the Core Strategy. 
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Waste management 
The National Planning Policy for Waste seeks to ensure that new development makes 
sufficient provision for waste management and promotes good design to secure the 
integration of waste management facilities, for example by ensuring there is discrete 
provision for bins to facilitate a high quality, comprehensive and frequent household 
collection service. 
 
Whilst no specific details of waste provision have been provided, the indicative proposed 
site layout indicates there would be sufficient space to the rear of the proposed dwellings to 
accommodate waste and recycling facilities. Comments have been provided by the 
Council’s Waste Management officers, however concerns have been raised regarding the 

general layout of the proposed development, above, and this would be required to be 
revised at reserved matters stage. Subject to revisions at reserved matters stage, it is 
considered that the proposal would comply with the National Planning Policy for Waste. 
 
Planning obligations 
Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) 
and paragraph 56 of the Framework state that a planning obligation may only constitute a 
reason for granting planning permission for the development if the obligation is: 
 

a) Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
b) Directly related to the development; and 
c) Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

 
The financial contribution towards the provision of primary and secondary school places 
and the delivery of on-site affordable housing provision are both necessary to make the 
development acceptable in planning terms, the obligations are directly related to the 
development and are fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 
The obligations meet the tests set out in Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure 
Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended).  
 
Planning balance – Compliance with the Framework 
Paragraph 11 of the Framework sets out a ‘presumption in favour of sustainable 
development’ and for decision-taking this means 1) approving development proposals 
without delay; and 2) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies 
which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting planning 
permission unless: 
 

i) The application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed; or 

ii) Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a 
whole. 

 
The proposal partially accords with Core Strategy Policy 1, and does not comply with Local 
Plan Policy EN1, however would accord with Core Strategy Policy 31. The Council cannot 
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demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land and as such, in accordance with 
Paragraph 11, the policies which are most important for determining the application are 
considered to be out of date. The Framework therefore directs that planning permission 
should be granted unless either Paragraph 11(d)(i) or 11(d)(ii) apply, as outlined above. 
 
In considering Paragraph 11(d)(i), the site lies adjacent to a designated heritage asset. As 
no harm to that asset is identified, it is not considered that there is a clear reason for 
refusing the development proposed. In terms of Paragraph 11(d)(ii), there is a presumption 
in favour of sustainable development unless the adverse impacts of approving the 
development would significant and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed 
against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. 
 
Paragraph 8 of the Framework states that achieving sustainable development means that 
the planning system has three overarching objectives: the ‘economic objective’, the ‘social 

objective’ and the ‘environmental objective’. The proposed construction of the dwellings 

would provide a short-term economic benefit. The proposal would result in a social benefit 
from the additional support to the vitality of the local community from the future occupants 
of the dwellings. In terms of the environmental objective, the visual impact of the 
development is considered to be acceptable, protecting some existing landscape features 
and providing areas of public open space, whilst the development would be energy 
efficient.  
 
Paragraph 9 of the Framework states that the above objectives are not criteria against 
which every decision can or should be judged. Furthermore, paragraph 12 notes that the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development does not change the statutory status of 
the development plan as the starting point for decision making. 
 
In this case, the proposed development would result in the loss of an existing open field 
and would introduce built development into what has been identified as open countryside. 
However, the proposal would make an important contribution to the supply of housing, 
providing market and affordable housing on the site, in accordance with the policy 
requirement. Subject to conditions, there would be no unacceptable impact on protected 
species, flood risk and contamination. It would also achieve the required sustainability 
levels and would provide electric vehicle charging points. Subject to securing a Section 106 
Agreement, the development would contribute towards provision of school places, 
provision of affordable housing on-site, and management and maintenance of on-site open 
space. 
 
Returning to Paragraph 11(d)(ii) there are no adverse impacts of approving the 
development that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when 
assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as whole. In these terms, the 
Framework advises that permission should be granted. 
 

3.7 Value Added to the Development 
 Additional information was requested from the applicant to address concerns relating to the 

access. 
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3.8 Conclusions 
 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that if regard is to 

be had to the Development Plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
Planning Acts the determination must be in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
 
Objections received have been taken into account as part of the assessment of the 
proposed development. The proposed development seeks to develop greenfield land within 
the open countryside. The application would partially comply with Core Strategy Policy 1(f), 
and would not comply with Local Plan Policy EN1. The Council cannot currently 
demonstrate a five years supply of deliverable housing land and as such the scheme has 
been assessed against the tiled balance set out in paragraph 11 of the Framework and the 
development plan policies most important for determining the application are out of date. 
There are no adverse impacts of approving the development that would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the Framework 
taken as whole. 
 
Given such circumstances and in accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the Framework, planning permission should be 
granted. 
 

3.9 Recommendation 
 1. Subject to a S106 obligation being secured for providing on-site affordable housing, 

education provision, the future maintenance and management of the public open 
space, planning permission be granted subject to conditions addressing those 
matters in paragraph 2.1. 

 
AND 
 

2. In the event that a satisfactory Section 106 obligation is not concluded by 30th 
August 2019, or other agreed extension of time, delegate authority to the Director of 
Development to refuse planning permission on the grounds that the obligations 
which make the development acceptable have not been legally secured. 
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APPEAL STATEMENT 

LAND NORTH OF OLD RIB FARM 

 

APPENDIX F – 2017 Joint Memorandum of Understanding 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market 
 

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

 

SEPTEMBER  2017 
 

Parties to the memorandum 
 

Chorley Council 
 

South Ribble Borough Council 

Preston City Council 

1. Central Lancashire 
 

1.1 Central Lancashire is defined as the area covered by the following three local planning 
authorities ('the Councils'): 

 

• Chorley Borough Council 
• Preston City Council 
• South Ribble Borough Council. 

 

1.2 The Councils, together with Lancashire County Council (which provides strategic 
planning functions in relation to highways, minerals and waste}, have a very 
considerable history of joint working which reflects the compact nature of this part of 
Lancashire, focused on the urban core. Joint working is formally constituted in a Joint 
Advisory Committee of the Councils that was established in 2008. 

 

1.3 Overall the Councils cover an area of some 458 sq. km (177 sq. miles) with a combined 
population of 366,270 (2016 mye). Importantly in this context, the area functions as 
one integrated local economy and travel to work area and is a single Housing Market 
Area. Containment levels approach 80% for travel to work and exceed 80% for housing 
moves when long distance moves are excluded. 

 

1.4 Journey times by rail from Preston to Leyland are 6 minutes and to Chorley 14 minutes. 
Rail journey times between Chorley and Leyland are 8 minutes. Both Chorley and 
Leyland are within 20 minutes journey time by road from Preston and 15 minutes 
between the two. 

 

 

 

2. The Current Development Plan 
 

2.1 The history and depth of joint working by the Councils is reflected in the current 
development plan consisting of: 

 

• The Joint Central Lancashire Core Strategy adopted by the Councils in July 
2012. The Joint Core Strategy complies with the National Planning Policy 
Framework ('NPPF' or 'the Framework')). 



• Site Allocations Plans for each Council area all adopted in July 2015. These 
plans set out policies to achieve development that reflects the overall strategic 
framework set out in the Core Strategy. All plans are NPPF-compliant. 

 

 

 

• Individual Area Action Plans and Neighbourhood Plans within each authority 
as listed in Appendix 1. 

 

2.2 Joint Core Strategy Policies 1 and 4 are of particular relevance to this Memorandum. 
Policy 1 sets out the overall spatial pattern of development being concerned with 
locating growth across Central Lancashire. Policy 4 contains the housing requirements 
for each local authority. 

 

Chorley: 417 dwellings per annum 

Preston:   507 dwellings per annum 

South Ribble: 417 dwellings per annum. 

TOTAL:            1,341 

3. The purpose of the Memorandum and Statement 
 

3.1 The purpose of this document is to confirm and demonstrate an approach agreed by 
the Councils concerning the distribution of housing in the Housing Market Area referred 
to at paragraph 1.3 above. This agreement is informed by the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment, August 2017. The Statement sets out the agreed approach to the 
distribution of housing prior to adoption of a new plan. 

 

3.2 In reaching this agreement the Councils have had regard to the High Court judgment 
in Sf Modwen Developments Ltd v SSCLG & East Riding of Yorkshire Council [2016] 
EWHC 968 (Admin) and to the Court of Appeal judgment in Oadby & Wigston Borough 
Council v SSCLG & Bloor Homes [2016] EWCA Civ 1040. 

 

3.3 Details of each Council's agreement to this document are set out in Appendix 2. 
 

 

 

 

4. Duty to Co-operate 
 

4.1 The statutory duty to co-operate is set out in s.110 of the Localism Act 2011, which 
amends the Planning and Compulsory  Purchase Act 2004. 

 

4.2 Paragraph 178 of the NPPF indicates that public bodies have a duty to cooperate on 
planning issues that cross administrative boundaries particularly those relating to the 
strategic priorities, including housing, set out in the Framework. The Government 
expects joint working on areas of common interest to be diligently undertaken for the 
mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities. 

 

4.3 Paragraph 179 states that strategic priorities across local. boundaries should be 
properly co-ordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans and paragraph 180 



that  local  planning  authorities  should  take  account  of  different  geographic  areas, 
including travel to work areas. 

 

4.4 Paragraph 181 sets out the expectation that local planning authorities will demonstrate 
evidence of having effectively co-operated to plan for issues with cross-boundary 
impacts in plan making. Such co-operation should be continuous. 

 

4.5 The Councils have co-operated in the preparation of the current development plan as 
well as in the preparation of a range of supplementary planning documents and non- 
statutory planning processes. They commissioned evidence jointly for preparation of 
the existing development plan and are commissioning such evidence for the 
preparation of the replacement plan. In particular a new Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment ('SHMA') has been published in August 2017. This sets out Objectively 
Assessed Housing Needs for the Housing Market Area as a whole and for each district 
within it. 

 

4.6 The Councils agree that, for the reasons set out below,. it is appropriate to retain the 
current Central Lancashire Core Strategy housing requirement figures as set out in CS 
Policy 4 to ensure that the full objectively assessed housing need across the housing 
market as a whole is met. 

 

 

 

5. Meeting the Objectively Assessed  Need 
 

5.1 Paragraph·47 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should use their 
evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed 
needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is 
consistent with the policies set out in this Framework, including identifying key sites 
which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period. 

 

5.2 Paragraph 159 states that local planning authorities should have a clear understanding 
of housing needs in their area including preparing a SHMA to assess their full housing 
needs, working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross 
administrative  boundaries. 

 

5.3 Ouseley J explained as follows in his judgment in the St Modwen case: 
 

"74............1 agree with the Inspector that the NPPF does not require housing 
needs to be assessed always and only by reference to the area of the 
development control authority. 

 

75. The first question is whether Hunston required the Inspector to reach a 
different decision. It did not. Hunston holds that, for whatever is the housing 
market area being considered, it is the full, objectively assessed, needs of that 
area which are to be considered. Hunston does not decide or even comment 
on the prior question of what housing market area should be examined, nor 
does it address the issue of how the needs should be apportioned between the 
various parts of the housing market area where it covers two local planning 
authorities' areas. Solihu/1 makes the point that the phrase "as far as is 
consistent with the policy set out in this Framework" cannot be construed so as 



to bring in to the assessment of the full objectively assessed needs via the back 
door, what Hunston had excluded at the front door, namely policy constraints 
on which the local plan might impose on actually meeting those needs. But it 
does not deal with the area to be taken in the assessment of housing needs." 

 

5.4 And Lindblom LJ explained further as follows in Oadby & Wigston, 
the St Modwen case: 

referring  to 

 

"53.    In that case the inspector and Secretary of State were able to accept, 
as the appropriate basis for testing the sufficiency of the housing land supply, 
the agreed apportionment of housing needs between the two administrative 
areas in the housing market area - given the authorities'  long-standing and 
continuing co-operation in plan preparation. Ouseley J saw nothing unlawful in 
that conclusion." 

 

5.5 It follows that the Housing Market Area is an appropriate basis for assessing the full 
Objectively Assessed Need for housing provided that there is agreement between the 
constituent local planning authorities of the HMA concerning how that need is to be 
addressed between them. 

 

5.6 The Councils have jointly commissioned GL Hearn to produce a SHMA. A first draft 
was produced in September 2016. A final SHMAwas published in August 2017 to take 
account of the Court of Appeal judgment in Oadby and Wigston and updates the 
demographic data to take account of the 2016 mid-year population estimates. 

 

5.7 The final SHMA (August 2017) identifies the full Objectively Assessed Need for the 
Housing Market Area as being 1,184 dwellings per annum. The distribution between 
the three authorities is: 

 

• Chorley: 519 dwellings per annum 
• Preston: 225 dwellings per annum 
• South Ribble: 440 dwellings per annum 
• Total: 1,184 

 

The total is lower than the current development plan requirement of 1,341 dwellings 
per annum as is the annual requirement for Preston (compare paragraph 2.2 above). 
Chorley's and South Ribble's need figures are higher than the  plan  requirement. 
These figures take into account economic growth.  There are  uplifts in Chorley and 
South Ribble above the demographic growth figures, which are  419 dwellings per 
annum for Chorley and 351 dwellings per annum for South Ribble. However, in Preston 
the demographic growth figure exceeds the economic growth figure and is 402 
dwellings per annum. 

 

In summary the demographic and economic growth figures for each authority are: 

Authoritv Demographic growth (dpa) Economic orowth ldpa) 
Chorlev 419 519 
Preston  402 225 
South Ribble 351  440 
Central Lancashire 1,172 1'184 



 

 

5.8 If each local planning authority were required to meet its own Objectively Assessed 
Need including, for Chorley and South Ribble, that deriving from economic growth 
in the absence of an agreement to apportion the need between them, the 
Objectively Assessed Need for each would be: 

 

• Chorley: 519 dwellings per annum 

• Preston: 402 dwellings per annum 

• South Ribble: 440 dwellings per annum 

• Total: 1,361 
 

 

 

5.9 The total of the requirement figures for each individual authority exceeds the current 
local plan requirement by only 20 dwellings per annum (1,361 dwellings per annum 
compared with 1,341). Nevertheless the total of individual OAN figures for Chorley 
and South Ribble based on economic growth and Preston based on demographic 
growth exceeds the Objectively Assessed Need figure for the HMA as a whole by a 
margin of 15%. A distribution of housing based on the current Core Strategy 
requirements ensures that there is a pattern of development that directs housing 
growth towards the priority areas, particularly the strategic sites and locations 
identified in Cottam and North West Preston, where land is a,lready allocated to 
deliver significant new housing in accordance with the Preston, South Ribble and 
Lancashire City Deal agreement. 

 

5.10 The Councils agree for the following reasons both (a) that 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 (b) that the 
current Joint Core Strategy requirement figures - which exceed 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. 

 

a) Apportionment on the basis of the current plan requirement figures 
reflects the spatial pattern of development in Policy 1 of the Joint Central 
Lancashire Core Strategy, 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 current Joint 
Core Strategy 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 
Joint Core Strategy 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 . 

 

 

 

 



 

 

6. Agreement 
 

6.1 Chorley Borough Council, Preston City Council and South Ribble Borough Council 
agree: 

 

a) To continue until the adoption of a replacement local plan to apply the housing 
requirements set out in the Joint Central Lancashire Core Strategy Policy 4, i.e. 

 

Chorley: 417 dwellings per annum 

Preston: 507 dwellings per annum 

South Ribble: 417 dwellings per 

annum. 

b) That there is no requirement for each local planning authority to meet its identif 
ied individual Objectively Assessed Need for housing where higher in view of this 
agreement and the longstanding and continuing joint working between the Councils. 

 

c) To continue the existing monitoring arrangements for the Central Lancashire 
Core 

Strategy and individual local plans to confirm that the MOU is delivering as 
intended. 

 

 

7. Review 
 

7.1 The document will be reviewed no less than every three years and will be reviewed when 
new evidence that renders this MOU out of date 
emerges. 

 

 

Signed on behalf of Chorley Council 
 

Councillor Alistair Bradley 
 

 

 

 

Date 03/10/17 
 
Signed on behalf of South Ribble Borough Council 

 

Chief Executive, Heather McManus 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Signed on behalf of Preston City Council  

Date 03/10/17 

Councillor Peter Moss 
 
 
  



 

 

Appendix 1 
 

Central Lancashire Development Plan Documents 
 
http://chorley.gov.uk/Documents/Local%20plan%20documents%2011-01-
2013/Local%20Plan/CHE020%20Central%20Lancashire%20Core%20Strategy%20Evolution%20of%20the%20C
ore%20Strategy%20Background%20Topic%20Paper%204%20-%20December%202010.pdf 

 

Central Lancashire Core Strategy (adopted 17 July 2012) 
http://www.southribble.gov.uk/mwg-
internal/de5fs23hu73ds/progress?id=Q_D4nOc70T_ALGCiwevKA5tQ20u1aRA_MIvgHJPlyIo, 

 

Central Lancashire Open Space and Playing Pitch Supplementary  Planning 
Document (August 2003) including financial contributions for new provision and 
improvements 

 
http://chorley.gov.uk/Documents/Planning/Planning%20Policy/Open%20Space%20and%20Playing%20Pitch%2

0SPD%20-%20FINAL%20v1.pdf 

 

Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (October 
2012) 

http://www.southribble.gov.uk/sites/default/files/SRE003%20-%20SPD%20-

%20Affordable%20Housing%20%282%29.pdf 

 
Central Lancashire Employment Skills Supplementary Planning Document 

September 2017 (to be adopted by all Central Lancashire authorities in 
September 2017). 

 
https://www.southribble.gov.uk/content/employment-skills-spd 

 

HOUSING EVIDENCE 

Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment ( 2010- SHLAA)  

http://chorley.gov.uk/Documents/Planning/Planning%20Policy/Strategic%20Housing%20Land%20Availability

%20Assessment%20v1.pdf 

Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2011 (February 
2012 update- a partial review and update of the SHLAA 2010) 
 

http://chorley.gov.uk/Documents/Planning/Planning%20Policy/Strategic%20Housing%20Land%20Availability%20A

ssessment%20v1.pdf 

 
Chorley Housing Land Monitoring Report (June 2017) 
 
http://chorley.gov.uk/Documents/Planning/Planning%20Policy/Housing%20Land%20Monitoring%20Report%2020
17.pdf 

 
Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (September 2017) 
 
http://chorley.gov.uk/Documents/Planning/Planning%20Policy/Central%20Lancs%20SHMA%20Report%20(Draft
%20Final%20-%20Sept%202017)%20-%20V2.pdf 
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 1 

 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Iceni Projects, on behalf of the Central Lancashire Councils – Chorley, Preston and South Ribble – 

have been commissioned to prepare this Housing Study in the context that the Councils are at an 

early stage of the preparation of the Review of the Central Lancashire Local Plan and there is a need 

to bring together key evidence in respect of housing need. The three Central Lancashire authorities 

fall within a common Housing Market Area (HMA).  

1.2 The Housing Study has been commissioned to update and develop elements of the analysis set out 

in the Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (September 2017) and principally 

do two things: 

• Advise on the scale of housing need and the interim distribution of housing across Central 

Lancashire to inform a revised Joint Memorandum of Understanding; and  

• Provide a robust up-to-date evidence base regarding the scale, type and mix of housing which 

is needed to inform the development of the local plan and consideration of the housing mix 

on individual development sites.  

1.3 The introduction of the standard method for calculating local housing need and the age of the adopted 

Central Lancashire Core Strategy mean that the previously agreed Memorandum of Understanding1 

signed by all three local authorities on the level of housing need and distribution of housing across 

Central Lancashire needs to be revisited. 

1.4 The Housing Study has been prepared to provide a robust and consistent basis for the Central 

Lancashire authorities to agree (a) an updated level of housing need to plan for across the Central 

Lancashire HMA; and (b) how this level of housing need is to be appropriately distributed across the 

three authorities through an updated Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). 

1.5 The MOU may need to be reviewed over time to take account of new evidence. It will be for the Local 

Plan Review process to consider further both the level of overall housing provision and options for 

the distribution of housing development in Central Lancashire through the plan-making process; and 

this will involve further public consultation as the plan-making process progresses.  

 

1 Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market - Joint Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-Operation relating 

to the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing (September 2017) 
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1.6 A draft of this Housing Study was published on a draft revised Joint Memorandum of Understanding 

over a period of 7 weeks from 4th November – 15 November 2019 and 9th December 2019 – 13th 

January 2020. Iceni’s draft report was made available to consultees during this period. 37 responses 

to the consultation were received from a range of stakeholders. A report on the consultation 

responses was presented to Central Lancashire Strategic Planning Advisory Committee on 28th 

January 2020. Iceni contributed to reviewing responses within this report, which is available online.2 

Iceni has reviewed and considered key issues raised in the consultation responses – some of which 

touched on elements of the draft report – in finalising the Housing Study.  

Structure of the Study 

1.7 The structure of the remainder of the report is as follows: 

• Section 2: National Planning Policy and Guidance 

• Section 3: Overall Housing Need 

• Section 4: The Distribution of Housing Need 

• Section 5: Affordable Housing Need 

• Section 6: Development Densities 

• Section 7: Needs of Older Persons and those with Disabilities 

• Section 8: Need for Different Sizes of Homes 

• Section 9: Emerging Market Segments 

• Section 10: Conclusions and Recommendations 

  

 

2 https://democracy.chorley.gov.uk/documents/s107780/V2%20Report%2028.01.20%20MOU%20responses.pdf  
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 3 

 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE 

2.1 This section sets out a brief overview of the national planning policy context which has emerged 

since the preparation of the Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (“SHMA”) 

(2017) in respect of assessing local housing need. 

The Housing Market Geography  

2.2 Planning Practice Guidance encourages authorities to work together to plan for housing need for 

functional housing market areas (HMAs).3 The HMA geography was considered within the 2017 

Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment which identified that Preston, Chorley and 

South Ribble constituted a single HMA as a best-fit to local authority boundaries. The evidence base 

supporting the identification of the Central Lancs HMA is set out in Section 2 of the SHMA 

2.3 There has been no change in Planning Practice Guidance regarding how housing market areas are 

defined between the publication of the SHMA in 2017. The SHMA considered national and regional 

research on housing market geographies, both of which supported the identification of a Central 

Lancashire housing market. It considered housing price dynamics, migration and travel to work 

patterns finding that triangulation of the sources strongly supports placing Chorley, Preston and 

South Ribble within a common and unique Housing Market Area. Besides house prices, much of the 

detailed core local data considered in that report remains the most recent available.  

2.4 Preston’s urban area and the main urban areas in South Ribble (including Penwortham and Bamber 

Bridge) are in close proximity to one another, and there is clear and strong migration and commuting 

relationships between the three authorities. Average house price differentials are influenced by the 

mix of homes sold, which varies by area, and by urban/ rural distinctions. Prices by type across the 

three areas are relatively similar, as for instance Tables 5.1 and 5.2 herein. 

2.5 Iceni therefore concludes that the SHMA definition of the Central Lancashire HMA as comprising 

Preston, Chorley and South Ribble remains appropriate.  

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) 

2.6 The latest version of the National Planning Policy Framework was published by Government on 19th 

February 2019.  The Framework (paragraph 7) states that the purpose of planning is to contribute to 

the achievement of sustainable development. It states (paragraph 9) that planning policies and 

 

3 PPG Reference ID: 61-017-20190315 and ID: 61-018-20190315 
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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. 

2.7 Accordingly, plans should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development. For plan-

making this means that plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs 

of their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change and strategic policies should, as a 

minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs 

that cannot be met within neighbouring authorities, where it is sustainable to do so (paragraph 11).  

2.8 The development plan must include strategic policies to address each local planning authority’s 

priorities for the development and use of land in its area.  These policies can be contained in joint or 

individual local plans.  

2.9 The Framework (paragraph 26) notes that effective and on-going joint working between strategic 

policy-making authorities is integral to the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. 

It sets out that joint working can address a range of issues, including helping to determine where 

additional infrastructure is necessary; and whether development needs that cannot be met wholly 

within a particular plan area could be met elsewhere.  

2.10 The Framework (paragraph 27) states that authorities should prepare and maintain one or more 

statements of common ground, documenting the cross-boundary matters being addressed and 

progress in cooperating to address these. Housing provision is a cross-boundary issue in many 

areas.   

2.11 In order to support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, the 

Framework (paragraph 59) states it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come 

forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are 

addressed and that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay. 

2.12 The Framework (paragraph 60) sets out that in order to determine the minimum number of homes 

needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using 

the standard method in national planning guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an 

alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and market signals. 

2.13 The Framework (paragraph 61) is also clear that within this context, the size, type and tenure of 

housing needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning 

policies including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing, families with children, 

older people, students, people with disabilities, people who rent their homes and people wishing to 

commission or build their own homes. 
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2.14 Paragraph 73 in the Framework sets out the approach which should be used to calculating the five 

year housing land supply position. In respect of the housing requirement, it states that: “Local 

planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites 

sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set 

out in adopted strategic policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic policies are 

more than five years old.” The Central Lancashire Core Strategy is more than four years old; and the 

circumstances identified in Footnote 37 whereby the housing requirement figures within it could be 

used where ‘they have been reviewed and found not to require updating’ are not applicable.  

2.15 Footnote 37 to Paragraph 73 is also clear that “where local housing need is used as the basis for 

assessing whether a five year supply of specific deliverable sites exists, it should be calculated using 

the standard method set out in national planning guidance.”  

2.16 The NPPF Glossary (Annex 2) provides an updated definition of affordable housing; as well as 

definitions of Build to Rent development, local housing need, old people; and self-build and custom 

housebuilding. 

Planning Practice Guidance 

Overall Housing Need  

2.17 The Planning Practice Guidance on Housing Needs Assessments4 provides local authorities with a 

guide on how to approach the standard method for assessing local housing need and provides an 

overview of the formula.  This is dealt with further in the section on overall housing need. 

2.18 The PPG sets out5 that the Government is committed to ensuring that more homes are built and 

supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth.  It recognises that the standard method 

for assessing local housing need provides a minimum starting point in determining the number of 

homes needed in an area and ultimately, there will be circumstances where it will be appropriate to 

consider if actual housing need is higher than the standard method indicates and provides some 

examples of where this may be appropriate. These are however issues for the plan-making process, 

with the PPG clearly setting out within the Housing Supply and Delivery guidance that where housing 

requirement figures identified in adopted strategic housing policies are more than 5 years old and 

have not been reviewed and found not to need updating, then the housing requirement figure for five 

year land supply purposes will be the area’s local housing need calculated using the standard 

method.6 A distinction thus needs to be made in respect of the appropriate housing requirement 

 

4 Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20190220 

5 Paragraph 010: Reference ID: 2a-010-20190220 

6 Reference ID: 68-002-20190722, ID: 68-003-20190722 and ID: 68-005-20190722 
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figure which is relevant for the calculation of five year housing land supply and associated 

development management in advance of the adoption of a new local plan; and the consideration of 

the appropriate housing requirement through the local plan process. Consideration of whether it is 

appropriate to plan for above the standard method local housing need figure is an issue for plan-

making only. This is clear from Footnote 37 of the NPPF, which was revised in the February 2019 

version.  

2.19 In instances where local housing need is being calculated for Local Plans which cover more than 

one area – as is the case in Central Lancashire which has an existing joint Core Strategy and is 

working to prepare a new joint plan - the PPG7 states that the housing need for the defined area 

should at least be the sum of the local housing need for each local planning authority within the area. 

It will be for the relevant strategic policy-making authority to distribute the total housing requirement 

which is then arrived at across the plan area. Councils are required to both develop and maintain 

Statements of Common Ground by Para 27 in the NPPF which makes reference to these being 

available through the plan-making process, Such Statements are expected to address the distribution 

of needs in the area and record agreements that have been reached.8 The revised MOU is intended 

to demonstrate effective and ongoing joint working consistent with Para 27 in the Framework.  

2.20 The principles of the revised MOU, once it has been consulted upon and endorsed by the three 

authorities, have also been supported in a recent (Dec 2019) appeal decision regarding Land to the 

South of Chain House Lane, Whitestake, Preston.9  This includes the housing need calculation using 

the standard method for Central Lancashire and the criteria considered in assessing the proposed 

distribution, which the Inspector found to not different significantly from the Core Strategy distribution. 

Housing Mix  

2.21 This Housing Study is also intended to provide an evidence base regarding the need for different 

types of homes to supplement and address gaps in the evidence set out in the 2017 SHMA. The 

evidence on needs for different types of homes can help to inform the preparation of a new Local 

Plan and the consideration of individual planning applications.    

2.22 The PPG states that authorities will need to consider how the needs of individual groups can be 

addressed within the overall need established.  The need for particular sizes, types and tenures of 

homes as well as the housing needs of particular groups should be considered separately.  There is 

 

7 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 2a-013-20190220 

8 Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 61-011-20190315 

9 Appeal Ref: APP/F2360/W/19/3234070  
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specific PPG on self-build and custom housebuilding and PPG on Build to Rent which should be 

taken into account in doing so. 

2.23 In June 2019, a new PPG on housing or older and disabled people was published which provides 

guidance for authorities preparing policies on housing for this specific group.  This PPG provides an 

overview of the evidence which can be utilised in assessing older person’s needs; the different types 

of specialist housing available and the requirements for accessible housing – this should also be 

taken into account in assessing the needs of specific groups. 
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 OVERALL HOUSING NEED 

3.1 This section considers the overall housing need for Central Lancashire as a whole. The starting point 

for this is the standard methodology for calculating housing need, which is clearly set out in Planning 

Practice Guidance.  

Housing Need and the Standard Method 

3.2 As the authorities have (and are in the process of updating) a Joint Strategic Plan, it is appropriate 

to consider the needs of Central Lancashire as a whole.  As Planning Practice Guidance10 sets out, 

the housing need for the defined area should at least be the sum of the local housing need for each 

local planning authority within the area.  It will then be for the authorities to distribute the total housing 

requirement which is then arrived at across the plan area. Issues of the distribution of the housing 

need are addressed in Section 4. 

3.3 For development management purposes, pending the adoption of a new Local Plan, Paragraph 73 

in the NPPF11 is clear that the standard method – as defined in Planning Practice Guidance - should 

be used to consider the local housing need for the relevant area. In the context of this Study, the 

relevant area is Central Lancashire.  

Step One: Setting the Baseline 

3.4 The starting point in considering housing need against the standard method is to establish a 

demographic baseline of household growth.  This baseline is drawn from the 2014-based Household 

Projections and should be the annual average household growth over a ten year period, with the 

current year being the first year i.e. 2019 to 2029. 

3.5 This results in household growth of 901 dwellings per annum over the ten year period across Central 

Lancashire, as is shown in the Table below. 

Table 3.1 Central Lancashire Household Growth, 2019 to 2029 

Central Lancashire Chorley Preston South Ribble HMA 

Households in 2019 50,049 59,133 47,790 156,972 

Households in 2029 55,032 61,379 49,569 165,980 

Change (2019-2029) 4,983 2,246 1,779 9,008 

Annual 498 225 178 901 

 

10 Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20190220 

11 As well as the PPG,  Reference ID: 68-002-20190722, ID: 68-003-20190722 and ID: 68-005-20190722 
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Step Two: Affordability Adjustment 

3.6 The second step of the standard method is to consider the application of an uplift on the demographic 

baseline, to take account of market signals. The adjustment increases the housing need where the 

house price to income ratio is above 4. It uses the published median affordability ratios from ONS 

based on workplace-based median house price to median earnings ratio for the most recent year for 

which data is available.  The latest (workplace-based) affordability data is for 2018-based and was 

published by ONS in March 2019. 

3.7 The Guidance states that for each 1% increase in the ratio of house prices to earnings, where the 

ratio is above 4, the average household growth should be increased by a quarter of a per cent, with 

the calculation being as follows: 

[Affordability Factor = ((local housing need – 4)/4) x 0.25] 

3.8 Applying this calculation to household growth in the Central Lancashire authorities (as shown in 

Table 3.2) results in a local housing need figure for 1,026 dwellings per annum, as is shown in the 

Table below. 

Table 3.2 Local Housing Need (2019-2029) – Affordability Adjustment 

Central Lancashire Chorley Preston South Ribble HMA 

2014-based Household Growth 498 225 178 901 

Median Affordability Ratio, 2018 6.6 5.2 6.5 - 

Adjustment 16% 7% 16% - 

Local Housing Need 579 241 206 1,026 

Step Three: The Cap 

3.9 The third and final step of the standard method is to 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.  There are two situations where a cap is applied: 

• The first is where an authority has reviewed their plan (including developing an assessment 

of housing need) or adopted a plan within the last five years. In this instance the need may 

be capped at 40% above the requirement figure set out in the plan.  

• The second situation is where plans and evidence is more than five years old. In such 

circumstances a cap may be applied at 40% of the higher of the projected household growth 

or the housing requirement in the most recent plan, where this exists. 
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3.10 In the case of the Central Lancashire authorities, the second situation is relevant given the most 

recent Local Plan12 is more than five years old.  The impact of the cap is shown in the Table below 

for all three authorities. 

Table 3.3 Local Housing Need – Capping the Increase 

Central Lancashire Chorley Preston South Ribble 

Date of Plan Adoption 17.07.2012 05.07.2012 18.07.2012 

Plan Housing Requirement 417 507 417 

    

Cap at 40% above Household Growth 698 314 249 

Cap at 40% above Housing Requirement 584 710 584 

    

Higher Figure: 698 710 584 

3.11 In all cases, the cap exceeds the local housing need figure established under step two. As a result, 

the minimum local housing need figure across the Central Lancashire HMA is 1,026 dwellings 

per annum, as set out in Table 3.2. No cap is applied. National policy and guidance directs that 

this figure of 1,026 dpa is the appropriate figure against which to calculate the five year 

housing land supply.   

Sensitivity Testing 

3.12 The calculation of local housing need using the standard method is currently based on household 

growth drawn from the 2014-based Household Projections; consistent with the advice in the PPG.   

3.13 We consider it is prudent to review the 2014-based demographic evidence which feeds into the 

current standard method figures and consider the use of the latest demographic evidence, the 2016-

based Household Projections. This is particularly relevant for the purposes of considering how much 

housing to plan for through the preparation of a new joint Local Plan.  

2016-based Household Projections 

3.14 The 2014-based Household Projections do not represent the latest available evidence on household 

growth.  It is therefore prudent to consider more recent household projections.  These are the latest 

official projections, the 2016-based Household Projections, which were published by ONS in 

September 2018. 

 

12 The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012) 
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3.15 In testing the impact of the 2016-based Household Projections in a Central Lancashire context, we 

have set out to quantify the projected household growth in the first instance in the Table below. 

Table 3.4 2016-based Household Growth, 2019 to 2029 

 
Households, 

2019 
Households, 

2029 
Change Change (%) 

Chorley 50,141 55,193 5,052 10.1% 

Preston 57,798 58,058 260 0.4% 

South Ribble 47,628 49,189 1,561 3.3% 

C Lancashire 155,567 162,440 6,873 4.4% 

North West 3,134,305 3,272,215 137,910 4.4% 

England 23,385,949 25,034,815 1,648,866 7.1% 

3.16 The Table below sets out a comparison of the 2014-based Household Projections and the 2016-

based Household Projections for each authority and the HMA overall. 

Table 3.5 Sensitivity Analysis – Household Growth, 2019 to 2029 

 
Households, 

2019 
Households, 

2029 
Change Change (%) 

Chorley 

2014-based 50,049 55,032 4,983 10.0% 

2016-based 50,141 55,193 5,052 10.1% 

Preston 

2014-based 59,133 61,379 2,246 3.8% 

2016-based 57,798 58,058 260 0.4% 

South Ribble 

2014-based 47,790 49,569 1,779 3.7% 

2016-based 47,628 49,189 1,561 3.3% 

Total HMA 

2014-based 156,972 165,980 9,008 5.7% 

2016-based 155,567 162,440 6,873 4.4% 

3.17 The Table shows that across the Central Lancashire HMA, the 2016-based Household Projections 

anticipate household growth of 6,873 against the 2014-based Household Projections at 9,008 

households which is equal to a 24% fall in projected household growth at an HMA level.  A reduction 

in the level of household growth shown is particularly apparent in Preston and South Ribble. 

3.18 There are two components to the household projections: the population projections; and the 

assumptions on household formation (headship rates). The household projections are essentially 

derived from applying household formation (headship) rates by age and sex to the projection 
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population growth.  The Table below sets out further sensitivity analysis with a number of scenarios, 

this time considering: 

(a) 2014-based Sub National Population Projections with 2016-based headship rates; and 

(b) 2016-based Sub National Population Projections with 2014-based headship rates.  

3.19 This is used to interrogate the reasons why projected household growth has fallen from one set of 

official household projections to the next. 

Table 3.6 Sensitivity Analysis – Alternative Scenarios, 2019 to 2029 

 
2014-based 
Household 
Projections 

2016-based 
Household 
Projections 

2014-based 
SNPP with 2016 
Headship Rates 

2016-based 
SNPP with 2014 
Headship Rates 

Chorley 498 505 490 509 

Preston 225 26 137 101 

South Ribble 178 156 174 165 

HMA 901 687 802 774 

3.20 The Table shows that at an HMA level, the 2016-based SNPP represent 59% (i.e. a fall of 127) of 

the change between the 2014-based and 2016-based Household Projections; whereas household 

formation rates represent 41% of the change (i.e. a fall of 87). 

3.21 The 2016-based Household Projections have however faced criticism following their publication for 

a number of reasons – particularly around the changes in assumptions and methodology to projecting 

household formation by ONS.  ONS adopt lower assumptions on fertility and international migration 

than previous projections; and higher assumptions on mortality. Furthermore, the latest household 

projections use just two data points – from the 2001 Census and 2011 Census – to project household 

formation to 2021, and then hold household formation constant thereafter. 

3.22 This latter issue “bakes in” short-term trends in the ability of households to form and projects them 

forwards; taking account of a period in which the affordability of housing deteriorated of constrained 

credit availability and housing market activity. As a result, they build in the suppression of household 

formation experienced in that time, particularly for younger age groups. The previous 2014-based 

projections used a longer time-series i.e. all Census points back to 1971; and are therefore subject 

to a much narrower error margin. 

3.23 In October 2018, MHCLG published a technical consultation on updates to national planning policy 

and guidance – one of the key elements of this consultation was around the standard method and 
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the use of the 2016-based Household Projections within it. In the technical consultation document, 

the Government made its views clear in setting out that: 

• Household projections are constrained by housing supply. If new, additional homes are not 

supplied, then households cannot form as there would be nowhere for them to live. This 

means that actual household growth cannot exceed the number of additional homes which 

are supplied.  

• The historic under-delivery of housing means there is a case for public policy supporting 

delivery in excess of household projections, even if those projections fall.  

• The above factors have led to declining affordability, as evidenced by the decrease in the 

number of people living in an area with an affordability ratio of 4 (i.e. house prices four times 

that of earnings). Similarly, there has been an increase in those living in areas with an 

affordability ratio of more than 8 (i.e. house prices eight times that of earnings).  This indicates 

that the Government should not be less ambitious for housing supply.  

• Other things being equal, a more responsive supply of homes through local authorities 

planning for more homes where we need them will help to address the effects of increasing 

demand, such as declining affordability, relative to a housing supply that is less responsive. 

3.24 The Government issued a formal response to the technical consultation in February 2019 which 

effectively concludes that the 2014-based Household Projections should continue to be used as the 

demographic starting point.  The Government also explicitly set out that it “continues to think that the 

2016-based household projections should not be used as a reason to justify lower housing need”. It 

also updated the PPG setting out explicitly that “any method which relies on using the 2016-

based household projections will not be considered to be following the standard method as 

set out in paragraph 60 of the National Planning Policy Framework … it is not considered that 

these projections provide an appropriate basis for use in the standard method.”  

3.25 The limitations presented by the 2016-based Household Projections are clearly relevant in Central 

Lancashire.  The PPG explicitly states that the latest household projections should not form the 

demographic starting point and should not be used to move towards a lower housing need figure. In 

line with the Government’s view, the 2014-based Household Projections should continue to be used 

as the demographic starting point for calculating housing need. Iceni conclude on this basis, that 

the calculation of Central Lancashire’s local housing need at the current time should continue 

to be based on 2014-based Household Projections. 

 

Local Housing Need: Summary and Conclusions 
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The PPG is clear that where strategic policies are being produced jointly, the housing need for the 

defined area should at least be the sum of the local housing need for each local planning authority; 

and it is then for the authorities to distribute the need across the plan area. 

The analysis in this section has confirmed that the minimum local housing need figure for Central 

Lancashire is 1,026 dwellings per annum.  This is the appropriate housing requirement figure at 

a Central Lancashire level on which to calculate the five year housing land supply based on the 

evidence and guidance at the time of writing.  

Wider Considerations for the Plan-Making Process  

3.26 Government has made clear through the NPPF that the standard method defines a minimum local 

housing need. As set out in Section 3, the PPG sets out that there will be circumstances in some 

areas where it might be appropriate to plan for a higher level of housing need through a local plan 

than the standard method indicates, including where there are growth strategies in place and/or 

funding to promote and facilitate additional growth; where strategic infrastructure improvements are 

expected that are likely to drive an increase in the homes needed locally; or where an authority has 

agreed to take on unmet need from a neighbouring area, as set out in a Statement of Common 

Ground.  

3.27 The PPG also sets out that there may, occasionally, be situations where previous levels of housing 

delivery in an area, or previous assessments of need (such as a recently produced Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment) are significantly greater than the outcome from the standard method. 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 method suggests.  

Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal 

3.28 The Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal is an agreement between the Government and 

four local partners – Lancashire County Council, Lancashire Enterprise Partnership (LEP); Preston 

City Council and South Ribble Borough Council.  The City Deal was signed in 2013 and is intended 

to ensure the City Deal area continues to grow; by addressing strategic transport infrastructure and 

development challenges to deliver new jobs and housing. 

3.29 In signing the deal, the City Deal partners agreed to accelerate the delivery of new housing in Preston 

and South Ribble which was planned for through the Central Lancashire Core Strategy. The City 

Deal established an Infrastructure Delivery Programme and Investment Fund to deliver the critical 

infrastructure required to enable the full development of significant housing and commercial 

development schemes.  
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3.30 The Infrastructure Delivery Programme, at £334m, is enabling the delivery of four major highway 

schemes which will support housing delivery including: 

• Preston Western Distributor (investment: £109.5m) – this will link the A583/A584 to the 

motorway via a new junction on the M55.  This will 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 will 

accommodate over 4,000 new homes. 

• South Ribble Western Distributor (investment: £52.5m) – this will 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, Cuerden 

strategic employment site and the adjacent Lancashire Business Park. In addition, the road 

will unlock housing sites to create over 2,700 homes. 

• Broughton Congestion Relief Road (investment: £23.9m) – this will provide critical relief to 

the A6, North East Preston and the M6. This new road will unlock housing sites to create over 

1,400 new homes. 

• Penwortham Bypass (investment: £17.5m) – this 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. 

3.31 There are a number of other significant developments being brought forward including a range of 

commercial developments such as the Lancashire Enterprise Zones which are being developed at 

two locations – BAE Systems’ sites at Samlesbury and Warton.  The infrastructure investment will 

help to unlock a number of housing sites as well as employment sites including the Warton Enterprise 

Zone and the Springfields nuclear fuel facility, both in Fylde District, as well as enable the delivery of 

the Cuerden strategic employment site and the adjacent Lancashire Business Park in South Ribble. 

3.32 In respect of Enterprise Zones, it is important to acknowledge upfront that the Lancashire Enterprise 

Zone was effectively established in 2011 in response to job losses announced by BAE systems on 

their sites in Brough, Warton and Samlesbury – with the zones benefitting from simplified planning 

rules, super-fast broadband and tax breaks for new businesses on the site. The BAE Samlesbury 

Enterprise Zone in South Ribble has seen some limited activity in recent years in its development as 

a national centre of excellence for advanced engineering and manufacturing including most recently 

a 130,000 sq. ft. assessment management facility.  This facility will consolidate a number of BAE’s 

assessment management sites around the UK and follows the development of an advanced 

manufacturing research centre at the site. 
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3.33 Combined, the City Deal Infrastructure Delivery Programme and Investment Fund are intended to 

act as a catalyst for the construction of up to 17,484 new homes over the ten year period from 

2014/15 to 2023/24. The City Deal did not however suggest or indicate an acceptance of a higher 

level of housing need; its focus was bringing forward delivery of the housing numbers and key 

employment sites identified in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy.  

3.34 The Table below sets out the delivery performance of Preston and South Ribble against the original 

City Deal trajectory.  Note that the completions figures below do not include demolitions and will vary 

from those set out earlier in the report.  

Table 3.7 City Deal Delivery Performance 2013/14-2018/19 

Year 
City Deal Area 
Completions 

Original Trajectory Shortfall 

2014/15 974 338 636 

2015/16 653 868 -215 

2016/17 980 1,391 -411 

2017/18 952 1,579 -627 

2018/19 1,276 1,891 -615 

Total 4,853 6,067 -1,214 

 

3.35 As is shown in the Table above, completions figures (avg. 967 dpa) in the City Deal area are over 

1,200 homes below the anticipated trajectory agreed through the City Deal.  

3.36 A review of the City Deal has been undertaken and it is clear that there has been some success in 

increasing the rate of housebuilding in Preston and South Ribble, through the earlier provision of 

infrastructure to enable development, provide certainty and increase market confidence. However, 

the costs of providing the significant infrastructure required have increased and it will be necessary 

to both extend the City Deal period and/or consider further how infrastructure funding gaps can be 

addressed. The outcome of the City Deal ‘mid term’ review should be considered through the new 

Local Plan in due course.  

3.37 The City Deal is not part of the Development Plan; rather it assists in supporting investment into the 

infrastructure delivery programme for Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire. It did not suggest or 

indicate an acceptance of a higher level of housing need, it’s focus was bringing forward delivery of 

the housing numbers in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy.  It is not embodied in policy, is not 

identified in the NPPF or Guidance as a consideration in assessing five year land supply in advance 

of the Local Plan adoption, and is currently undergoing a mid-term review which raises some 

uncertainty over its continuation. 
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3.38 It is for the plan-making process, as it progresses, in due course to consider/ test alternative housing 

requirement scenarios; and to assess whether a housing requirement in the new Local Plan should 

be above/ below the standard method. In bringing together evidence through the plan-making 

process, the authorities should recognise that they will need to further consider whether high housing 

provision should be made to support the economy, infrastructure delivery or affordable housing. 

3.39 The alignment of evidence and strategies for housing and employment is one relevant consideration 

in doing so. The LEP is, for instance, in the process of preparing a new Local Industrial Strategy, and 

a Greater Lancashire Plan is also being prepared, and the authorities will take account of further 

evidence through the plan-making process as it progresses. It will be important that the Councils 

appraise the alignment of housing and economic evidence through the plan-making process.  

3.40 Consideration of whether it is appropriate to plan for higher housing figures, or provide additional 

supply to facilitate delivery above minimum requirement figures (subject to market demand), are 

however issues for the new Local Plan to consider. They are not considered relevant to the MOU 

and the assessment of five year housing land supply in advance of the adoption of a new plan. 
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 THE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING NEED 

4.1 This section considers various potential approaches to distributing the overall level of housing need 

in Central Lancashire across the three local authorities; and overlays a number of variables including 

population, jobs and urban capacity and reviews strategic development constraints to arrive at a 

recommended distribution.   

4.2 This section provides a basis for producing and maintaining a Memorandum of Understanding 

regarding the distribution of development on an interim basis. As the plan-making process 

progresses, the authorities will need to take account of further evidence and engagement on what 

level and distribution of housing provision is appropriate for Central Lancashire; as well as engage 

with adjoining authorities through the Duty to Cooperate.  

Alternative Approaches to the Distribution of Housing Need 

4.3 The Planning Practice Guidance states that local housing need assessments may cover more than 

one area, in particular where strategic policies are being produced jointly.  In such cases, the housing 

need for the defined area should at least be the sum of the local housing need for each local planning 

authority within the area13; i.e. as we have set out above under Section 3 for Central Lancashire.  

The Guidance says that it will be for the relevant strategic policy-making authority to distribute the 

total housing requirement which is then arrived at across the plan area. 

4.4 There are a number of ways to approach the distribution of housing need between the three 

authorities across the plan area.  These are explored in this section.  

4.5 The current balance of population is distributed as set out in the Table below. This shows that Preston 

accounts for 38% of the total population in Central Lancashire; whereas, Chorley accounts for 32% 

and South Ribble accounts for 30%.   

Table 4.1 Central Lancashire Distribution of Population (2017 MYPE, 2018) 

 2017 Mid-Year Population Estimates % of Total 

Chorley 115,772 32% 

Preston 141,346 38% 

South Ribble 110,400 30% 

Central Lancashire  367,518 100% 

 

13 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 2a-013-20190220 
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4.6 It is also helpful to consider the current distribution of workforce i.e. those who are economically 

active; which we have drawn from the Annual Population Survey from 2018.  This is set out in the 

Table below. 

Table 4.2 Central Lancashire Workforce Distribution (Annual Population Survey, 2018) 

 Workforce14 % of Total 

Chorley 63,500 32% 

Preston 75,100 38% 

South Ribble 58,700 30% 

Central Lancashire 197,300 100% 

4.7 As the table shows, the distribution of workforce aligns with the distribution of population across 

Central Lancashire as might be expected.   

4.8 Turning to jobs, we have considered the latest available data from the ONS Business Register and 

Employment Survey (2017).  The results of this are set out in the Table below for the Central 

Lancashire authorities.  

4.9 A strategy which sought to more closely balance the distribution of homes and jobs might be 

influenced by the distribution of workforce or jobs, or more closely align the two.  This would ultimately 

promote a higher level of development in Preston – with 48% of all jobs across Central Lancashire 

found in Preston. Locating homes close to jobs should help to minimise the need to travel.   

Table 4.3 Central Lancashire Jobs Distribution (BRES, 2017) 

 Jobs % of Total 

Chorley 39,000 22% 

Preston 86,000 48% 

South Ribble 54,000 30% 

Central Lancashire 179,000 100% 

4.10 On the other hand, it might be appropriate for the distribution to take account of and address relative 

affordability.  As the Table shows below, this might promote a higher level of development in Chorley 

and South Ribble in response to ‘market signals’; with these areas having workplace-based 

affordability ratios of 6.6 and 6.5 respectively. Equally however, providing homes in the more 

 

14 Measures as those who were economically active between January 2018 – December 2018 
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affordable authority of Preston might make new housing more accessible to people on lower 

incomes.  

Table 4.4 Central Lancashire Affordability (Workplace-Based, ONS 2018) 

 Affordability Ratio % of Total 

Chorley 6.6 36% 

Preston 5.16 28% 

South Ribble 6.51 36% 

Central Lancashire 18.27 100% 

4.11 The Figure below brings all of these together and portrays the alternative approaches which could 

be taken forward alongside the distribution brought about through the standard method and the 

current distribution in the 2012 Central Lancashire Core Strategy.   

Figure 4.1 Alternative Approaches to the Distribution of Need 

 

4.12 The above Table and analysis demonstrates that there are various ways in which we can look at the 

distribution of housing need.  It demonstrates that if we look at the distribution of population, 

workforce and jobs in isolation; it would support Preston receiving higher levels of growth than both 

Chorley and South Ribble.  

4.13 However, consideration of the standard method figures on an authority-by-authority basis, the Figure 

clearly shows that this focuses 57% of the HMA’s total housing provision in Chorley; with only 23% 

in Preston and 20% in South Ribble.  This is significantly at odds to the distribution of people, jobs 

and services. Clearly, there is a need to understand the reasons for the standard method’s 

distribution of housing need and we seek to provide further context on this below. 
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4.14 Iceni’s analysis indicates that the standard method distribution of need between the three authorities 

in Central Lancashire is particularly influenced by the level of development in different areas between 

2009-14, the core period for which the 2014-based Population Projections were derived. Over this 

period, 60% of the HMA’s completions were in Chorley and just 16% in Preston; and this has fed 

through to the demographic baseline in the standard method figures. There is no clear reason as to 

why this distribution of development should necessarily be maintained moving forwards.  

Table 4.5 Distribution of Housing Completions, 2009/10-2013/14  
 

Chorley Preston South Ribble Central Lancs 

Completions 2009-14 2,739 741 1,076 4,556 

% Completions 60% 16% 24% 100% 
Source: Chorley, Preston and South Ribble Monitoring Reports 

4.15 The table below by comparison provides a longer-term assessment of the distribution of housing 

development between the three authorities. This shows a very different distribution with 39% to 

Chorley, 33% to Preston and 27% to South Ribble. The last reporting year shows a balance of 28.5% 

in Chorley, 44% in Preston and 27.5% in South Ribble.  

Table 4.6 HMA Housing Completions Data, 2003/04 to 2018/19 

Monitoring Period Chorley Preston South Ribble 

2018/19 508 785 491 

2017/18 661 634 318 

2016/17 517 791 189 

2015/16 597 282 371 

2014/15 723 488 486 

2013/14 582 142 346 

2012/13 638 202 168 

2011/12 552 265 170 

2010/11 527 127 221 

2009/10 440 5 171 

2008/09 355 468 312 

2007/08 288 609 320 

2006/07 121 565 284 

2005/06 489 627 520 

2004/05 479 544 657 

2003/04 585 308 538 

Total 8,062 6,842 5,562 

% of HMA Total  39% 33% 27% 
Source: Chorley, Preston and South Ribble Monitoring Data 
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4.16 We have also considered housing completions over the five year period from 2014/15 to 2018/19 – 

the most recent period for which data is available.  The analysis shown in the Table below 

demonstrates that there has been a notable shift in the balance of completions between Chorley and 

Preston (with completions in Preston increasing by 302% over the more recent five year period); 

whilst completions in South Ribble have increased in absolute terms.  Over this period 39% of 

completions were in Chorley, 38% in Preston and 23% in South Ribble. The analysis clearly shows 

how the base period can affect the distribution of development significantly.  

4.17 The distribution of growth in the more recent period is inherently linked to the City Deal which is 

expected to have a greater impact in South Ribble over the coming years and continue to influence 

Preston and South Ribble for a number of years to come.  Readdressing the distribution across the 

three authorities to be more reflective of the City Deal aspirations is an important consideration which 

feeds into our recommendation in this section. 

Table 4.7 Distribution of Housing Completions, 2014/15-2018/19 
 

Chorley Preston South Ribble Central Lancs 

Completions 2014-19 3,071 2,980 1,855 7,906 

% Completions 39% 38% 23% 100% 

Existing Spatial Strategy 

4.18 The distribution of housing provision will invariably be influenced by the emerging Central Lancashire 

Local Plan Review’s strategic objectives and spatial strategy which will need to balance a range of 

planning considerations.  As a result, it is a useful starting point to consider the existing spatial 

strategy and focus for housing growth across the three local authorities which we have drawn out in 

Figure 4.1 above; and which places a greater focus of growth at Preston. 

4.19 The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012) acknowledges Preston’s emergence as ‘a new 

economic force’ which had survived the decline in manufacturing employment that had affected other 

parts of Lancashire and the North West.  The Core Strategy recognises the City Centre of Preston 

as the largest concentration of commercial activity in Central Lancashire; and notes the University of 

Central Lancashire in Preston as a significant driver for economic growth. 

4.20 However, the rationale for growth in Central Lancashire and the focus on Preston was also influenced 

by the North West Regional Spatial Strategy15 (“RSS”).  The RSS identified the City of Preston as 

the main foci of the sub-region.  The RSS fundamentally aimed to support the vision to development 

Central Lancashire as an area where economic growth is focussed at Preston.  This economic growth 

 

15 North West of England Plan Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (September 2008) 
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would be supported by high quality investment sites in sustainable locations that meet the 

requirements of business and industry.   

4.21 The RSS identified the Greater Preston “core area” of the City Region based on the administrative 

areas of Chorley, Preston and South Ribble, as an area which provides a significant economic focus 

for the sub-region.  It set out under Policy CLCR2 that development would be located primarily in the 

City of Preston; noting the following strengths and opportunities for Preston: 

• focal point at the intersection of north-south and east-west transport corridors; 

• established advanced engineering and aerospace industries; 

• centre of public administration, justice and financial services; 

• University of Central Lancashire, with links to knowledge-based business; 

• regional public transport gateway and interchange;  

• retail and service centre. 

4.22 Derived from the RSS and set out in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy, the Table below sets out 

the housing requirement across the Central Lancashire HMA across the current plan period from 

2010 to 2026 of 1,341 dwellings per annum equating to around 21,500 homes in total over the plan 

period. 

Table 4.8 Core Strategy Housing Requirements, Central Lancashire 

 Requirement (p.a.) % of Total 

Chorley 417 31% 

Preston 507 38% 

South Ribble 417 31% 

HMA Total 1,341 100% 

4.23 The Core Strategy sets out a total provision for Central Lancashire of 22,158 new homes over the 

16-year plan period; including prior under provision of 702 homes.  A breakdown of the broad 

distribution of housing development in Central Lancashire with references to strategic sites and 

locations is set out below.  The Plan notes that this is a predicted distribution based on the potential 

for development rather than the proportions that are required to be met.   
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Table 4.9 Core Strategy Predicted Proportions of Housing Development (2010-2026) 

Location Total % of Total 

Preston and South Ribble Urban Area including Cottam, 
Central Preston, North West Preston, South of Penwortham 
and Elsewhere 

10,600 48% 

Buckshaw Village Strategic Site 2,300 10% 

Key Service Centres 5,500 25% 

Urban Local Service Centres 2,100 9% 

Rural Local Service Centres and Elsewhere 1,700 8% 

Total 22,200 100% 

4.24 As is shown, the Core Strategy predicted that 48% of the total supply would be developed 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. 

4.25 The existing spatial strategy, coupled with the existing distribution of population, workforce and jobs 

as portrayed in Figure 4.1 provides us with an alternative perspective given that the standard method 

figure points to a distribution very much centred on reinforcing higher levels of growth at Chorley. 

Distribution of Affordable Housing Need  

4.26 The need for affordable housing is considered in Section 5 of this report, following the approach set 

out in the PPG. It identifies the following distribution of affordable housing need between the three 

authorities:  

Table 4.10 Distribution of Affordable Housing Need in Central Lancashire  

  Chorley Preston South Ribble Total 

Affordable 
Housing Need  
  

132 250 208 590 

22% 42% 35% 100% 

 

4.27 The evidence points to the greatest affordable housing need being in Preston (42%) with the lowest 

proportion in Chorley (22%). This is also a relevant consideration in appraising the housing 

distribution.  

Strategic Development Constraints & Considerations 

4.28 The Framework (paragraph 103) is clear that the planning system should actively manage patterns 

of growth in support of promoting sustainable transport objectives; focussing development on 

locations which are or can be made sustainable.  In the context of potentially reviewing Green Belt 

boundaries, the Framework (paragraph 138) is also clear that if boundaries are to be reviewed, there 
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is a need to promote and take account of sustainable patterns of development and that other options 

for development of land which isn’t Green Belt have been fully explored. 

4.29 The PPG is also clear that in assessing the suitability, availability and achievability of sites, local 

authorities should consider constraints including those set out in the Framework under footnote 6 

including the Green Belt, AONB or other protected areas such as Sites of Specific Scientific Interest 

and Local Green Space. 

4.30 Iceni has therefore reviewed strategic development constraints across Central Lancashire.  Upfront, 

it should be noted that the Central Lancashire HMA authorities have varying levels of strategic 

constraints.  The Government’s record of the proportion of land area covered by constraints for each 

authority area is set out in the Table below. This analysis is drawn from the MHCLG’s consultation 

on the standard method for calculating housing need in 2017.   

Table 4.11 Proportion of Land Covered by Significant Constraints 

Area 
Green Belt, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty or Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

Chorley 80% 

Preston 14% 

South Ribble 69% 
Source: MHCLG’s Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Places: Housing Need Consultation Data Table (2017)/ Council 

data 

4.31 In order to visualise this, we have produced a map which looks at the three authority areas and sets 

out the key, nationally significant constraints identified in the Framework under footnote 9.  This is 

shown in the Figure below. 
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Figure 4.2 Central Lancashire – Nationally Significant Constraints 

 

4.32 Evidently, Chorley and South Ribble are Boroughs which are heavily constrained by nationally 

significant constraints including Flood Zone 3, Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Registered Parks 

and Gardens which the Framework seeks to protect.   The Boroughs are also heavily constrained by 

Green Belt, which the Framework (paragraph 133) says should only be amended in exceptional 

circumstances through the plan-making process. 

4.33 The extent to which each authority area is constrained is an important influence on the appropriate 

distribution of housing need. 

Urban Housing Capacity 

4.34 The local authorities existing housing land supply position is also a component in considering the 

appropriate distribution of housing; and it is necessary to overlay this information on top of the 

considerations set out above. 
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4.35 The Framework (paragraph 67) states that local authorities need to have a clear understanding of 

the land availability within their area and identify a sufficient supply and mix of sites for inclusion 

within their strategic housing land availability assessment.  Drawing from this, authorities through 

policy in their Local Plan, should then identify a supply of specific, deliverable sites for years one to 

five of the plan period; and specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10 

and, where possible, for years 11-15 of the plan. 

4.36 In the context of potentially reviewing Green Belt boundaries in areas which are constrained by Green 

Belt such as Chorley and South Ribble, the Framework (paragraph 138) is clear that authorities 

should be able to demonstrate that it has examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting 

identified need before concluding boundaries should be reviewed.   

4.37 Our starting point has therefore been to establish the total potential capacity for housing taking 

account of existing commitments, allocations, brownfield sites and underutilised land identified in the 

Councils’ land supply. 

4.38 The local planning authorities have supplied us with housing land supply information which is set out 

in the following: 

• Central Lancashire Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (July 

2019) 

• Chorley Housing Land Monitoring Report (April 2019) 

• Preston City Council Housing Land Position Statement (April 2019) 

• South Ribble Housing Land Monitoring Report (July 2019) 

4.39 The key document is the Central Lancashire Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment (“SHELAA”)’ which is an assessment which seeks to identify a future supply of housing 

and employment land which is suitable, available and achievable over the plan period in Central 

Lancashire. 

4.40 As is clear from the PPG16, the assessment does not in itself determine whether a site should be 

allocated for development.  It is the role of the assessment – the SHELAA - to determine on the basis 

of available information whether or not sites are available to meet the Central Lancashire authorities 

 

16 PPG on Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment, Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 3-001-20190722 
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requirements.  The assessment is not expected to determine which of these sites are most suitable 

to meet those requirements however; as this is the role of the Local Plan. 

4.41 As part of the Councils’ Call for Sites exercise, an indicative site capacity was requested from each 

submission which would then be subject to corrections upon further analysis.  The SHELAA’s 

methodology used to assess each site is set out in detail within the “CLLP Strategic Housing and 

Economic Land Availability Methodology Statement, Iteration 1 - April 2019” document.  This 

document also provides an overview of the broad assumptions used to arrive at a nominal capacity 

figures for each site.  However, it should be noted that the SHELAA methodology for calculating the 

net developable area and the density is yet to be finalised and as a result, the interim methodology 

recognises that any initial calculations may be reviewed in subsequent iterations.  

4.42 The broad assumptions used to calculate capacity are as follows: 

• Assumed net ratio (i.e. the initial net developable area) to be applied to housing sites of 

different sizes; set out as follows: 

• Site of less than 0.4 ha: 90% of site developed for housing 

• Site of 0.4 ha to 4.9 ha: 80% of site developed for housing 

• Site of 5 ha to 10 ha: 60% of site developed for housing 

• Site over 10 ha: 50% of site developed for housing 

• Density assumption applied used a standard density multiplier of 35 dph for all housing sites.  

It is recognised that a 35 dph will not always be appropriate for every site (i.e. Preston City 

Centre will be higher; or isolated rural sites may be lower).  This assumption does however 

provide a steer on the nominal capacity for housing.  At Section 6 of this report, additional 

guidance is provided on establishing appropriate density assumptions. 

4.43 By drawing together the supply information provided by the local authorities and through applying 

the broad assumptions (including in respect of net developable area and density), there is a nominal 

capacity for 77,459 homes across Central Lancashire as a result of submissions to the SHELAA 

process.   

4.44 The Table below sets this out; however, it should be stressed that this figure has not been subject to 

detailed constraints testing and the figures set out are not an indication of deliverable or developable 

supply.  For instance, some of the sites included within the Table below are situated within the Green 

Belt or Flood Zone 3.   There is also the possibility that there is an element of double counting in the 

sites submitted to the SHELAA process which have yet to be filtered out.  
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Table 4.12 Central Lancashire Total Nominal Housing Capacity 

Housing Land Supply CBC PCC SRBC HMA 

All SHELAA Housing Submissions 21,818 27,335 28,306 77,459 

% HMA Total 28% 35% 37% 100% 

4.45 The total nominal capacity for housing across the Chorley, Preston and South Ribble would be split 

on a percentage basis of 28%, 35% and 37% respectively.  However, in line with the Framework 

(paragraph 137) this should not be viewed as the confirmed starting position.  The starting point for 

establishing the housing capacity of the Central Lancashire authorities in the context of 

demonstrating exceptional circumstances around Green Belt release is suitable brownfield sites and 

underutilised land.  

4.46 For the purpose of arriving at a broad urban capacity figure for the three Central Lancashire 

authorities, Iceni has removed all sites which either fall wholly within the Green Belt or fall wholly on 

greenfield sites. The nominal capacity on this basis is reduced to 29,549 dwellings.  The Table below 

provides a breakdown of this land supply taking account of these broad assumptions. This is on the 

basis of the current evidence and the SHELAA process, and it should be recognised that there will 

be opportunities for sites to be reconsidered subject to further testing and analysis as the plan-making 

process progresses. 

Table 4.13 Calculating the Urban Capacity for Central Lancashire 

Housing Land Supply CBC PCC SRBC HMA 

All SHELAA Housing Submissions 21,818 27,335 28,306 77,459 

Wholly within Green Belt -15,534 -22 -16,412 -31,968 

Wholly within the Countryside -1,030 -14,896 -16 -15,942 

Nominal Urban Capacity (max.) 5,254 12,417 11,878 29,549 

% of Urban Capacity 18% 42% 40% 100% 

4.47 As the analysis shows, the higher proportion of constraints in Chorley are reflective of the available 

urban capacity in the Borough representing 18% of all ‘available’ land.  It is anticipated that Preston 

and South Ribble would therefore be able to accommodate a higher proportion of the plan area’s 

need without the need to release Green Belt or greenfield land. 

The Recommended Approach to the Distribution of Need 

4.48 It is apparent that there are a number of ways to approach the distribution of housing need including 

drawing on the existing distribution of housing with reference to housing land supply, population, 

workforce and jobs; and acknowledging the extent of nationally significant constraints across the 

HMA, and the Framework’s direction on directing growth towards the most sustainable locations.   
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4.49 Our approach seeks to overlay these variables in order to arrive at an interim distribution which is 

supported by clear logic which will in turn support sustainable patterns of development; drawing on 

components which include: 

• Optimising urban capacity through making as much use as possible of suitable brownfield 

sites and underutilised land as well as optimising densities (considered further in Section 6); 

• Seeking to locate homes close to jobs in order to 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 economic growth, innovation and improved productivity; 

• Readdressing the distribution of housing to be more reflective of the Preston and South Ribble 

City Deal aspirations;  

• Supporting delivery of affordable housing in accordance with the distribution of affordable 

housing needs shown; and  

• Responding to the proportion of land take currently subject to nationally significant constraints 

referenced in the Framework in each authority area. 

4.50 The conclusions on the recommended distribution of housing within Central Lancashire for the 

purposes of the MOU have taken account of the distribution of jobs, population, and workforce and 

the relative affordability of the three areas are considered to support, in particular, sustainable 

patterns of development at the scale at which the issue is being considered. Nominal urban capacity 

and land subject to national constraints have also informed the distribution recommended.  

4.51 Past delivery levels have been influenced by land availability and infrastructure constraints which 

have affected the level and pace/phasing of development in different areas, with for instance delivery 

of Buckshaw Village in particular leading to significant development in Chorley. This is clear in 

comparing the distribution of development over the 2009-14 period which fed into the standard 

method and differs from the more recent distribution of development (Table 4.7). There is no clear 

planning reason as to why the appropriate distribution moving forwards should necessarily closely 

mirror development trends between 2009-14. 

4.52 Drawing the analysis in this section together, the Table below sets out the various variables which 

have influenced our recommendation on the distribution of housing need.  Iceni considers that 27.5% 

of the local housing need should be distributed to Chorley, 40% to Preston and 32.5% to South 

Ribble through a revised Memorandum of Understanding based on the evidence herein. It is however 

for the respective authorities to formally agree between them the appropriate distribution.  
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4.53 Iceni recommends that the highest proportion is distributed to Preston recognising that this is the 

higher order centre within the sub-region with the greatest range of services and employment 

opportunities, with investment and funding being utilised as a result of the City Deal. It is also subject 

to the lowest proportion of nationally-significant development constraints.  

4.54 Chorley sees the lowest proportion at 27.5% reflecting that it has a lower level of employment 

opportunities than other areas, more limited urban capacity, and a significant level of nationally-

significant development constraints, in particular Green Belt.  

4.55 South Ribble sees a distribution which is slightly above the current proportion of employment, but 

sits between this and the current population base and slightly above that in Chorley reflecting the 

lower proportion of land subject to nationally-significant constraints and higher level of urban 

capacity. The Borough is also being supported by investment and funding as a result of the City Deal.  

Preston and South Ribble also have a greater affordable housing need (see Section 5 analysis).  

Table 4.14 Recommended Distribution for Central Lancashire 

Variable CBC PCC SRBC 

Jobs Distribution 22% 48% 30% 

Population Distribution 32% 38% 30% 

Affordability Distribution 36% 28% 36% 

Affordable Housing Need Distribution  22% 42% 35% 

Workforce Distribution 32% 38% 30% 

Nominal Urban Capacity 18% 42% 40% 

Existing Spatial Strategy  30% 40% 30% 

Land not Subject to National Constraints 20% 86% 33% 

    

Recommended Distribution (%) 27.5% 40% 32.5% 
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Conclusions on Distribution of Housing Need 

4.56 The implications of applying the recommended distribution to the total local housing need for Central 

Lancashire is set out in the Table below alongside the initial distribution as calculated through the 

application of the standard method. 

Table 4.15 Distribution of Housing Need 

 CBC PCC SRBC Total 

Local Housing Need (Standard Method) 579 241 206 1,026 

% of Local Housing Need (Standard Method) 57% 23% 20% 100% 

     

Recommended Distribution (%) 27.5% 40% 32.5% 100% 

Local Housing Need (Iceni Analysis) 282 410 334 1,026 

4.57 In summary, Iceni’s recommended distribution results in a local housing need of 1,026 dwellings per 

annum distributed across the plan area as follows: 

• 282 dwellings per annum in Chorley,  

• 410 dwellings per annum in Preston; and 

• 334 dwellings per annum in South Ribble.  

4.58 It is anticipated that an updated Memorandum of Understanding will be progressed and signed 

between the three authorities which draws on the conclusions set out on the distribution of identified 

development needs in line with the PPG.   

4.59 The proposed distribution set out herein is considered to take account of a range of factors including 

population, workforce and jobs distribution and strategic constraints including Green Belt.  
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 AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED 

5.1 The next few chapters in the report move on to consider the need for different types of homes. This 

section provides an analysis of the need for affordable housing across the three Central Lancashire 

authorities.  It addresses the revised definition of affordable housing set out in the Framework 

(February 2019). 

Defining Affordable Housing 

5.2 Affordable housing is defined by Government in the NPPF as “housing for sale or rent, for those 

whose needs are not met by the market (including housing that provides a subsidised route into 

home ownership and/or is for essential local workers).” The NPPF then defines various forms of 

affordable housing including affordable housing to rent, starter homes, discounted market sale 

housing and other affordable routes into home ownership, including shared ownership housing. 

5.3 Through the preparation of the NPPF and publication of associated Planning Practice Guidance, the 

Government has widened the definition of those considered to be in affordable housing need. It has 

traditionally encompassed households who require support or assistance to meet their basic housing 

needs. The expanded definition however now includes ‘households which can afford to rent in the 

private rental market, but cannot afford to buy despite a preference for owning their own home’ and 

for whom affordable housing products are an important stepping stone into home ownership.  

5.4 There is limited guidance from Government on how to assess need against this expanded definition. 

The methodology used in this report therefore draws on the methodology (as set out in the PPG); 

and then seeks to estimate the number of households who can afford to rent privately without 

financial support but seek home ownership but require support to do so and the supply of affordable 

home ownership properties available for this group. 

5.5 Our assessment looks at need in the 18-year period from 2018 to 2036, to be consistent with other 

analysis developed in the report. 

Entry-Level Affordability 

5.6 An important part of the affordable needs modelling is to establish the entry-level costs of housing to 

buy and rent. The affordable housing needs assessment compares prices and rents with the incomes 

of households to establish what proportion of households can meet their needs in the market, and 

what proportion require support and are thus defined as having an ‘affordable housing need’. The 

information about local housing costs is also relevant for analysis of the different tenures of affordable 

housing needed. 

653



 

 36 

5.7 The entry-level costs of housing to both buy and rent have been assessed using Land Registry and 

Valuation Office Agency (VOA) data to establish lower quartile prices and rents. 

5.8 Data from the Land Registry for the year to March 2019 shows estimated lower quartile property 

prices by dwelling type. Entry-level prices are lower in Preston than other areas, with South Ribble 

typically showing the highest prices. 

Table 5.1 Lower Quartile Cost of Housing to Buy – year to March 2019 

 Chorley Preston South Ribble 

Flat/maisonette £76,000 £48,000 £80,000 

Terraced £84,000 £75,000 £95,000 

Semi-detached £127,000 £121,000 £130,000 

Detached £220,000 £213,000 £199,000 

All dwellings £116,000 £95,000 £125,000 
Source: Land Registry 

5.9 It is arguably more useful to consider the lower quartile prices by size of accommodation (number of 

bedrooms) and the table below shows an estimate of this. The information has been drawn from 

internet sources (such as Rightmove) and then constrained to be consistent with the figures shown 

from the Land Registry source. 

Table 5.2 Lower Quartile to buy by size, year to March 2019 

 Chorley Preston South Ribble 

1-bedroom £63,000 £56,000 £67,000 

2-bedrooms £95,000 £78,000 £95,000 

3-bedrooms £135,000 £108,000 £138,000 

4-bedrooms £225,000 £220,000 £228,000 

All properties £116,000 £95,000 £125,000 
Source: Land Registry and internet price search 

5.10 A similar analysis has been carried out for private rents using Valuation Office Agency (VOA) data – 

this again covers a 12-month period to March 2019. The analysis shows an average lower quartile 

cost (across all dwelling sizes) of between £450 (Preston) and £500 per month (South Ribble). In 

general, the differences in rental costs are not as notable as for housing to buy. 
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Table 5.3 Lower Quartile Market Rents, year to March 2019 

 Chorley Preston South Ribble 

Room only £347 £320 £450 

Studio - £320 £330 

1-bedroom £388 £395 £395 

2-bedrooms £475 £475 £500 

3-bedrooms £550 £525 £583 

4-bedrooms £800 £668 £750 

All properties £475 £450 £500 
Source: Valuation Office Agency  

Local Income Levels 

5.11 It is important to understand local income levels as these (along with the price/rent data) will influence 

the ability of a household to afford to buy or rent housing in the market without the need for some 

sort of subsidy. Data about total household income has been based on ONS modelled income 

estimates, with data from the English Housing Survey (EHS) being used to provide information about 

the distribution of incomes for different types of household. 

5.12 We have used these data sources to construct an income distribution for the three local authorities 

for 2018. The table below shows average (mean) incomes and also the median and lower quartile 

estimates for each area. The analysis shows higher household incomes in Chorley and South Ribble, 

with lower figures in Preston. 

Table 5.4 Estimated average household income by local authority and sub-area (mid-2018 

estimate) 

 Mean Median Lower quartile 

Chorley £43,100 £32,800 £19,000 

Preston £37,800 £28,700 £16,600 

South Ribble £42,800 £32,600 £18,800 
Source: Derived from EHS and ONS data 

Affordability 

5.13 A household is considered able to afford market rented housing in cases where the rent payable 

would constitute no more than a particular percentage of gross income. The choice of an appropriate 

threshold is an important aspect of the analysis. CLG 2007 SHMA Practice Guidance suggested that 

25% of income is a reasonable start point but also noted that a different figure could be used. Analysis 

of current letting practice suggests that letting agents typically work on a multiple of 40%. 

Government policy (through Housing Benefit payment thresholds) would also suggest a figure of 

40%+ (depending on household characteristics). 

5.14 The threshold of income to be spent on housing should be set by asking the question ‘what level of 

income is expected to be required for a household to be able to access market housing without the 

need for a subsidy (e.g. through Housing Benefit)?’ The choice of an appropriate threshold is 
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judgement based and we consider should be assessed having regard in particular to the cost of 

housing rather than income. Income levels are only relevant in determining the number (or 

proportion) of households who fail to meet the threshold. 

5.15 At £450-£500 per calendar month, lower quartile rent levels in Central Lancashire are relatively low 

in comparison to those seen nationally (a lower quartile rent of £525 per month across England). 

This would suggest that a proportion of income to be spent on housing would be towards the lower 

end of the range.  

5.16 Across England, the lowest lower quartile rents are around £400 per month, and if these areas are 

considered to be at the bottom end of the range (i.e. 25% of income to be spent on housing) then 

this would leave a residual income of £1,200 per month. With the same residual income applied to 

rents in Central Lancashire the percentage spent on housing would be in the range of 27-29%. 

5.17 However, it needs to be considered that the cost of living may be slightly higher than in the cheapest 

parts of England and so a pragmatic approach to determining a reasonable proportion of income has 

been to take a midpoint between the bottom (25%) and the equivalent residual income figure (27-

29%). It has therefore been estimated that a threshold of around 26-27% would be appropriate – for 

modelling purposes a figure of 26% has been used in Preston and 27% in the other two local 

authorities. 

5.18 Generally, the income required to access owner-occupied housing is higher than that required to rent 

(albeit marginally in the case of Preston) and so the initial analysis is based solely on the ability to 

afford to access private rented housing. However, the local house prices are important when looking 

at the extended definition of affordable housing in NPPF and are returned to when looking at this 

new definition. 

Need for Rented Affordable Housing  

5.19 The method for studying the need for affordable housing has been enshrined in Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA) guidance for many years, with an established approach to look at the 

number of households who are unable to afford market housing (to either rent or buy). The analysis 

below follows the methodology and key data sources in guidance and can be summarised as follows: 

• Current need (an estimate of the number of households who have a need now and based on a 

range of data modelled from local information); 

• Projected newly forming households in need (based on projections developed for this project 

along with an affordability test to estimate numbers unable to afford the market); 

• Existing households falling into need (based on studying the types of households who have 

needed to access social/affordable rented housing and based on study past lettings data); 
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• These three bullet points added together provide an indication of the gross need (the current 

need is divided by 18 so as to meet the need over the 2018-36 period); 

• Supply of affordable housing (an estimate of the likely number of letting that will become available 

from the existing social housing stock – drawing on data from CoRe17 ); and 

• Subtracting the supply from the gross need provides an estimate of the overall (annual) need for 

affordable housing.  

Table 5.5 Summary of analytical stages in assessing affordable housing need 

Analytical stage Description Method 

1 – Current need An estimate of the 

number of 
households who 

have an affordable 

need now 

Based on the categories of need set out in 2a-020 of 

the PPG and based on a range of data sources. For 
some analysis (e.g. overcrowding) Census data is 

used to provide a baseline which is then updated with 

reference to national changes informed by the 

English Housing survey (EHS). An affordability test is 

applied based on income and housing costs data. 

2 – Newly forming 
households 

An annual estimate 
of the number of 

new households 

forming with a need 

for affordable 
housing 

The number of new households forming is based on 
outputs from the demographic projections, looking at 

younger households (aged under 45) forming for the 

first time. An affordability test is applied, again based 

on income and housing costs data. Analysis based 
on 2a-021 of the PPG. 

3 – Existing 

households falling 

into need 

An annual estimate 

of the number of 

existing 

households who 
will have a need in 

the future 

Based on analysis of data on social housing lettings 

where accommodation has been provided to a 

household previously living in their own 

accommodation (whether rented or owned). No 
methodology for this stage is provided in the PPG and 

so the method used links to older SHMA guidance 

4 – Supply of 

affordable housing 

Annual estimate of 

the supply of relets 

from the existing 

stock 

Based on trend data for the past 3-years, the estimate 

looks at the number of lettings before netting off the 

number of lettings in new homes and the number or 

transfers. This is to ensure that the number reflects 
the supply available from the existing stock. Based on 

2a-022 of the PPG. 

5.20 The table below shows the overall calculation of affordable housing need. This excludes supply 

arising from sites with planning consent (the ‘development pipeline’).  The analysis shows that there 

is a need for 590 dwellings per annum to be provided in the HMA with all areas seeing a similar level 

 

17 The continuous recording of lettings and sales in social housing in England (referred to as CoRe) is a national information 
source that records information on the characteristics of both private registered providers and local authority new social 
housing tenants and the homes they rent 
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of need, ranging from 132 in Chorley to 250 in Preston.  Gross need is estimated to be highest in 

Preston, however this area also has the highest projected supply from the existing stock of housing. 

Net Need = Current Need + Need from Newly-Forming Households + Existing Households 

falling into Need – Supply of Affordable Housing 

Table 5.6 Estimated Need for Rented Affordable Housing (per annum) – 2018-36 

 
Chorley Preston South Ribble 

Central 
Lancashire 

Current need 30 76 35 141 

Newly forming households 308 493 320 1,121 

Existing households falling into 

need 163 311 128 602 

Total Gross Need 501 881 482 1,864 

Re-let Supply 369 631 273 1,273 

Net Need 132 250 208 590 
Source: Census (2011)/CoRe/Projection Modelling and affordability analysis 

Comparison with 2017 Assessment 

5.21 The Table below compares the assessment of affordable housing need herein to that in the 

September 2017 report by GL Hearn. The analysis shows a slightly lower level of need in this 

assessment, albeit this is not considered to be substantially different when it is noted that the net 

need is calculated by subtracting one relatively large number (supply) from another (gross need).  

5.22 For the individual local authorities, the analysis in this report shows a slightly higher level of need in 

Chorley, but lower in the other two authorities. Regardless, both studies clearly demonstrate a 

substantial need for additional affordable housing and the Councils should seek to maximise delivery 

where opportunities arise. 

Table 5.7 Comparison of Affordable Housing Need Assessments 

 This study 2017 SHMA 

Current need 141 119 

Newly forming households 1,121 1,232 

Existing households falling into need 602 893 

Total Gross Need 1,864 2,243 

Re-let Supply 
1,273 1,623 

Net Need 590 620 
Source: 2017 SHMA data from Table 59  

What Types of Affordable (Rented) Housing? 

5.23 The analysis above has studied the overall need for rented affordable housing with a focus on 

households who cannot afford to rent in the market.  These households will therefore have a need 
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for some form of rented housing at a cost below typical market rates.  Typically, there are two types 

of rented affordable accommodation (social and affordable rented) with the analysis below 

considering what a reasonable split might be between these two tenures. 

5.24 Initially, in terms of social and affordable rents, an analysis has been undertaken to compare the 

income distribution of households with the cost of different products. For affordable rented housing 

it has been assumed that this would be available at a cost which is 80% of the established lower 

quartile costs set out earlier in this section.  Any household able to afford a rent between 80% of the 

market and the market is assumed able to afford an affordable rent, with other households only able 

to afford a social rent. 

5.25 The analysis identifies that between 29% and 33% of the group of households unable to afford market 

housing to rent fall in the gap between the market and 80% of the market depending on location. It 

is therefore suggested that a target of 30% of all rented affordable housing is affordable rents would 

be reasonable and therefore it appropriate that 70% of rented affordable housing is social rents. 

5.26 The Table also shows the rent levels assumed (for a 2-bedroom home); it is quite possible that, for 

example, 80% of market rent would be higher than the figures modelled below and if that were the 

case then a lower proportion of households would be able to afford. The actual price of any affordable 

rented housing offered should be considered when deciding if it is genuinely affordable, and how 

much of any particular product is needed. 

Table 5.8 Estimated Need for Affordable Rented Housing at Different Levels of Discount18 

 % Need for Affordable Rented Assumed Maximum Rent (2-bed) 

Chorley 33% £380 

Preston 29% £380 

South Ribble 31% £400 
Source: Affordability analysis 

Need for Affordable Home Ownership Housing  

5.27 Using the previously established method to look at affordable need, it was estimated that there is a 

substantial need for additional affordable housing – this is for subsidised housing at a cost below that 

to access the private rented sector (i.e. for households unable to access any form of market housing 

without some form of subsidy). It would be expected that this housing would be delivered primarily 

as social/affordable rented housing. 

 

18 Figures as % of those unable to afford to rent privately 
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5.28 The revised NPPF broadens the definition of affordable housing to include households which might 

be able to rent a home in the private sector without financial support but aspire to own a home and 

require support to do so. There are various ‘affordable home ownership’ products which are can meet 

the housing needs of this group.  

5.29 This section considers the level of need for these types of dwellings in Central Lancashire. The NPPF 

states “Where major development involving the provision of housing is proposed, planning policies 

and decisions should expect at least 10% of the homes to be available for affordable home 

ownership, unless this would exceed the level of affordable housing required in the area, or 

significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific groups.” 

(NPPF, para 64). 

Establishing a Need for Affordable Home Ownership 

5.30 The PPG confirms a widening definition of those to be considered as in affordable need; now 

including ‘[households] that cannot afford their own homes, either to rent, or to own, where that is 

their aspiration’. However, at the time of writing, there is no guidance about how the number of such 

households should be measured. 

5.31 The methodology used in this report therefore draws on the current method as set out in PPG, and 

includes an assessment of current needs, projected need (newly forming and existing households). 

The key difference is that in looking at affordability an estimate of the number of households in the 

‘gap’ between buying and renting is used – i.e. those households who can afford to rent a home 

without financial support but require support to access home ownership. There is also the issue of 

establishing an estimate of the supply of affordable home ownership homes – this is considered 

separately below. 

5.32 The first part of the analysis seeks to understand what the gap between renting and buying actually 

means in Central Lancashire – in particular establishing the typical incomes in this bracket. 

5.33 Using the income distributions developed for use in the previous analysis of affordable housing need, 

it has been estimated that of all households living in the private rented sector, around 9% of those 

living in Chorley fall into the “rent/buy gap” along with 11% of households in South Ribble; for Preston 

only 2% of households are estimated to fall into this gap. These figures have been based on an 

assumption that incomes in the private rented sector are around 88% of the equivalent figure for all 

households (a proportion derived from the English Housing Survey). These are used as it is clear 

that affordable home ownership products are likely to be targeted at households living in or who 

might be expected to access this sector (e.g. newly forming households). 

5.34 To study current need, an estimate of the number of household living in the private rented sector 

(PRS) has been established, along with the same (rent/buy gap) affordability test described above. 
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The starting point is the number of households living in private rented accommodation (as of the 

2011 Census). Data from the Survey of English Housing (EHS) suggests that since 2011, the number 

of households in the PRS has risen by about 26% and so this proportion is added to the initial 

estimate of the size of the sector to provide an estimate of the current size of the PRS. 

5.35 Additional data from the EHS suggests that 60% of all PRS households expect to become an owner 

at some point and of these some 25% would expect this to happen in the next 2-years. This 25% 

figure is taken to provide an estimate of the current number of households living in the PRS who are 

seeking to become a homeowner in the short-term. The analysis then also considers newly forming 

households and also the remaining existing households who expect to become owners further into 

the future (i.e. those moving beyond the initial 2-year period). 

5.36 Bringing the various strands of analysis together suggests that there is a gross need for around 21 

affordable home ownership homes (priced for households able to afford to rent but not buy) per 

annum in the 2018-36 period. Around 90 of these are in Chorley and 115 in South Ribble, with a 

much lower figure in Preston – this reflects the relatively small gap in the income level required to 

buy or rent a home in the area. 

Table 5.9 Estimated Gross Need for Affordable Home (per annum) – 2018-36 

 
Chorley Preston South Ribble 

Central 

Lancashire 

Current need 4 2 5 11 

Newly forming households 75 19 94 187 

Existing households falling into 

need 13 5 15 33 

Total Gross Need 92 25 115 232 
Source: Census (2011)/Projection Modelling and affordability analysis 

Potential Supply of Housing to Meet the Affordable Home Ownership Need 

5.37 At the current time the PPG does not include specific guidance about how the supply of housing to 

meet these needs should be calculated. Our estimates of need are based on households able to 

afford something between the lower quartile cost of renting and the lower quartile cost to buy.  

5.38 Analysis of Land Registry data has therefore been undertaken to assess the number of homes sold 

at below lower quartile prices. However, it is the case that market housing is not allocated in the 

same way as social/affordable rented homes (i.e. anyone is able to buy a home as long as they can 

afford it and it is possible that a number of lower quartile homes would be sold to households able to 

afford more, or potentially to investment buyers).  

5.39 Furthermore, some homes sold at below a lower quartile house price are in poor condition and in 

need of investment/ repair and may not therefore be suitable for lower income households. In 

addition, there will be some ‘resales’ of existing shared ownership and shared equity housing within 

661



 

 44 

the three authorities.  Drawing on data from the CoRe system, we note that between 2015/16 – 

2017/18, there were 39 resales in Chorley (13 p.a.); 14 resales in Preston (5 p.a.) and 29 resales in 

South Ribble (10 p.a.).  This will ultimately contribute to churn which helps to meet need. 

5.40 A broad further assumption has been used for modelling purposes that around half of sales of homes 

below the lower quartile homes would be available to meet the needs of households with an income 

in the gap between buying and renting.  

5.41 The table below brings together the analysis of need and supply. Once consideration is given to the 

role which cheaper open market housing has, the analysis does not suggest a net need to bring 

forward affordable home ownership housing in overall terms. Essentially households with an income 

whereby they can afford to rent privately without financial support but can’t afford to buy at lower 

quartile prices will, in many cases, be able to buy a cheaper home such as existing terraced 

properties within the sub-region; and the cost of these will be cheaper in many instances than 

affordable home ownership products such as discounted market sales housing or starter homes.  

Table 5.10 Estimated Need for Affordable Home Ownership – per annum 

 
Chorley Preston South Ribble 

Central 

Lancashire 

Current need 4 2 5 11 

Newly forming households 75 19 94 187 

Existing households falling into 

need 13 5 15 33 

Total Gross Need 92 25 115 232 

Supply (50% of LQ sales) 271 285 243 799 

Net need -179 -260 -128 -567 
Source: Derived from Census (2011)/Projection Modelling/Land Registry and affordability analysis 

Implications of the Analysis 

5.42 It is clear from the wider analysis of market dynamics that there has been a significant growth of 

households living in the Private Rented Sector over recent years, with Census data showing that the 

number of households living in the sector increasing by 132% from 2001 to 2011 (with the likelihood 

that there have been further increases since). Over the same period, the number of owners with a 

mortgage dropped by 7%. Access to owner occupation is being restricted by the cost of housing to 

buy, access to capital (e.g. for deposits, stamp duty, legal costs) as well as potentially some mortgage 

restrictions (e.g. where employment is temporary). 

5.43 The analysis above shows a need from households who require support to access home ownership 

but that the market is already supplying a reasonable number of homes that are affordable in the gap 

between renting and buying. The needs of these households can be met through a variety of means, 

including:  
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• The various low-cost home ownership products identified in the NPPF Glossary, including 

discounted market sale and starter homes; shared ownership and shared equity housing;  

• Other Government initiatives which seek to broaden access to home ownership, including the 

Help-to-Buy scheme in which the Government lends up to 20% of the cost of a new-build home 

and purchasers only require a 5% deposit.  

5.44 In bringing together evidence in the review of their local plans, the commissioning authorities need 

to consider the evidence of need, the relative acuteness of the need, and issues of residential 

development viability. The NPPF advises that at least 10% of all new housing on larger sites should 

be for affordable home ownership unless this would exceed the level of affordable housing required 

in the area, or significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of 

specific groups.  

5.45 Given the analysis above, it would be reasonable to conclude, on the basis of the evidence, that in 

general terms there is no substantive need to provide housing under the new definition of ‘affordable 

home ownership.’  Overall whilst there are clearly some households in the gap between renting and 

buying, they in many cases will be able to afford homes below lower quartile housing costs. This 

said, it is important to recognise that some households will have insufficient savings to be able to 

afford to buy a home on the open market (in terms of the ability to afford both a deposit and stamp 

duty) and low cost home ownership homes - and shared ownership homes in particular - will therefore 

continue to play a role in supporting some households in this respect.  

5.46 The evidence points to a clear and acute need for rented affordable housing from lower income 

households, and it is important that a supply of rented affordable housing – around 70% of which 

should reasonably be social rent - is maintained to meet the needs of this group including those to 

which the authorities have a statutory housing duty. Such housing is notably cheaper than that 

available in the open market and can be accessed by many more households (some of whom may 

be supported by benefit payments).  Notably, social rents also enable access to employment for 

lower income families. 

5.47 It should also be noted that the finding of a ‘need’ for affordable home ownership does not have any 

direct impact on the overall need for housing. As is clear from both the NPPF and PPG, the additional 

group of households in need is simply a case of seeking to move households from one tenure to 

another (in this case from private renting to owner-occupation); there is therefore no net change in 

the total number of households, or the number of homes required. Iceni would also note that it is not 

appropriate to subtract the need for affordable home ownership housing from the rented housing: 

they are distinct and separate forms of need.  

5.48 Through the plan-making process, the affordable housing need will be a consideration in assessing 

what level of overall housing provision and housing supply to plan for through the new Local Plan – 
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consistent with the approach set out in the PPG. These are however issues for plan-making, and not 

for assessing the five year housing land supply where Government policy/guidance is clear that the 

standard method should be used. 

How Much Should Affordable Home Ownership Homes Cost? 

5.49 The analysis and discussion above suggest that there are a number of households likely to fall under 

the new PPG definition of affordable housing need (i.e. in the gap between renting and buying) but 

that the potential supply of housing to buy makes it difficult to fully quantify this need (indeed there 

may well be a surplus). Hence, whilst the NPPF gives a clear steer that 10% of all new housing (on 

larger sites) should be for affordable home ownership, it is not clear that this is the best solution or 

indeed justified by the housing needs evidence. 

5.50 Where affordable home ownerships are provided, then it is suggested that shared ownership is the 

most appropriate form of affordable home ownership due to lower likely deposit requirements, 

consideration of other packages such as providing support for deposits are also encouraged. 

However, it is possible that some housing would come forward as other forms of housing such as 

Starter Homes or discounted market sale. If this is the case, it will be important for the Councils to 

ensure that such homes are sold at a price that is genuinely affordable for the intended target group. 

5.51 On this basis, it is worth discussing what sort of costs affordable home ownership properties should 

be sold for. The Annex 2 (NPPF) definitions suggest that such housing should be made available at 

a discount of at least 20% from Open Market Value (OMV). The problem with having a percentage 

discount is that it is possible in some locations or types of property that such a discount still means 

that housing is more expensive than that typically available in the open market. 

5.52 The preferred approach in this report is to set out a series of affordable purchase costs for different 

sizes of accommodation. These are set out as a range with the bottom end being based on 

equivalising the private rent figures into a house price so that the sale price will meet the needs of all 

households in the gap between buying and renting. The upper level is set based on the estimated 

lower quartile price to buy a home (although it should be noted that in some instances the upper level 

is informed by private sector rents). Setting higher prices would mean that such housing would not 

be available to households for whom the Government is seeking to provide an ‘affordable’ option.  

Table 5.11 Affordable home ownership prices – data for year to March 2019 

 Chorley Preston South Ribble 

1-bedroom £63,000-£78,000 £56,000-£81,000 £67,000-£77,000 

2-bedroom £95,000 £78,000-£99,000 £95,000-£98,000 

3-bedroom £110,000-£135,000 £107,000-£108,000 £114,000-£138,000 

4-bedroom £160,000-£225,000 £136,000-£220,000 £147,000-£228,000 
Source: derived from VOA data 
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5.53 If the Councils do seek for some additional housing to be in the affordable home ownership sector, 

the Councils should liaise with the Help-to-Buy agent. 

Affordable Housing: Summary and Conclusions 

 
Our approach has been to consider the existing needs evidence, and to take account of the expanded 

definition of affordable housing which brings in households who might be able to afford to rent 

privately but aspire to own a home and require support to do so. The analysis brings together 

evidence of need. But in doing so it is important to recognise that there is some overlap between the 

‘target market’ for affordable home ownership products and support provided by Help-to-Buy in 

helping households to access market housing.  

Iceni conclude that there is a substantial need for additional affordable housing across all authority 

areas of Central Lancashire for those who cannot afford to rent; with a total need for 590 dwellings. 

All areas see a similar level of need, ranging from 132 in Chorley to 250 in Preston.  

 

The analysis shows there is not a substantive need for affordable home ownership homes across all 

authority areas in Central Lancashire.  On the basis of the evidence, the level of housing need does 

not justify 10% of housing to be delivered as affordable home ownership homes; and what provision 

is made for supporting home ownership should focus on shared ownership homes.  

 

Given the clear and acute need for affordable rented housing, the Councils should look to seek as 

much rented affordable products as possible.  The analysis identifies that between 29% and 33% of 

the group of households unable to afford market housing to rent fall in the gap between the market 

and 80% of the market depending on location. It is therefore suggested that a target of 30% of all 

rented affordable housing is affordable rents would be reasonable and therefore it appropriate that 

70% of rented affordable housing is social rents. 

 

In respect of affordable home ownership homes, these should take account of the price brackets 

shown for each of the authority areas in Table 5.12. 
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 DEVELOPMENT DENSITIES 

6.1 This section reviews the densities within the housing market area and considers an appropriate 

framework for increasing densities in each local authority in line with the Framework’s drive to make 

the most efficient use of land. 

Achieving Appropriate Development Densities 

6.2 The Framework (paragraph 122) sets out that authorities should develop policies and support 

development that makes efficient use of land in order to achieve appropriate densities.  As part of 

this, the need for different types of housing, local market conditions, the availability of infrastructure 

and services and the character and setting of an area should all be considered. 

6.3 In the context of Green Belt authorities, making efficient use of land through maximising development 

densities is particularly important to ensure that sites in suitable locations, for example in towns and 

cities with good public transport links, are maximised before considering more constrained areas. It 

may be appropriate to consider a range of densities across an area which best reflect varying levels 

of accessibility and development potential before considering amendments to policy and 

environmental constraints. 

6.4 On non-committed sites i.e. housing land supply which has not yet been permitted and can therefore 

be adjusted, the local authorities in Central Lancashire have applied a blanket ‘density multiplier’ 

assumption of 35 dwellings per hectare to generate an initial potential capacity figure on all sites 

submitted through the Call for Sites and SHELAA processes.  However, the SHELAA does recognise 

that this will evolve over time as the Local Plan progresses (SHELAA paragraph 2.9.11). 

6.5 It is important to recognise that increasing densities not only makes more efficient use of land, but it 

can help deliver high quality sustainable development and good quality places.  If planned properly, 

higher density development can help create successful places with a range of house types, attract 

new employers to the area and reduce the amount of congestion and vehicle emissions as public 

transport provision is supported to a greater extent. 

6.6 Invariably across the plan area and across the locality of each authority area, development proposals 

will be brought forward which seek to deliver housing at different densities taking account location-

specific factors.  It will be appropriate to build at densities which are appropriate to the local context 

which take account of the location of a site and the character of the surrounding area.   

6.7 However, in the context of considering the distribution of housing need in the plan area and in the 

context of potential Green Belt release to otherwise accommodate this need; it is critical to consider 
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the contribution which building at higher densities could have on the HMA’s existing housing land 

supply baseline. Development density assumptions need to be realistic, taking account of the nature 

of the local market.  

Quantitative Analysis 

6.8 Although research is limited at the national level, there are a small number of helpful studies which 

have considered the implications of housing type and size and densities.  Research for the National 

Housing and Planning Advice Unit (NHPAU)19 sets out that net densities of new development in the 

North West region increased from 26 dwellings per hectare in 1996, to 42 dph in 2004 and 50 dph at 

the top of the market in 2006. The market has evidently shifted since, with less strength in the market 

for flatted development and a return to delivery of more traditional housing schemes. 

6.9 The Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government no longer publish land use statistics 

at a local authority level.  However, land use data is still available at local authority level for average 

densities built of the period from 1996 to 2011; and it therefore provides us with a helpful guide of 

densities achieved during the pre-economic downturn peak as well as during the economic downturn.  

This data is set out in the Figure below. 

Table 6.1 Average Densities of Development Built in the HMA 

 1996-1999 2000-2003 2004-2007 2008-2011 

Chorley 19 22 40 31 

Preston 26 30 56 48 

South Ribble 27 22 31 27 

England 25 28 41 42 

MHCLG Land Use Statistics (1996 – 2011) 

6.10 As the Table shows, average densities were highest in Preston during the pre-recession peak at 56 

dwellings per hectare; before falling slightly to 48 dwellings per hectare.  The average densities in 

Preston City have continuously been above the national average.  Conversely, densities in Chorley 

were notably below the national average in each period, reaching 40 dwellings per hectare at the 

pre-recession peak.  The same can be said for South Ribble; which only achieved an average density 

of 27 dwellings per hectare between 2008-2011. 

6.11 Drilling into this, it can be said that Preston, as a City, has the largest existing population, workforce, 

services and infrastructure to support additional housing, and has historically applied higher 

 

19 The Implications of Housing Type/Size Mix and Density for the Affordability and Viability of New Housing Supply, NHPAU 

(February 2010) 
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development densities than Chorley or South Ribble in order to make the most efficient use of land 

in this urban location. Chorley and South Ribble have applied lower development densities to best 

respond to the constraints and characteristics of these areas. 

6.12 However, looking ahead, It should be borne in mind that as the strategic development sites around 

Preston begin to deliver; it is likely that we will begin to see the overall average density of 

development achieved in Preston fall – with the delivery of more housing as opposed to flatted and 

terraced development, which can generate higher densities. 

6.13 Building on this, it is also important to consider the nature of the market across the three authorities; 

which can play an influence in achieving realistic densities.  The Figure below sets out our analysis 

of the proportion of sales of different properties across the HMA in the last year. 

Figure 6.1 Property Transactions by Type in Central Lancashire (2018) 

 
Source: Land Registry Data 

6.14 As the Table shows, there is certainly variations in relative demand for different products – although, 

it is acknowledged that this is partly influenced by stock mix.  The analysis suggests a greater market 

for larger house types (i.e. non-terraced housing) in Chorley and South Ribble; with sales for these 

house types accounting for 65% and 75% respectively in 2018.  This is set against a marginally 

higher level of demand for flatted and terraced housing in Preston. 

6.15 Overall across Central Lancashire, the relatively modest flatted market – when compared with the 

regional and national picture – can be expected to have a downward influence on average densities 

in the area. 

Chorley Preston South Ribble North West England &
Wales

Detached 36% 25% 29% 22% 25%

Semi-Detached 29% 36% 46% 35% 29%

Terraced 30% 31% 22% 32% 28%

Flat 6% 7% 3% 12% 18%
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6.16 On the basis of the evidence above, it is clear that a more nuanced approach to testing densities is 

required which is reflective of what has been achieved historically and what the market can achieve; 

acknowledging that the approach to densities will differ for suburban areas up to centres. This will 

have to be taken forward alongside other considerations such as design, setting context through the 

SHELAA process. 

6.17 Ultimately this will ensure that the overall local housing need across the plan area can be addressed 

in line with the Framework’s approach to exhausting brownfield land opportunities and making the 

most efficient use of land by maximising densities. 

Qualitative Analysis 

6.18 It is important to acknowledge that higher densities should not be conflated with tall buildings, a larger 

proportion of flatted development or smaller units.  In considering higher densities in this report, we 

are principally concerned with developing compact neighbourhoods, which support a mix of uses; a 

range of house types, with viable public transport and local services. 

6.19 It is widely accepted that 30 dph is not considered to be “high density”, particularly when reviewing 

technical studies, examples of which define suburban densities, for example as (a) low - 35 dph, (b) 

intermediate - 50 dph and (c) high - 120 dph.  The 2010 NHPAU Study (Table 2) found that newbuild 

development in the mid-north of England achieved average densities of 38.7 dph. in 2005.   This 

data is now clearly out of date; but is does provide a helpful guide as to what has been achieved. 

6.20 Academics have also contributed to the debate through literature reviews and studies, with Christine 

Whitehead from the London School of Economics20 noting the influence density requirements have 

on typologies: 

“The requirements also have direct impact on the types of dwelling that can be provided – 

as above around 60 dph the development must be mainly or entirely in the form of flats.  As 

the requirement increases the more the need for high rise developments to meet the density 

requirement while at the same time meeting any outside space requirements. Moreover, the 

suggested average sizes imply a preponderance of one or two bedroom units”. 

6.21 Our analysis clearly indicates a greater focus of demand for housing rather than flatted development 

in Central Lancashire and it is clear that across the HMA as a whole, the focus of the market is for 

family homes. This is a consideration in establishing broad development density targets below. 

 

20 “The Density Debate: A Personal Review” (Christine Whitehead, LSE) 
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Recommended Approach to Densities 

6.22 On the basis that the current Central Lancashire SHELAA has been prepared using a blanket 

approach to densities at 35 dwellings per hectare and in light of the Framework’s sequential approach 

to considering Green Belt land, it is considered necessary to set out a broad typology-based 

framework for development densities which can inform policies and ensure that urban capacity is 

maximised first. 

6.23 Analysis of the profile of property transactions in the three authority areas shows that there is a 

greater focus towards typically larger detached homes with a relatively modest flatted market. A 

larger level of flatted development can be expected in Central Preston. However, densities of up to 

50 dph can be achievable with schemes which predominantly include housing as opposed to flats.  

6.24 The analysis of the need for different types of homes, as set out in Section 8, shows that it might be 

reasonable to see broadly a 70/30 split between development of houses as opposed to flats across 

Central Lancashire. It shows a slightly higher relative need for larger market homes (3+ bedrooms) 

in Preston relative to the other two authorities. Set against this, this is likely to be a slightly stronger 

market for flatted development in Central Preston than other locations within the HMA.  

6.25 Bringing this analysis together, the Table below sets out broad density targets below for each 

authority using four broad types of location including rural locations (including villages), suburban 

locations, urban areas (i.e. urban fringe locations) and town centres. These should inform future 

iterations of the SHELAA where each of the location categories will be defined in detail. 

Table 6.2 Recommended Broad Density Targets in Central Lancashire 

 
Rural / Village 

Locations  
Suburban / Urban 

Extension 
Town Centre / Central 

Preston  

Chorley 25-30 35 40 

Preston 25-30 35 50 

South Ribble 25-30 35 40 

6.26 This study does not seek to apply and quantify the impact of these density targets; nor does it assume 

that the density targets will result in a significant uplift to housing capacity; however, in the context of 

potential Green Belt release, it is considered that a more nuanced approach to densities is required 

and therefore due regard should be given to the broad density targets set out in Table 6.2; particularly 

in respect of the ongoing SHELAA process on sites without planning permission. The Councils 

should consult on the appropriateness of these density assumptions as the plan is developed.  

6.27 As per the Framework (paragraph 120), planning policies and decisions need to reflect changes in 

the demand for land.  They should be informed by regular reviews of both the land allocated for 

development in plans, and of land availability and as a result, the broad recommendations set out in 
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the Table above should be informed by local market conditions, viability as well as other factors 

including the prevailing character and appearance in an area which will vary on a site-by-site basis. 

Achieving Appropriate Densities Summary and Conclusions 

The Framework (paragraph 122) sets out that authorities should develop policies and support 

development that makes efficient use of land in order to achieve appropriate densities.  As part of 

this, the need for different types of housing, local market conditions, the availability of infrastructure 

and services and the character and setting of an area should all be considered. 

Historically, densities in Central Lancashire have not typically exceeded the national average; with 

densities reaching a height in Preston during the pre-recession peak of 56 dwellings per hectare.  

Analysis of recent transactions points towards a greater market for larger house types and family 

housing in each of the three authority areas alongside a relatively modest flatted market; with the 

needs evidence in this report pointing to c. 30% of the total need being capable of being met by 

development of flats and 70% houses. 

Bringing this analysis together, Table 6.2 sets out broad density targets below for each authority 

using three broad locational typologies. This should inform future revisions to the SHELAA and 

policies within the Plan.   
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 NEEDS OF OLDER PERSONS & THOSE WITH DIABILITIES 

7.1 This section studies the characteristics and housing needs of the older person population and the 

population with some form of disability. The two groups are taken together as there is a clear link 

between age and disability. It includes an assessment of the need for specialist accommodation for 

older people and the potential requirements for housing to be built to accessibility and wheelchair 

standards M4(2) ‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’ and M4(3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’. 

Understanding Demographic Changes  

Current Population of Older People 

7.2 The table below provides baseline population data about older persons and compares this with other 

areas. The data for has been taken from the published 2018 ONS mid-year population estimates. 

Central Lancashire has a similar proportion of older people as the North West and England with 18% 

of the population in 2018 being aged 65 and over. 

Table 7.1 Older Persons Population (2018) 

 Chorley Preston South 
Ribble 

Central 
Lancs 

Lanca-
shire 

North 
West 

England 

Under 65 80.3% 85.3% 78.9% 81.8% 79.5% 81.4% 81.8% 

65-74 11.5% 8.0% 11.8% 10.2% 11.4% 10.2% 9.9% 

75-84 6.1% 4.8% 6.8% 5.8% 6.6% 6.0% 5.8% 

85+ 2.1% 1.9% 2.5% 2.1% 2.6% 2.3% 2.4% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 65+ 19.7% 14.7% 21.1% 18.2% 20.5% 18.6% 18.2% 
Source: ONS 2018 Mid-Year Population Estimates 

Future Change in the Population of Older People 

7.1 As well as providing a baseline position for the proportion of older persons across the three 

authorities, population projections can be used to provide an indication of how the numbers might 

change in the future. The data presented below uses information from the projections previously 

developed to link to the standard method.  

7.2 Taking into consideration these projections, Central Lancashire is projected to see a notable increase 

in the older person population, with the total number of people aged 65 and over projected to increase 

by 39% over the 20-years to 2036. This compares with overall population growth of 6.5% and a 

decrease in the Under 65 population of -0.8%. 
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7.3 In total population terms, the projections show an increase in the population aged 65 and over of 

26,500 people. This is against a backdrop of an overall increase of 24,045.  The population growth 

of people aged 65 and over therefore accounts for all of the total projected population change. 

Table 7.2 Projected Change in Population of Older Persons (2018 to 2036) – Central 

Lancashire (based on delivery of 1,026 dwellings per annum) 

 2016 2036 Change in population % change 

Under 65 301,958 299,501 -2,457 -0.8% 

65-74 37,789 46,552 8,763 23.2% 

75-84 21,546 31,230 9,684 44.9% 

85+ 7,873 15,929 8,056 102.3% 

Total 369,166 393,211 24,045 6.5% 

Total 65+ 67,208 93,711 26,503 39.4% 
Source: Demographic Projections 

7.4 The Tables below provide a breakdown for each of the three authorities. 

Table 7.3 Projected Change in Population of Older Persons (2018 to 2036) - Chorley (based 

on delivery of 282 dwellings per annum) 

 2016 2036 Change in population % change 

Under 65 93,806 87,765 -6,041 -6.4% 

65-74 13,418 16,405 2,987 22.3% 

75-84 7,177 11,019 3,842 53.5% 

85+ 2,420 5,684 3,264 134.9% 

Total 116,821 120,873 4,052 3.5% 

Total 65+ 23,015 33,108 10,093 43.9% 
Source: Demographic Projections 

Table 7.4 Projected Change in Population of Older Persons (2018 to 2036) - Preston (based 

on delivery of 410 dwellings per annum) 

 2016 2036 Change in population % change 

Under 65 120,983 124,687 3,704 3.1% 

65-74 11,300 14,287 2,987 26.4% 

75-84 6,873 9,371 2,498 36.3% 

85+ 2,662 4,353 1,691 63.5% 

Total 141,818 152,698 10,880 7.7% 

Total 65+ 20,835 28,011 7,176 34.4% 
Source: Demographic Projections 

674



 

 57 

Table 7.5 Projected Change in Population of Older Persons (2018 to 2036) - South Ribble 

(based on delivery of 334 dwellings per annum) 

 2016 2036 Change in population % change 

Under 65 87,169 87,048 -121 -0.1% 

65-74 13,071 15,860 2,789 21.3% 

75-84 7,496 10,840 3,344 44.6% 

85+ 2,791 5,891 3,100 111.1% 

Total 110,527 119,640 9,113 8.2% 

Total 65+ 23,358 32,592 9,234 39.5% 
Source: Demographic Projections 

Health-Related Population Projections 

7.5 In addition to providing projections about how the number and proportion of older people is expected 

to change in the future the analysis can look at the likely impact on the number of people with specific 

illnesses or disabilities. For this, data from the Projecting Older People Information System (POPPI) 

and Projecting Adult Needs and Service Information System (PANSI) has been used. These sources 

provide prevalence rates for a range of different disabilities by age and sex. 

7.6 The Table below show that many of the illnesses/disabilities are expected to increase significantly in 

the future as the population grows and ages. In particular, there is projected to be a 62% rise in the 

number of people with dementia aged 65 and over along with an increase in the number with mobility 

problems of 53% in the same age band. 

Table 7.6 Projected Change in Population with a Range of Disabilities (2018 to 2036) – 

Central Lancashire (based on delivery of 1,026 dwellings per annum) 

 Age Range 2018 2036 Change % change 

Dementia 65+ 4,381 7,093 2,712 61.9% 

Mobility Problems 65+ 11,840 18,091 6,251 52.8% 

Autistic Spectrum 
Disorders 

18-64 2,251 2,237 -15 -0.7% 

65+ 635 900 265 41.7% 

Learning 
Disabilities 

15-64 5,764 5,757 -7 -0.1% 

65+ 1,403 1,941 537 38.3% 

Challenging 
behaviour 

15-64 106 105 0 -0.5% 

Impaired mobility 16-64 12,032 11,683 -350 -2.9% 
Source: POPPI/PANSI and demographic projections 

7.7 The Tables below provide a breakdown for each of the three authorities.  
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Table 7.7 Projected Change in Population with a Range of Disabilities (2018 to 2036) – 

Chorley (based on delivery of 282 dwellings per annum) 

 Age Range 2018 2036 Change % change 

Dementia 65+ 1,431 2,507 1,076 75.2% 

Mobility Problems 65+ 3,934 6,393 2,459 62.5% 

Autistic Spectrum 
Disorders 

18-64 703 657 -47 -6.6% 

65+ 220 319 99 45.3% 

Learning 
Disabilities 

15-64 1,789 1,684 -105 -5.9% 

65+ 482 685 203 42.1% 

Challenging 
behaviour 

15-64 33 31 -2 -5.9% 

Impaired mobility 16-64 3,979 3,866 -112 -2.8% 
Source: POPPI/PANSI and demographic projections 

Table 7.8 Projected Change in Population with a Range of Disabilities (2018 to 2036) – 

Preston (based on delivery of 410 dwellings per annum) 

 Age Range 2018 2036 Change % change 

Dementia 65+ 1,413 2,037 623 44.1% 

Mobility Problems 65+ 3,763 5,271 1,507 40.1% 

Autistic Spectrum 
Disorders 

18-64 911 953 42 4.6% 

65+ 197 270 74 37.6% 

Learning 
Disabilities 

15-64 2,316 2,420 104 4.5% 

65+ 433 581 148 34.2% 

Challenging 
behaviour 

15-64 42 44 2 3.9% 

Impaired mobility 16-64 4,332 4,206 -126 -2.9% 
Source: POPPI/PANSI and demographic projections 

Table 7.9 Projected Change in Population with a Range of Disabilities (2018 to 2036) – 

South Ribble (based on delivery of 334 dwellings per annum) 

 Age Range 2018 2036 Change % change 

Dementia 65+ 1,537 2,550 1,013 65.9% 

Mobility Problems 65+ 4,143 6,428 2,285 55.2% 

Autistic Spectrum 
Disorders 

18-64 637 627 -10 -1.6% 

65+ 219 310 91 41.8% 

Learning 
Disabilities 

15-64 1,659 1,653 -6 -0.4% 

65+ 488 674 187 38.2% 

Challenging 
behaviour 

15-64 31 30 0 -0.6% 

Impaired mobility 16-64 3,721 3,610 -111 -3.0% 
Source: POPPI/PANSI and demographic projections 
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7.8 Whilst many older persons will continue to live in mainstream housing, Iceni consider that it would 

be sensible to design housing so that it can be adapted to households changing needs. Subject to 

viability testing and site suitability (i.e. where level access is achievable), we would recommend that 

a third of all new housing is delivered to Part M4(2) ‘accessible and adaptable’ taking account of the 

evidence of need. This should be delivered where it feasible to do so (e.g. level access is possible).    

Need for Specialist Accommodation for Older Persons 

7.9 Given the ageing population and higher levels of disability and health problems amongst older 

people, there is likely to be an increased requirement for specialist housing options moving forward. 

The box below considers different types of older persons housing as set out in the Planning Practice 

Guidance. It should be noted that this report does not seek to address the first category (age-

restricted housing without care or support) – this is because the focus of this analysis is around 

housing with a specific care or support need. 

Definitions of Different Types of Older Persons’ Accommodation 

 

Age-restricted general market housing: This type of housing is generally for people aged 55 and 
over and the active elderly. It may include some shared amenities such as communal gardens, but 

does not include support or care services. 

Retirement living or sheltered housing [Housing with support]: This usually consists of 

purpose-built flats or bungalows with limited communal facilities such as a lounge, laundry room 

and guest room. It does not generally provide care services, but provides some support to enable 
residents to live independently. This can include 24 hour on-site assistance (alarm) and a warden 

or house manager. 

Extra care housing or housing-with-care [Housing with care]: This usually consists of purpose-

built or adapted flats or bungalows with a medium to high level of care available if required, through 

an onsite care agency registered through the Care Quality Commission (CQC). Residents are able 
to live independently with 24 hour access to support services and staff, and meals are also 

available. There are often extensive communal areas, such as space to socialise or a wellbeing 

centre. In some cases, these developments are known as retirement communities or villages - the 

intention is for residents to benefit from varying levels of care as time progresses. 

Residential care homes and nursing homes: These have individual rooms within a residential 

building and provide a high level of care meeting all activities of daily living. They do not usually 

include support services for independent living. This type of housing can also include dementia 

care homes. 

Source: PPG Housing for older and disabled people (paragraph 63-010) 

7.10 The needs analysis in this section draws on data from the Housing Learning and Information Network 

(Housing LIN) Shop@ online toolkit (SHOP@ toolkit). This data is considered alongside 
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demographic projections to provide an indication of the potential level of additional specialist housing 

that might be required for older people in the future. The toolkit sets out a series of baseline rates 

which form a starting point for assessing appropriate prevalence rates to apply. These baseline rates 

are: 

• Housing with Support (retirement/sheltered housing) – 125 units per 1,000 population aged 

75 and over;  

• Housing with Care (extra-care housing) – 45 units per 1,000 population aged 75 and over; 

and  

• Residential care bedspaces (residential and nursing care) – 110 units (bedspaces) per 1,000 

population aged 75 and over.  

7.11 Following the Housing LIN methodology, an initial adjustment has then been made to these rates to 

reflect the relative health of the local older person population. This has been based on Census data 

about the proportion of people aged 65 and over who have a long-term health problem or disability 

compared with the England average. In Central Lancashire, the data shows very slightly higher levels 

of disability in the older person population and so the prevalence rates used have been increased 

slightly (very slight reduction for South Ribble). 

7.12 A second local adjustment has been to estimate the tenure split for the housing with support and 

housing with care categories (no tenure is associated with residential care bedspaces). This again 

draws on suggestions in the Shop@ tool which suggests that less deprived local authorities could 

expect a higher proportion of their specialist housing to be in the market sector. Using the 2015 Index 

of Multiple Deprivation the analysis suggests a slightly higher need for market homes in South Ribble 

and lower in Preston (reflecting relive deprivation levels). 

7.13 This analysis suggests a need for 174 units of accommodation per 1,000 population aged 75+, and 

of these 98 (57%) are for market housing. 

7.14 The evidence herein suggests a greater need for specialist accommodation than Lancashire County 

Council’s Housing with Care and Support Strategy which seeks to target provision of 15 units of 

housing with care per 1,000 population based on the current national level of provision. However 

there is a range of evidence that there is an under-provision and lack of choice of suitable specialist 

accommodation options for older people. Iceni’s analysis takes this into account.  

7.15 The analysis initially focusses on needs within self-contained units (which traditionally might be 

considered as a C3 use class (dwelling houses)) before separately looking at residential care 

bedspaces (which would arguably be in a C2 use class). This distinction is important as the dwelling-

houses are included within the housing need (e.g. the figures calculated through the Standard 

Method) whereas bedspaces figures would be in addition to that. 
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7.16 The table below shows estimated needs for different types of housing linked to the agreed distribution 

of housing. The analysis shows a potentially high need for leasehold (market) accommodation as 

well as a need for affordable extra-care housing. There is an apparent surplus of retirement/sheltered 

housing in the affordable sector. Overall, the analysis suggests a need for 4,973 additional units by 

2036 (equivalent to 276 per annum). 

7.17 For residential care bedspaces, the analysis shows a small current shortfall but a notable projected 

future need. Overall, it is estimated that there is a need for around 2,288 additional bedspaces to 

2036. 

Table 7.10 Older Persons’ Dwelling Requirements 2018 to 2036 – Central Lancashire (based 

on delivery of 1,026 dwellings per annum) 

  Housing 

demand 

per 

1,000 
75+ 

Current 

supply 

2018 

demand 

Current 

shortfall/ 

(surplus) 

Additional 

demand 

to 2036 

Shortfall/ 

(surplus) 

by 2036 

Housing with 

support  

Rented 53 2,648 1,563 -1,085 925 -160 

Leasehold 75 305 2,205 1,900 1,336 3,236 

Housing with 

care 

Rented 23 196 665 469 395 864 

Leasehold 23 78 691 613 420 1,033 

Total (dwellings) 174 3,227 5,124 1,897 3,076 4,973 

Care bedspaces 113 3,018 3,316 298 1,990 2,288 
Source: Derived from Demographic Projections and Housing LIN/HOSPR/EAC 

7.18 The Tables below provide an indicative breakdown for the three authorities. 

Table 7.11 Older Persons’ Dwelling Requirements 2018 to 2036 – Chorley (based on delivery 

of 282 dwellings per annum) 

  Housing 

demand 

per 

1,000 

75+ 

Current 

supply 

2018 

demand 

Current 

shortfall/ 

(surplus) 

Additional 

demand 

to 2036 

Shortfall/ 

(surplus) 

by 2036 

Housing with 
support  

Rented 51 630 493 -137 365 228 

Leasehold 76 0 730 730 540 1,270 

Housing with 

care 

Rented 22 48 211 163 156 319 

Leasehold 24 78 229 151 170 321 

Total (dwellings) 173 756 1,663 907 1,232 2,139 

Care bedspaces 112 839 1,076 237 797 1,034 
Source: Derived from Demographic Projections and Housing LIN/HOSPR/EAC 
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Table 7.12 Older Persons’ Dwelling Requirements 2018 to 2036 – Preston (based on delivery 

of 410 dwellings per annum) 

  Housing 

demand 

per 

1,000 

75+ 

Current 

supply 

2018 

demand 

Current 

shortfall/ 

(surplus) 

Additional 

demand 

to 2036 

Shortfall/ 

(surplus) 

by 2036 

Housing with 

support  

Rented 62 1,043 589 -454 259 -196 

Leasehold 72 190 683 493 300 793 

Housing with 

care 

Rented 26 74 246 172 108 281 

Leasehold 22 0 211 211 93 304 

Total (dwellings) 181 1,307 1,729 422 760 1,182 

Care bedspaces 117 1,265 1,119 -146 492 346 
Source: Derived from Demographic Projections and Housing LIN/HOSPR/EAC 

Table 7.13 Older Persons’ Dwelling Requirements 2018 to 2036 – South Ribble (based on 

delivery of 334 dwellings per annum) 

  Housing 

demand 
per 

1,000 

75+ 

Current 

supply 

2018 

demand 

Current 
shortfall/ 

(surplus) 

Additional 
demand 

to 2036 

Shortfall/ 
(surplus) 

by 2036 

Housing with 

support  

Rented 47 975 481 -494 302 -192 

Leasehold 77 115 792 677 496 1,173 

Housing with 

care 

Rented 20 74 208 134 130 264 

Leasehold 24 0 250 250 157 407 

Total (dwellings) 168 1,164 1,731 567 1,085 1,652 

Care bedspaces 168 1,164 1,731 567 1,085 1,652 
Source: Derived from Demographic Projections and Housing LIN/HOSPR/EAC 

7.19 The figures provided above should be treated as indicative as there is no nationally agreed set of 

prevalence rates (or how these might be adjusted for local factors). The provision of housing with 

care will potentially be influenced by strategy decisions regarding the balance to which households 

needs should be met through extra care as against residential care. Lancashire County Council 

seeks to deliver extra care as an alternative to residential care, and the numbers above for housing 

with care should therefore be considered as minimum figures. The Councils should consider 

reviewing this evidence if a specific application comes in for older persons housing, where this is 

supported by its own needs assessment. 

Older Persons’ Housing, Planning Use Classes and Affordable Housing Policies  

7.20 It is worth briefly discussing the Use Classes that Older Persons housing would fall into as there is 

some lack of clarity (particularly when it comes to Extra-care housing). The Use Classes Order sets 

out different categories of residential use and makes a distinction between residential institutions 

(Class C2) and dwelling-houses (Class C3). Care is defined in the Use Class Order as meaning 
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“personal care for people in need of such care by reason of old age, disablement, past or present 

dependence on alcohol or drugs or past or present mental disorder, and in class C2 also includes 

the personal care or children and medical care and treatment.”  The C2/C3 distinction is important 

as it can impact on the ability of a local authority to seek an affordable housing contribution from a 

development in private-led development schemes (rather than those commissioned by a public 

body). 

7.21 There is case law (at planning appeals and in the courts) on the definitions of both. There is clear no 

government guidance on which use class ‘extra care housing’ falls into. It is for the decision maker 

to decide, depending on the individual circumstances of each case. Government has released new 

Planning Practice Guidance of Housing for Older and Disabled People in  June 2019. In respect of 

Use Classes, Para 63-014 therein states that:  

“It is for a local planning authority to consider into which use class a particular development may fall. 

When determining whether a development for specialist housing for older people falls within C2 

(Residential Institutions) or C3 (Dwellinghouse) of the Use Classes Order, consideration could, for 

example, be given to the level of care and scale of communal facilities provided.” 

7.22 The relevant factors identified in the Guidance are thus the level of care which is provided, and the 

scale of communal facilities. It is notable that no reference is made to whether units of 

accommodation have separate front doors. Iceni view this as consistent with the Use Class Order, 

where it is the ongoing provision of care which is the distinguishing feature within the C2 definition. 

In a C2 use, the provision of care is an essential and ongoing characteristics of the development and 

would normally be secured as such through the S106 Agreement.  

7.23 Iceni has reviewed a range of appeal decisions which have addressed issues relating to how to 

define the use class of a development. These are fact-specific, and there is a need to consider the 

particular nature of the scheme. What arises from this, is that schemes which have been accepted 

as a C2 use commonly demonstrate the following characteristics:  

a. Occupation restricted to people (at least one within a household) in need of personal care, with 

an obligation for such residents to subscribe to a minimum care package.  

Whilst there has been debate about the minimum level of care to which residents must sign-up 

to, Iceni’s view is that this should not be determinative given that a) residents’ care needs would 

typically change over time, and in most cases increase; and b) for those without a care need 

the relative costs associated with the care package would be off-putting.  

b. Provision of access to a range of communal areas and facilities, typically beyond that of simply 

a communal lounge, with the access to these facilities typically reflected in the service charge.   
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7.24 Iceni however considers that the Use Class on its own need not be determinative on whether 

affordable housing provision could be applied. But nor does it provide any hook to justify seeking 

provision from a C2 use in the absence of a development plan policy which seeks to do so.  

7.25 The 2019 NPPF sets out in Para 34 that Plans should set out the contributions expected from 

development, including levels of affordable housing. Such policies should not undermine the 

deliverability of the Plan. Para 62 states that where a need for affordable housing is identified, 

planning policies should specify the type of affordable housing required, and expect it to be met on-

site unless off-site provision or a financial contribution can be robustly justified; and the agreed 

approach contributes to the objective of creating mixed and balanced communities.  

7.26 Para 63 states that affordable housing should not be sought from residential developments that are 

not major developments. Para 64 sets out that specialist accommodation for a group of people with 

specific needs (such as purpose-built accommodation for the elderly or students) are exempt from 

the requirement for 10% of homes (as part of the affordable housing contribution) to be for affordable 

home ownership. But neither of these paragraphs set out that certain types of specialist 

accommodation for older persons are exempt from affordable housing contributions more widely.  

7.27 The implication is that, in Iceni’s view:  

• The ability to seek affordable housing contributions from a C2 use at the current time 

influenced by how its current development plan policies were constructed and evidenced;  

• If policies in a new development plan are appropriately crafted, and supported by the 

necessary evidence on need and viability, affordable housing contributions could be sought 

from a C2 use through policies in a new Local Plan.  

7.28 It is however important to recognise that the viability of extra care housing will differ from general 

mixed tenure development schemes, not least as there are typically significant levels of communal 

space and on-site facilities; higher construction and fit-out costs; and slower sales rates as there are 

less off-plan sales. There are also practical issues associated with how mixed tenure schemes may 

operate. The Councils needs to consider these issues in crafting policies. 

7.29 It can be difficult in some circumstances for developers of specialist housing for older persons to 

compete with other developers for land.  

7.30 To support the delivery of specialist accommodation, it may be appropriate for the Councils 

to consider making specific land allocations for specialist housing for older persons within 

new Local Plans.  
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7.31 Ultimately for the purposes of seeking affordable housing, we would recommend that the Councils in 

developing new planning policies consider the specific viability of extra care housing schemes as 

part of preparing viability evidence within the plan-making process.  

Wheelchair User Housing 

7.32 Information about the need for housing for wheelchair users is difficult to obtain (particularly at a local 

level) National data within a research report by Habinteg Housing Association and London South 

Bank University (Supported by the Homes and Communities Agency) entitled Mind the Step: An 

estimation of housing need among wheelchair users in England has therefore been used. This report 

provides information at a national and regional level although there are some doubts about the 

validity even of the regional figures; hence the focus herein is on national data. 

7.33 The report identifies that around 84% of homes in England do not allow someone using a wheelchair 

to get to and through the front door without difficulty and that once inside, it gets even more restrictive. 

Furthermore, it is estimated (based on English House Condition Survey data) that just 0.5% of homes 

meet criteria for ‘accessible and adaptable’, while 3.4% are ‘visitable’ by someone with mobility 

problems puts the proportion of ‘visitable’ properties at a slightly higher 5.3%.21 

7.34 Overall, the report estimates that there is an unmet need for wheelchair user dwellings equivalent to 

3.5 per 1,000 households.22 Moving forward, the report estimates a wheelchair user need from 

around 3% of households. Applying both of these figures to the demographic projections (see table 

below) suggests a need for around 1,100 wheelchair user homes in Central Lancashire in the period 

to 2036. 

Table 7.14 Estimated Need for Wheelchair User Homes (2018-2036) 

 Current Need Projected Need (2018-36) Total 

Chorley 174 148 322 

Preston 206 215 421 

South Ribble 167 175 342 

Central Lancashire 547 538 1,085 
Source: Derived from Demographic Projections and Habinteg Prevalence Rates 

7.35 Information in the CLG Guide to available disability data also provides some historical national data 

about wheelchair users by tenure (data from the 2007/8 English Housing Survey). This showed 

around 7.1% of social tenants to be wheelchair uses, compared with 2.3% of owner-occupiers (there 

was insufficient data for private renting, suggesting that the number is low).  

 

21 Data from the CLG Guide to available disability (taken from the English Housing Survey) 
22 This is described in the Habinteg report as the number of wheelchair user households with unmet housing need 
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7.36 This may impact on the proportion of different tenures that should be developed to be for wheelchair 

users (although it should be noted that the PPG (56-009) states that ‘Local Plan policies for 

wheelchair accessible homes should be applied only to those dwellings where the local authority is 

responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in that dwelling’). For market housing, policy 

can however require delivery of wheelchair-adaptable dwellings, this being a home that can easily 

be adapted to meet the needs of a household including wheelchair users.  

7.37 Comparing the need for wheelchair dwellings shown to the Local Housing Need, the need for 

wheelchair user dwellings equates to about 6% of the total housing need. 

Housing Needs of Older Persons and those with Disabilities: Summary and Conclusions  

The analysis in this section has shown a notable growth in the population of older persons aged 65+ 

in Central Lancashire over the period to 2036. Within this, the number of people with a range of 

disabilities expected to increase by 9,393 across all three authorities. The specific projections 

undertaken include an expected increase of those with dementia by 2,712 and with mobility problems 

by 6,251 to 2036 across the plan area. 

Many older households will continue to live in mainstream housing but given the substantial growth 

in the population of older persons and associated increases in those with a disability, it is appropriate 

for a third of new housing to be delivered to meet Part M4(2) accessible and adaptable home 

standards, subject to viability testing and site suitability. The evidence points to around 6% of homes 

needing to be wheelchair accessible/adaptable.  

Some older households, particularly those aged over 75, will require specialist housing provision. 

The analysis in this section points to a need for 3,076 units of housing with support to 2036, and 

1,897 units of housing with care. In considering extra-care schemes, there is a need to carefully 

consider the viability and practical feasibility of delivering affordable housing on-site. The need for 

housing with care should be treated as a minimum.  

The analysis also identifies a need for 573 care home bedspaces in Central Lancashire to 2036. 

These will fall within a C2 use class.  
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 NEED FOR DIFFERENT SIZES OF HOMES 

8.1 This section considers the appropriate mix of market housing across the three Central Lancashire 

authorities; building on the analysis set out in the Central Lancashire SHMA.  It seeks to update the 

analysis set out in the 2017 SHMA with regard to the local housing need established in this report. 

Existing Housing Profile 

8.2 In order to assess the needs for the different sizes of homes, we have developed a model which:  

• Starts with the current profile of housing in terms of size (bedrooms) and tenure. Within the data, 

information is available about the age of households and the typical sizes of homes they occupy; 

• Considers which age groups are expected to change in number, and by how much using the 

demographic projections. On the assumption that occupancy patterns for each age group (within 

each tenure) remain the same, it is therefore possible to work out what profile of housing is 

needed over the assessment period to 2036. 

8.3 An important starting point is to understand the current balance of housing in each area. The table 

below profiles the sizes of homes in different tenure groups. This shows that the profile of housing in 

Central Lancashire looks to be fairly balanced in comparison with other areas (i.e. there is not obvious 

over or under supply of particular sizes of homes relative to other locations) although there are some 

differences across locations (the profile of the private rented sector in Preston being the most 

notable).  Observations about current mix feed into conclusions about future mix later in this section. 

Table 8.1 Number of Bedrooms by Tenure, 2011 

  Chorley Preston South 
Ribble 

Central 
Lancs 

Lanca-
shire 

North 
West 

Eng-
land 

Owner-
Occupied 

1 Bed 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 

2 Bed 23% 23% 22% 22% 27% 24% 23% 

3 Bed 49% 53% 53% 51% 47% 52% 48% 

4+ Bed 26% 22% 24% 24% 23% 22% 25% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Social 
Rented 

1 Bed 32% 36% 33% 34% 37% 29% 31% 

2 Bed 33% 29% 31% 31% 31% 32% 34% 

3 Bed 31% 32% 33% 32% 29% 34% 31% 

4+ Bed 3% 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

1 Bed 15% 21% 10% 17% 16% 18% 23% 
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Private 
Rented 

2 Bed 41% 37% 41% 39% 44% 43% 39% 

3 Bed 35% 29% 39% 33% 30% 30% 28% 

4+ Bed 9% 13% 9% 11% 10% 9% 10% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: Census 2011 

Projected Change in Household Structure 

8.4 The analysis in the Table below shows how the profile of different types of household are expected 

to change over the period from 2018 to 2036 (linked to the redistributed standard method figures). 

The strongest growth in Central Lancashire is expected in coupled households aged over 65.  

Table 8.2 Change in Household Types in Central Lancashire, 2018-36  

 2018 2036 Change % Change 

One-person household (aged 65 and over) 19,571 24,195 4,623 23.6% 

One-person household (aged under 65) 28,333 32,016 3,683 13.0% 

Couple (aged 65 and over) 19,193 28,380 9,187 47.9% 

Couple (aged under 65) 21,662 17,189 -4,474 -20.7% 

A couple and one or more other adults: No 

dependent children 12,049 12,107 59 0.5% 

Households with one dependent child 22,286 25,369 3,083 13.8% 

Households with two dependent children 16,639 16,844 205 1.2% 

Households with three dependent children 6,596 6,360 -236 -3.6% 

Other households23 9,959 11,759 1,800 18.1% 

TOTAL 156,288 174,219 17,930 11.5% 

Total households with dependent children 45,520 48,573 3,052 6.7% 

Source: Demographic Projections 

8.5 There is also growth expected in both family households (6.7%) and other households (18.1%) as 

well as single person households aged under 65.  A detailed breakdown for each authority is provided 

at Appendix A1. 

 

23 Multi-person households including unrelated adults sharing, student households, multi-family households and households 

of one family and other unrelated adults. 
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Overview of the Methodology 

8.6 The method to consider future housing mix looks at the ages of the Household Reference Persons 

(HRP – often more normally called the head of household) and how these are projected to change 

over time.  

8.7 Whilst the demographic projections provide a good indication of how the population and household 

structure will develop, it is not a simple task to convert the net increase in the number of households 

into a suggested profile for additional housing to be provided. The main reason for this is that in the 

market sector, households are able to buy or rent any size of property (subject to what they can 

afford) and therefore knowledge of the profile of households in an area does not directly transfer into 

the sizes of property to be provided.  

8.8 The size of housing which households occupy relates more to their wealth and age than the number 

of people they contain. For example, there is no reason why a single person cannot buy (or choose 

to live in) a 4-bedroom home as long as they can afford it, and hence projecting an increase in single 

person households does not automatically translate into a need for smaller units.  

8.9 That said, issues of supply can also impact occupancy patterns, for example it may be that a supply 

of additional smaller bungalows (say 2-bedrooms) would encourage older people to downsize but in 

the absence of such accommodation these households remain living in their larger accommodation. 

The issue of choice is less relevant in the affordable sector (particularly since the introduction of the 

social sector size criteria) although there will still be some level of under-occupation moving forward 

with regard to older person and working households who may be able to under-occupy housing (e.g. 

those who can afford to pay the ‘bedroom tax’). 

8.10 The approach used is to interrogate information derived in the projections about the number of 

household reference persons (HRPs) in each age group and apply this to the profile of housing within 

these groups. The data for this analysis has been formed from a commissioned table by ONS (table 

CT0621 which provides relevant data for all local authorities in England and Wales from the 2011 

Census). 

8.11 The figure below shows an estimate of how the average number of bedrooms varies by different 

ages of HRP and broad tenure group for Central Lancashire. In the owner-occupied sector the 

average size of accommodation rises over time to typically reach a peak around the age of 50; a 

similar pattern (but with smaller dwelling sizes) is seen in the social sector and to a lesser extent 

private rented housing. After peaking, the average dwelling size decreases – as typically some 

households downsize as they get older. 
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Figure 8.1 Average Bedrooms by Age and Tenure – Central Lancashire 

 

8.12 In terms of the analysis to follow, the outputs have been segmented into three broad categories. 

These are market housing, which is taken to follow the occupancy profiles in the owner-occupied 

sector; affordable home ownership, which is taken to follow the occupancy profile in the private rented 

sector (this is seen as reasonable as the Government’s desired growth in home ownership looks to 

be largely driven by a wish to see households move out of private renting) and affordable (rented) 

housing, which is taken to follow the occupancy profile in the social rented sector. The affordable 

sector in the analysis to follow would include affordable rented housing. 

Modelled Outputs 

8.13 By following the methodology set out above and drawing on the sources shown, a series of outputs 

have been derived to consider the likely size requirement of housing in each of the three broad 

tenures. 

Table 8.3 Modelled Mix of Housing by Size and Tenure in Central Lancashire, 2018-36  

 1 Bedroom  2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 4+ Bedrooms 

Market Housing 3% 36% 52% 9% 

Affordable Home Ownership 22% 40% 28% 10% 

Rented Affordable  45% 27% 25% 3% 
Source: Housing Market Model 
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8.14 The analysis clearly shows the different profiles in the three broad tenures with affordable housing 

being more heavily skewed towards smaller dwellings, and affordable home ownership sitting 

somewhere in between the market and affordable housing.  

8.15 Similar patterns can be seen in each of the individual local authority areas although it is notable that 

the profile of dwellings required is generally slightly larger in Preston and generally smaller in Chorley. 

This to some extent reflects the agreed distribution of housing whereby Chorley sees greater 

proportionate growth in older person households and lower increases in families – this pushes the 

need towards smaller dwellings. 

Table 8.4 Modelled Mix of Housing by Size and Tenure in Chorley 

 1 Bedroom  2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 4+ Bedrooms 

Market Housing 2% 41% 53% 3% 

Affordable Home Ownership 30% 39% 26% 5% 

Rented Affordable 53% 26% 19% 3% 

 

Table 8.5 Modelled Mix of Housing by Size and Tenure in Preston 

 1 Bedroom  2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 4+ Bedrooms 

Market Housing 3% 29% 53% 15% 

Affordable Home Ownership 23% 37% 22% 18% 

Rented Affordable  42% 27% 28% 3% 

 

Table 8.6 Modelled Mix of Housing by Size and Tenure in South Ribble 

 1 Bedroom  2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 4+ Bedrooms 

Market Housing 4% 41% 51% 4% 

Affordable Home Ownership 13% 44% 36% 6% 

Rented Affordable  45% 28% 26% 2% 

8.16 For comparison, the table below shows the need for different sizes of affordable rented 

accommodation households shown on the Housing Register. This represents a need for affordable 

(rented) housing.  
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Table 8.7 Profile of Rented Affordable Need by Households on the Housing Register 

 Chorley Preston South Ribble Central Lancs 

1 Bedroom 56% 48% 53% 51% 

2 Bedrooms 28% 31% 30% 30% 

3 Bedrooms 12% 16% 15% 15% 

4+ Bedrooms 3% 5% 2% 4% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Indicative Targets for Different Sizes of Properties by Tenure 

Rented Affordable Housing  

8.17 Whilst the output of the modelling provides estimates of the proportion of homes of different sizes 

that are needed, there are a range of factors which should be taken into account in setting policies 

for provision.  

8.18 Considerations include the relative lack of past delivery of larger affordable homes. Larger affordable 

housing units also have a relatively low turnover.  As a result, whilst the number of households 

coming forward for 4+-bedroom homes is typically quite small, the ability for these needs to be met 

is even more limited.  

8.19 For these reasons, it is suggested in converting the long-term modelled outputs into a profile of 

housing to be provided (in the affordable sector) that the proportion of 1-bedroom homes is slightly 

reduced from the local-based outputs, along with a commensurate increase in 4+-bedroom homes. 

At an HMA-wide level, the analysis would support policies for the mix of rented affordable housing24 

of: 

• 1-bed properties: 40% 

• 2-bed properties: 30% 

• 3-bed properties: 20% 

• 4+-bed properties: 10% 

8.20 These conclusions recognise the role which delivery of larger family homes can play in releasing a 

supply of smaller properties for other households; together with the limited flexibility which 1-bed 

properties offer to changing household circumstances which feed through into higher turnover and 

management issues. 

 

24 By affordable rented housing in this context, we mean social rented; affordable rented; and affordable private rented homes.  
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8.21 The need for affordable housing of different sizes may vary by area (at a more localised level) and 

over time. In considering the mix of homes to be provided within specific development schemes, this 

information should be brought together with details of households currently on the Housing 

Register in the local area and the stock and turnover of existing properties. 

Affordable Home Ownership 

8.22 In the affordable home ownership and market sectors a profile of housing that more closely matches 

the outputs of the modelling is suggested. On the basis of these factors it is considered that the 

provision of affordable home ownership should be more explicitly focused on delivering smaller family 

housing for younger households. On this basis the following mix of affordable home ownership is 

suggested: 

• 1-bed properties: 20% 

• 2-bed properties: 45% 

• 3-bed properties: 25% 

• 4+-bed properties: 10% 

Market Housing 

8.23 Finally, in the market sector, a balance of dwellings is suggested that takes account of both the 

demand for homes and the changing demographic profile. This sees a slightly larger recommended 

profile compared with other tenure groups. The following mix of market housing is suggested: 

• 1-bed properties: 5% 

• 2-bed properties: 35% 

• 3-bed properties: 45% 

• 4+-bed properties: 15% 

8.24 The analysis of market housing need has quantified this on the basis of the market modelling and an 

understanding of the current housing market. It applying this to individual development sites, 

consideration could also reasonably be given to the nature of and gaps in the current housing offer 

at the local level, the pipeline of housing of different sizes and the character of the area and nature 

of the site.  

8.25 The Councils should also consider the potential role of bungalows as part of the future mix of housing. 

Such housing may be particularly attractive to older owner-occupiers (many of whom are equity-rich) 

which may assist in encouraging households to downsize.  However, the downside to providing 

bungalows is that they are relatively land intensive for the amount of floorspace created. 

8.26 The recommendations can also be used as a set of guidelines to consider the appropriate mix on 

larger development sites, and Iceni consider that it would be reasonable to expect justification for a 

housing mix on such sites which significantly differs from that modelled herein. 
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The Need for Different Sizes and Types of Homes: Summary and Conclusions 

Understanding the existing housing mix in a place is important in considering what future mix of 

housing is appropriate to deliver a mixed and balanced community. This is important at both a 

strategic, and at a local, level 

The analysis shows a fairly balanced profile of housing in Central Lancashire compared with other 

areas. Although there are some differences across locations (the profile of the private rented sector 

in Preston being the most notable) 

Taking into account the current housing stock and expected demographic trends – including the 

expectation that some older households will downsize if the right properties are available), the 

assessment points to a need for different types of homes in the market and affordable housing 

sectors as set out in paragraphs 7.16, 7.19 and 7.20. 

These strategic conclusions should be brought together with local evidence, such as information on 

current stock and needs profile at a more local level, in considering the appropriate mix of housing 

on individual development sites. 
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 EMERGING MARKET SEGMENTS 

9.1 This section considers emerging segments of the housing market including the needs of those who 

wish to build their own homes and those who wish to rent their homes. 

Build to Rent Development  

9.2 The Private Rented Sector has been the key growth sector in the housing market for the last 15 years 

and now makes up just over 20% of all UK households.  Since 2011, the private rented sector has 

been the second largest housing tenure in England behind owner-occupation, overtaking social 

housing.   

9.3 In the context of the sector’s growth over the last 20 years and a national housing shortage, 

successive Governments have looked to the Private Rented Sector to play a greater role in providing 

more new build housing and have sought to encourage “Build-to-Rent” development. 

9.4 Build-to-Rent development is defined in the NPPF Glossary as “purpose-build housing that is 

typically 100% rented out. It can form part of a wider multi-tenure development comprising either flats 

or houses, but should be on the same site and/or contiguous with the main development. Schemes 

will usually offer longer tenancy agreements of three years or more, and will typically be 

professionally managed stock in single ownership or management control.” It represents 

development which is constructed with the intention that it will be let (rather than sold).  

9.5 The benefits of Build to Rent are strong and are best summarised in the Government’s A Build to 

Rent Guide for Local Authorities25 which was published in March 2015.  The Guide notes the benefits 

are which ranging but can include: 

• Helping local authorities to meet demand for private rented housing whilst increasing tenants 

choice “as generally speaking tenants only have the option to rent from a small-scale landlord”.   

• Retaining tenants for longer and maximising occupancy levels as Build to Rent investment is an 

income focused business model; 

• Helping to increase housing supply, particularly on large, multiple phased sites as it can be built 

alongside build for sale and affordable housing; and 

 

25 Accelerating housing supply and increasing tenant choice in the private rented sector: A Build to Rent Guide for Local 

Authorities (DCLG, March 2015) 
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• Utilising good design and high-quality construction methods which are often key components of 

the Build to Rent model.  

9.6 The 2019 NPPF now recognises the emergence of the strength of the Private Rented Sector.  The 

Framework (paragraph 61) says the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in 

the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies including those people who 

rent their homes (as separate from those in affordable housing need).  The Framework’s glossary 

also introduces a definition for Build to Rent development (as defined above), thus recognising it as 

a sector. 

9.7 Over recent years there has been a rapid growth in the Build to Rent sector backed by domestic and 

overseas institutional investment. BTR accounted for 8.7% of new housing starts in 2016/17 whilst 

latest research from Savills (2018) for the 12 month period to Q4 2018 indicates a 29% increase in 

BTR unit completions (over 29,400), over 43,300 units under construction (a 39% increase) and 

66,700 in a substantial planning pipeline (10% increase). Taken together, this total of 139,500 units 

accounts for a 22% increase since Q4 2017.  

9.8 In terms of age profile, research by JLL26 focused on BTR case studies identified tenants typically in 

the 25-35 age bracket with an average tenant age of 31 and occupiers who were above average 

earners, seeking apartments or flats in urban conurbations, together with ‘satellite’ towns near to or 

commutable to the centres of employment. 

9.9 In Central Lancashire, there has been significant growth in the Private Rented Sector across all three 

authorities.  The Figures below show the growth of the sector over the last three census points within 

Chorley, Preston and South Ribble.  

 

26 JLL Research (2018) Build to Rent  
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Figure 9.1 Growth of the Private Rented Sector in Chorley 

 

Figure 9.2 Growth of the Private Rented Sector in Preston 
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Figure 9.3 Growth of the Private Rented Sector in South Ribble 

 

9.10 Across the three Central Lancashire authorities, Preston has seen the largest household increase in 

the private rented sector over the last three census points at 7,212 households; with private renting 

comprising 6% of all households in 1991, rising to 18% in 2011.  Chorley and South Ribble have 

seen a proportionate increase in the private rented sector of around 7%.  However notably, across 

all authorities the private rented sector remained the third largest sector despite the private rented 

sector being the second largest nationally. 

9.11 Recent data published by Shelter (July 2018) looks at growth in the private rented sector by local 

authority between the point of the 2011 Census to data collected by YouGov in 2018.  The evidence 

clearly points to further significant growth in the private rented sector in Central Lancashire since 

2011.  However, due to the survey-based nature of the dataset, undue reliance should not be placed 

on the specific figures in Figures 10.4 to 10.6.  Nevertheless, it is clear the sector has continued to 

grow over the period since the last Census in 2011.  
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Figure 9.4 Tenure Change In Chorley, 2001-2018 

 

Figure 9.5 Tenure Change In Preston, 2001-2018 
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Figure 9.6 Tenure Change In South Ribble, 2001-2018 

 

9.12 The Figures above show that across all three authorities, the private rented sector is now believed 

to be the second largest sector.  Over the period from 2011 to 2018, the analysis shows that South 

Ribble has seen the greatest increase in the private rented sector since the 2011 Census, with a 

percentage increase of 12 percentage points (pp). Chorley has seen a 5pp increase and Preston has 

seen an increase of 4pp in the private rented sector; with the Preston private rented sector still the 

largest in Central Lancashire. 

9.13 Turning to the private rental market, we have also reviewed current private rents in Central 

Lancashire against the relevant comparators.  The data is drawn from the Valuation Office Agency 

“VOA”’ as at year end September 2018.  The Table below sets out median rents by property size for 

each of the Central Lancashire authorities, the North West and England. 

Table 9.1 Median Rents by Property Size, 2018 

Local Authority Room Studio 1 Bed 2 Beds 3 Beds 4+ Beds All 

Chorley £- £- £400 £525 £625 £900 £550 

Preston £347 £400 £425 £525 £595 £850 £525 

South Ribble £450 £330 £425 £548 £625 £875 £575 

North West  £368 £395 £450 £550 £625 £900 £550 

England £390 £575 £600 £650 £750 £1,320 £690 

9.14 The Table shows relatively low median rental values across Central Lancashire on a size by size 

basis in comparison to the national average, with the exception of single room rents in South Ribble. 

Median rental values in Central Lancashire are also generally slightly lower than the regional 
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average. Across all property sizes the median rental value for the Central Lancashire authorities 

ranges from £525 PCM in Preston, to £575 in South Ribble.  This is broadly consistent with the 

regional median (£550) but between 31% and 20% lower than the national median. 

9.15 The Build-to-Rent sector is one which we would describe as relatively ‘embryonic’ outside London 

and the Core Cities. It has developed over the last few years to a position where there are now a 

range of schemes in London, and schemes coming forwards in other Core Cities, but in many other 

areas there has been limited provision to date. In the short-term, it seems likely that the relative low 

private rental values may inhibit BTR investment in Central Lancashire.  

9.16 The adopted Central Lancashire Core Strategy does not contain policies related specifically to the 

Build to Rent sector, although this in part reflects the recent emergence of the sector and changes 

to national planning policies concerning the status and importance of Build to Rent as part of the 

rental market.  Linked to this, it is not surprising that there are currently no Build to Rent schemes in 

any of the three authority areas. 

9.17 The PPG recognises that where a need is identified, that local planning authorities should include a 

specific plan policy relating to the promotion and accommodation of build to rent, including the 

circumstances and locations where build to rent schemes would be encouraged. It identifies town 

centre regeneration areas and parts of large sites as examples.  

9.18 Iceni would expect based on the current evidence and values that there would be limited market 

interest in build-to-rent development in Central Lancashire in the short-term. In the medium-term, 

there is some potential in central Preston in particular. Build-to-Rent development will cater for a 

different market segment from ‘for sale’ housing and has the potential to assist in boosting housing 

delivery rates.  

9.19 In respect of the dwelling mix within a Build-to-Rent Scheme, we would expect the focus to be on 2 

and 3-bed properties given the occupancy profile associated with private rented accommodation (see 

Table 7.1). The sector can be expected to accommodate households typically aged in the 25-40 

bracket who are unable to afford to buy a home; but may also include some older households looking 

for flexibility or whose circumstances have changed (e.g. divorcees). Given that this is a relatively 

embryonic sector, we would recommend that the Councils are not overly prescriptive on the mix of 

dwelling sizes within new Build-to-Rent development. 

9.20 The NPPF definition of Build-to-Rent development sets out that schemes will usually offer tenancy 

agreements of three or more years and will typically be professionally managed stock in single 

ownership and management control. It would be appropriate for the Councils to adopt a consistent 

definition.  
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9.21 The Councils will need to consider affordable housing policies specifically for the Build-to-Rent 

sector. The viability of Build-to-Rent development will however differ from that of a typical mixed 

tenure development: returns from the BTR development are phased over time whereas for a typical 

mixed tenure scheme, capital receipts are generated are the units are completed. There is potential 

for a proportion of build-to-rent units to be delivered as ‘affordable private rent’ housing. Planning 

Practice Guidance27 states that:  

“The National Planning Policy Framework states that affordable housing on build to rent 

schemes should be provided by default in the form of affordable private rent, a class of 

affordable housing specifically designed for build to rent. Affordable private rent and private 

market rent units within a development should be managed collectively by a single build to 

rent landlord. 

20% is generally a suitable benchmark for the level of affordable private rent homes to be 

provided (and maintained in perpetuity) in any build to rent scheme. If local authorities wish 

to set a different proportion they should justify this using the evidence emerging from their 

local housing need assessment, and set the policy out in their local plan. Similarly, the 

guidance on viability permits developers, in exception, the opportunity to make a case 

seeking to differ from this benchmark. 

National affordable housing policy also requires a minimum rent discount of 20% for 

affordable private rent homes relative to local market rents. The discount should be 

calculated when a discounted home is rented out, or when the tenancy is renewed. The rent 

on the discounted homes should increase on the same basis as rent increases for longer-

term (market) tenancies within the development” 

9.22 The Councils should have regard to the specific Planning Practice Guidance on Build-to-Rent 

development. At the current time the starting point should therefore be that 20% affordable private 

rented homes at a discount of 20% to local market rents should be included within a development 

scheme. The Councils should test the feasibility of this through viability analysis, but in order to help 

stimulate the market; Iceni does not consider that a higher proportion of affordable housing or higher 

discount should necessarily be applied. Our analysis of ‘living rents’ considered in Section 5 may 

help inform judgements regarding what rent levels are ‘affordable.’   

 

 

27 ID: 60-002-20180913 
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Build-to-Rent Development: Implications 

Build to Rent development is currently a reasonably embryonic market outside of London.  This is 

apparent in Central Lancashire, where no Build to Rent schemes have yet come forwards.  

However, the private rented sector has seen strong growth across all three authorities since 1991; 

and it is considered that it is now the second largest sector after owner-occupation. 

It is therefore appropriate that the Councils consider the sector and craft planning policies which 

help to support it and provide clarity on how policies will be applied to it.  Given the nature of the 

sector, the Councils are advised to align policy requirements to national guidance. 

The Councils should develop a policy supporting Build to Rent development which specifies the 

types of locations which are considered suitable for such development, which we would consider 

to include being brought forward in the town centres and in particular Preston City Centre.  

Self-Build and Custom-Build Development  

9.23 The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended by the Housing and Planning Act 

2016) (“the 2015 Act”) provides a legal definition of ‘self-build and custom housebuilding’ which are 

where individuals or associations of individuals (or persons working with or for individuals or 

associations of individuals) build houses to be occupied as homes for those individuals. 

9.24 The Government has long had a clear agenda for supporting and promoting the self-build and custom 

building sector.  In Laying the Foundations: a Housing Strategy for England (November 2011), the 

Coalition Government set out plans to enable more people to build or commission their own home.  

9.25 The Housing and Planning Act 2016 (“the 2016 Act”), which received Royal Assent on 12th May 2016, 

formally introduced the ‘Right to Build’ at Chapter 2.  This 2016 Act under the ‘duty to grant planning 

permissions etc’ has placed a legal duty on the relevant authority to grant enough planning 

permissions to meet the demand for self-build housing as identified through its register in each base 

period.  The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Regulations 2016 subsequently came into force 

on 31st October 2016, amending the 2015 Act and implementing Chapter 2 of the 2016 Act. 

9.26 In the Government’s Housing White Paper28 (paragraph 3.14) in January 2017, the commitment to 

support the self-build and custom housebuilding sector was reasserted, the Government stating that 

“alongside smaller firms, the Government wants to support the growth of custom built homes” in 

 

28 Fixing our Broken Housing Market (DCLG, February 2017) 
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recognition of the fact that custom build homes are generally built more quickly, built to a higher 

quality and tend to use more productive and modern methods of construction. 

9.27 In addition, the Government highlighted that “fewer homes are custom built in England than many 

other countries, but there is evidence of more demand for them including from older people”.  

According to successive Ipsos MORI polls at the time of the Paper’s publication, more than a million 

people across the UK expected to buy a building plot, secure planning permission or start/complete 

construction work on their new home. 

9.28 On the other side of the argument however, the Government (paragraph 3.15) did acknowledge that 

there are barriers to self-build and custom housebuilding, including access to finance – as 

“mortgages for custom and self-built homes represent a very small proportion of the overall lending 

market”; the planning process and variations to local authority approaches and crucially, land supply 

and procurement. 

Central Lancashire Self-Build Registers 

9.29 As of 1st April 2016 and in line with the 2015 Act and the Right to Build, relevant authorities in 

England are required to have established and publicised a self-build and custom housebuilding 

register which records those seeking to acquire serviced plots of land in the authority’s area in order 

to build their own self-build and custom houses. The individual authorities self-build and custom 

housebuilding register are free to join subject to fulfilling the eligibility criteria.  

9.30 The Table below focusses on those who have expressed a preference for serviced plots of land in  

Chorley over the four base periods.  In respect of the first base period, which is a level of need 

expected to be met through permissions by 30th October 2019 in accordance with the 2016 Act; there 

were 2 expressions of interest in a serviced plot. 

Table 9.2 Serviced Plot Demand by Base Period in Chorley 

 Total 

Base Period 1 (1st April 2016 to 30th October 2016) 2 

Base Period 2 (31st October 2016 to 30th October 2017) 6 

Base Period 3 (31st October 2017 to 30th October 2018) 4 

Base Period 4 (31st October 2018 to 31st May 2019) 2 

Total 14 

9.31 The Table below sets out the position for Preston over the four base periods.  In respect of the first 

base period, there were 3 expressions of interest in a serviced plot; however, the expressions of 

interest have gradually increased over each base period. 
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Table 9.3 Serviced Plot Demand by Base Period in Preston 

 Total 

Base Period 1 (1st April 2016 to 30th October 2016) 3 

Base Period 2 (31st October 2016 to 30th October 2017) 7 

Base Period 3 (31st October 2017 to 30th October 2018) 7 

Base Period 4 (31st October 2018 to 31st May 2019) 8 

Total 25 

9.32 The Table below sets out the position for South Ribble over the four base periods.  In respect of the 

first base period, there were 2 expressions of interest in a serviced plot. 

Table 9.4 Serviced Plot Demand by Base Period in South Ribble 

 Total 

Base Period 1 (1st May 2016 to 30th October 2016) 2 

Base Period 2 (31st October 2016 to 30th October 2017) 5 

Base Period 3 (31st October 2017 to 30th October 2018) 7 

Base Period 4 (31st October 2018 to 31st May 2019) 8 

Total 22 

9.33 It is important to highlight that an Ipsos Mori poll29 undertaken for NaCSBA in 2016 found that only 

one in eight people interested in self-build were aware of the introduction of Right to Build Registers 

in England.  As a result, the number of expressions of interest on a local authority’s self-build register 

may underestimate demand.  

Broader Demand Evidence  

9.34 In order to supplement the data from the Councils’ own registers, we have looked to a number of 

secondary sources as recommended by the PPG including the Buildstore and the National Custom 

and Self-Build Association (NaCSBA). 

9.35 Buildstore, who own and manage the largest national database relating to the demand and supply 

for self and custom build properties in the UK, have provided us with further evidence of demand.  

The Buildstore hold two databases which are helpful in understanding the level of demand including: 

• The Buildstore Custom Build Register: this is the UK’s longest running record of demand for 

self-build and custom build homes.  It is marketed as a register that will be used to evidence 

 

29 ‘Survey of Self Build Intentions 2016’ – this surgery questioned nearly 2,000 people about their self-build ambition and 

activity 
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demand for custom build across the UK and demonstrate the scale of need and types of 

homes those registered, would like to design and create for themselves and their families; 

and 

• The Buildstore PlotSearch service: this is a free to subscribe PlotSearch service which 

records opportunities for those looking to find a serviced plot of land to build on.   

9.36 Having consulted Buildstore directly, they have informed us that: 

• 185 people are registered as looking to build in Chorley on their Custom Build Register with 

a further 699 subscribers to their Plotsearch service which tracks self-build land opportunities; 

• 148 people are registered as looking to build in Preston on their Custom Build Register with 

a further 468 subscribers to their Plotsearch service which tracks self-build land opportunities; 

and 

• 146 people are registered as looking to build in South Ribble on their Custom Build Register 

with a further 540 subscribers to their Plotsearch service which tracks self-build land 

opportunities. 

9.37 This suggests there is a more sizeable level of demand for serviced plots for self-build and custom 

housebuilding across all three authorities which hasn’t yet been reflected in the Councils’ own self-

build registers. This may in part reflect a level of aspiration rather than genuine need.  

9.38 The National Custom and Self-Build Association (NaCSBA) has undertaken primary research with 

Ipsos Mori at a national level which indicate that 1 in 50 of the adult population30 across the country 

want to purchase a Custom or Self-Build Home over the next 12 months.   

9.39 If this is applied to the working population of Chorley31, Preston32 and South Ribble33, this would point 

to a potential need in the order of: 

• 1,929 serviced plots in Chorley; 

• 2,292 serviced plots in Preston; and 

 

30 Those aged 15 or over; weighted to the known population profile 

31 96,462 persons aged 15 or over on the basis of the 2018 Mid-Year Population Estimates (ONS, June 2019) 

32 114,581 persons aged 15 or over on the basis of the 2018 Mid-Year Population Estimates (ONS, June 2019) 

33 91,442 persons aged 15 or over on the basis of the 2018 Mid-Year Population Estimates (ONS, June 2019) 
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• 1,829 serviced plots in South Ribble  

9.40 Although research-based and the figures should therefore be treated with caution, this points towards 

a greater level of demand than the Councils’ current self-build registers. 

Supporting the Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Sector 

9.41 It is clear that there is a level of demand for self-build and custom housebuilding serviced plots of 

land in Central Lancashire.  Over the last 4 base periods to date, there has been:  

• A total of 14 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in Chorley.  There is also 185 

people registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 699 subscribers to 

PlotSearch which points towards a higher level of demand in the area.  Furthermore, NaCSBA 

research-based analysis points towards a need for 1,929 plots; 

• A total of 25 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in Preston.  There is also 148 

people registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 468 subscribers to 

PlotSearch which points towards a higher level of demand in the area.  Furthermore, NaCSBA 

research-based analysis points towards a need for 2,292 plots; and 

• A total of 22 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in South Ribble.  There is also 

146 people registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 540 subscribers to 

PlotSearch which points towards a higher level of demand in the area.  Furthermore, NaCSBA 

research-based analysis points towards a need for 1,829 plots. 

9.42 The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding PPG34 sets out clearly that relevant authorities should 

consider how they can best support self-build and custom housebuilding in their area.  There are a 

number of measures which can be used to support self-build and custom housebuilding in the 

authority areas, including: 

• developing a planning policy which supports self-build and custom housebuilding; 

• promoting and encouraging submissions of land which are suitable for self-build and custom 

housebuilding through the Call for Sites process;  

• using local authority-owned land if available and suitable for self-build and custom 

housebuilding and marketing it to those on the register; and  

 

34 Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 57-025-201760728 
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• working with custom build developers to maximise opportunities for self-build and custom 

housebuilding. 

9.43 An increasing number of local planning authorities have adopted specific self-build and custom 

housebuilding policies to encourage delivery, promote and boost housing supply. These typically 

require that a minimum proportion of plots within development schemes (often over a certain size) 

are offered to self-builders or as custom-build plots and/or allocation of sites solely for the use.  This 

is often known as the “Teignbridge Rule” after the first District Council to adopt the first self-build 

policy.  In this instance, 5% of all developable housing land is allocated for custom and self-build on 

larger sites. 

9.44 However, Iceni consider that there is also potential for individual small sites to come forward to deliver 

self-build and custom housebuilding development whereby an outline application is presented 

together with a design code, with individual plots then coming forward through reserved matters 

consents.  

9.45 In order to respond to demand in the sector, a specific planning policy should therefore be prepared 

to help better promote and encourage delivery of self-build and custom housebuilding which provides 

sufficient flexibility for serviced plots to be delivered as part of larger schemes as well providing 

support for smaller sites to deliver serviced plots directly. 

9.46 Iceni also consider that it may be appropriate to provide flexibility to allow for serviced plots to be 

introduced into the market for conventional housing – subject to affordable housing provision - should 

demand fail to materialise on-site after an extended period of time following marketing of the serviced 

plots. 

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding: Summary 

9.47 Self-build and custom housebuilding is a growing sector of the housing market, and one which has 

potential to contribute to housing delivery.  Since the introduction of the Councils self-build 

registers on 1st April 2016, there have been a total of: 

• 14 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in Chorley.  There is also 146 people 

registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 540 subscribers to PlotSearch; 

and NaCSBA research points towards a need for 1,929 plots; 

• 25 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in Preston.  There is also 148 people 

registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 468 subscribers to PlotSearch; 

and NaCSBA research points towards a need for 2,292 plots; and 
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• 22 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in South Ribble.  There is also 146 

people registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 540 subscribers to 

PlotSearch; and NaCSBA research points towards a need for 1,829 plots. 

The PPG sets out clearly that relevant authorities should consider how they can best support self-

build and custom housebuilding in their area including developing policy and working with self-

builders to maximise opportunities. 

 

Accordingly, in recognition that there is demand in the three authority areas, a specific planning 

policy should be developed to help promote and encourage delivery of self-build and custom 

housebuilding.  It is considered that schemes could come forwards on both small and larger sites; 

and the policy should be flexible to provide for opportunities as and when they arise. 
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 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

10.1 In this section, the team has sought to draw together a set of conclusions and recommendations 

drawing on the analysis in the preceding sections.  

Local Housing Need and Distribution 

10.2 The Government has implemented a standard method for assessing housing need which takes 2014-

based Household Projections and applies an upward adjustment based on the median house price 

to earnings ratio.  

10.3 The standard method results in a minimum local housing need for 1,026 dwellings per annum across 

the plan area. In line with the PPG, where strategic policies are being produced jointly, the housing 

need for the defined area should at least be the sum of the local housing need for each local planning 

authority; and it is then for the authorities to distribute the need across the plan area. 

10.4 For the purposes of establishing a housing requirement for five year land supply purposes, the PPG 

specifically directs that the standard method should be used.  

R1: For assessing five year housing land supply pending the adoption of a new Joint Local 

Plan, the Councils should use the standard method to calculate the minimum housing 

requirement for Central Lancashire. At the time of writing, this is a figure of 1,026 dpa.  

10.5 The PPG does set out in Para 2a-010 circumstances in which it might be appropriate to plan for 

higher levels of housing provision than the minimum figures generated by the standard method. As 

the plan-making process progresses, the authorities will need to take account of future data releases 

and evidence, and engage on what level of housing provision should be planned for in Central 

Lancashire. In bringing together evidence through the plan-making process, the authorities recognise 

that they will need to further consider whether higher housing provision than the standard method 

should be made to support the economy, infrastructure delivery or affordable housing in accordance 

with the PPG. 

10.6 These are however, considerations for the plan-making process, not decision-making. For decision 

making, the PPG on Housing Supply and Delivery is clear that five year housing land supply should 

be assessed against the standard method. 

. 
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10.7 This report has sought to work through a logical approach to arrive at a recommended distribution of 

housing need for the three authority areas in Central Lancashire with due regard to the existing 

population, jobs and workforce profile of each authority; as well as the existing spatial strategy, a 

nominal urban capacity figure for each authority and the proportion of nationally significant 

constraints. 

10.8 The Table below brings all our analysis on these variables together to arrive at a recommended 

distribution; which can then be applied to the total local housing need figure for the plan area of 1,026 

homes per annum. 

Table 10.1 Recommended Interim Distribution of Housing Provision   

Variable CBC PCC SRBC 

Jobs Distribution 22% 48% 30% 

Population Distribution 32% 38% 30% 

Affordability Distribution 36% 28% 36% 

Affordable Housing Need Distribution  22% 42% 35% 

Workforce Distribution 32% 38% 30% 

Nominal Urban Capacity 18% 42% 40% 

Existing Spatial Strategy  30% 40% 30% 

Land not Subject to National Constraints 20% 86% 33% 

    

Recommended Distribution (%) 27.5% 40% 32.5% 

Plan Area Local Housing Need (p.a.) 1,026 

Distributed Local Housing Need (p.a.) 282 410 334 

 

10.9 Iceni has worked with the Councils to appraise the appropriate distribution, and has considered 

responses from the MoU consultation (which took place between 4th to 15th November 2019 and 9th 

Dec 2019 until 13th Jan 2020) received on these issues. It is intended that the distribution should 

recognise the need to maximise urban capacity; locate homes close to jobs in order to build a strong 

and responsive economy; and respond to the extent of nationally significant constraints in Chorley 

and South Ribble.    

R2: The Councils should adopt a distribution of housing needs which reflects a percentage 

split of 27.5% for Chorley, 40% for Preston and 32.5% for South Ribble based on a range of 

variables which support sustainable patterns of development. 

10.10 This results in a housing requirement for 282 homes per annum in Chorley, 410 homes per annum 

in Preston and 334 homes per annum in South Ribble based on the current ‘standard method’ 

calculations at HMA level.  This is anticipated to be taken through and agreed in the updated 
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Memorandum of Understanding between the three authorities. This is intended to provide an interim 

basis for agreeing how the HMA’s housing needs might be distributed.  

10.11 It will be necessary to review this as the plan-making process progresses to take account of further 

evidence including related to land availability, development constraints, infrastructure and the testing 

of options for the distribution of housing through the Integrated Appraisal process. Iceni consider that 

robust strategic planning should be undertaken on a ‘boundary blind’ basis with potential strategic 

spatial options developed and tested for Central Lancashire as a whole.  

10.12 The level and distribution of housing within an MOU may also require review and updating to take 

account of new evidence or changes in national policy/guidance, such as a review of the standard 

method which Government has indicated it may undertake in due course.  

Affordable Housing 

10.13 The report includes an updated assessment of affordable housing need which responds to the 

widened definition of affordable housing set out in the 2019 NPPF. This includes households who 

might be able to rent a home in the private sector without financial support but aspire to own a home 

and require support to do so. 

10.14 The assessment shows an annual need for 590 rented affordable homes across Central Lancashire 

which is consistent – albeit marginally lower - with the 2017 SHMA which also demonstrates a 

substantial need for affordable housing.  The Table below provides a breakdown of the need by 

authority. 

Table 10.2 Annual Net Need for Affordable Housing in Central Lancashire  

 2018-36 Chorley Preston South Ribble C Lancs 

Net Need for Rented Affordable 132 250 208 590 

10.15 The report has also assessed the potential scale of need for affordable home ownership housing, 

identifying that there is not a net need for additional affordable home ownership homes.  

10.16 In bringing together evidence through the new Local Plan, the Councils need to consider the evidence 

of need, the relative acuteness of the need, and issues of residential development viability. The 

NPPF advises that at least 10% of all new housing on large sites of 10 or more homes should be for 

affordable home ownership unless this would exceed the level of affordable housing required in the 

area, or significantly prejudice the ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific 

groups.  
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10.17 The evidence in this report suggests it would be reasonable to conclude that there is no need to 

provide significant quantities of housing under the new definition of ‘affordable home ownership’.  

This said, it is important to recognise that some households will have insufficient savings to be able 

to afford to buy a home on the open market (in terms of the ability to afford both a deposit and stamp 

duty) and low cost home ownership homes - and shared ownership homes in particular - will therefore 

continue to play a role in supporting some households in this respect. 

10.18 Conversely, there is a clear and acute need for affordable rented housing, the Councils should look 

to seek as much rented affordable products as possible.  The analysis identifies that between 29% 

and 33% of the group of households unable to afford market housing to rent fall in the gap between 

the market and 80% of the market depending on location. It is therefore suggested that a target of 

30% of all rented affordable housing as affordable rents would be reasonable (and therefore 70% to 

be social rents). 

R3:  A clear need for affordable housing is shown and Iceni consider that the Councils are 

fully justified in seeking affordable housing through new development schemes.  The new 

Local Plan should include policies advising on the proportion of affordable housing sought 

through new development taking account of the housing needs as well as viability evidence.  

In negotiating affordable housing on individual schemes, the Councils should have regard to 

this report; as well as the profile of need at the local level at the time of considering a planning 

application and where applicable, the viability of the development scheme.  

R4: In setting policies on affordable housing, the Councils are advised to bring together 

evidence of need within this report with consideration of how they wish to prioritise the 

delivery of different types of affordable housing and evidence/testing of residential 

development viability. The evidence in this report would suggest the provision of rented 

affordable housing should be prioritised and therefore Iceni consider that 10% low-cost home 

ownership housing (at 10%) through policy would not be justified.  In recognition of the 

significant need for rented affordable accommodation, the Councils should look to seek as 

much rented affordable products as possible subject to viability.  However, it should be noted 

that there may be circumstances where shared ownership is appropriate i.e. where the 

requirement for a deposit is lower. 

R5: Iceni recommend that given the there is a clear and acute need for affordable rented 

housing from lower income households, a target of 30% of all rented affordable housing 

should be for affordable rents 70% should be for social rents.  This is supported by the 

analysis in this report.   
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R6: Iceni recommend that affordable home ownership homes are priced to be affordable to 

households who cannot afford lower quartile house prices.  Note that Table 5.12 in this report 

provides guidance of how homes of different sizes should be priced based on current 

evidence. 

Older Persons Housing Needs 

10.19 The analysis in this report has shown a notable growth in the population of older persons aged 65+ 

in Central Lancashire over the period to 2036.  Within this, the number of people with a range of 

disabilities is projected to increase by 9,393 across the plan area.  The specific projections 

undertaken include an expected increase of those with dementia by 2,712 and with mobility problems 

by 6,251 to 2036.  

10.20 Many older households will continue to live in mainstream housing but given the substantial growth 

in the population of older persons and associated increases in those with a disability, it is appropriate 

for new housing to be delivered to meet Part M4(2) accessible and adaptable home standards, 

subject to viability testing and site suitability. 

R7: The Councils should develop planning policy which requires a third of new homes to be 

delivered to the Part M4(2) standards as set out in Building Regulations where this is feasible 

and appropriate on-site.  

10.21 Some older households, particularly those aged over 75, will require specialist housing provision. 

The analysis in this section points to a need for 3,076 units of housing with support to 2036, and 

1,897 units of housing with care across the plan.  In considering extra-care schemes, there is a need 

to carefully consider the viability and practical feasibility of delivering affordable housing on-site. 

Table 10.3 Need for Specialist Older Persons Housing in Central Lancashire  

2018-36 Rented Leasehold Total 

Housing with Support  -160 3,236 3,076 

Housing with Care  864 1,033 1,897 

10.22 The analysis also identifies a need for 573 care home bedspaces in Central Lancashire to 2036. 

These will fall within a C2 use class.   

10.23 It is important that the councils’ planning polices support the delivery of specialist housing and care 

home bedspaces. Doing so will help to release existing mainstream housing, including family 

housing, for other groups within the population. Particular barriers to delivery include access to land, 

and the viability of provision which can differ from mainstream housing 
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R8: The Councils should consider making specific allocations of land for older persons 

housing and care home bedspaces, given that developers of specialist housing can in some 

instances struggle to secure sites against mainstream market housing developers. 

R9: The Councils should carefully consider the economics of delivery of different types of 

older persons housing through the preparation of viability evidence and consider whether a 

differential affordable housing policy should be applied to different types of specialist 

housing schemes. In particular, for schemes with higher levels of care provision and 

significant communal facilities, consideration should also be given to whether it is practical 

to manage market and affordable provision within a single development. This may be 

influenced by the nature of the site and scheme.  

10.24 In addition, a need for 1,085 dwellings from wheelchair users in the plan area, equivalent to 6% of 

the total housing need.  Iceni consider that it would be appropriate to seek provision as part of major 

new-build schemes, subject to support from viability evidence studies and evaluation on a site-by-

site basis. 

R10: Planning policies should require 5% of dwellings on major development schemes (i.e. 

10 homes or more) to be delivered to wheelchair adaptable standards. This should be 

reviewed on a site-by-site basis. 

Needs for Different Sizes of Homes 

10.25 Understanding the existing housing mix in the plan area is important in considering what future mix 

of housing is appropriate to deliver a mixed and balanced community. This is important at both a 

strategic, and at a local, level.   

10.26 The analysis in this report shows that the profile of housing in Central Lancashire looks to be fairly 

balanced in comparison with other areas (i.e. there is not obvious over or under supply of particular 

sizes of homes relative to other locations) although there are some differences across locations (the 

profile of the private rented sector in Preston being the most notable). 

10.27 Taking into account the current housing stock and expected demographic trends – including the 

expectation that some older households will downsize if the right properties are available), this report 

points towards a need for different sizes of homes in the market and affordable sectors which are 

reflected in the Table below. 
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Table 10.4 Recommended Housing Mix, Central Lancashire  

 Affordable Rented 
Affordable Home 

Ownership 
Market Housing 

1 Bed 40% 20% 5% 

2 Bedrooms 30% 40% 35% 

3 Bedrooms 20% 30% 45% 

4+ Bedrooms 10% 10% 15% 
 

R11: Iceni recommend that this Table informs negotiations regarding the mix of housing to 

be delivered on individual development sites alongside consideration of the existing housing 

mix in the settlement and gaps in the housing offer, the development pipeline and where 

appropriate evidence of the profile of households on the Housing Register in an area on needs 

shown through local survey evidence. Consideration should also be given to the location and 

nature of the development site.  

10.28 The recommendations can also be used as a set of guidelines to consider the appropriate mix on 

larger development sites, and Iceni consider that it would be reasonable to expect justification for a 

housing mix on such sites which significantly differs from that modelled herein.  

Build to Rent Development 

10.29 Build to Rent development is currently a relatively embryonic market outside of London. This is 

apparent in Central Lancashire, where no Build to Rent schemes have yet tested the market.  

However, the private rented sector has seen strong growth across all three authorities since 1991; 

and recent data suggests that it is now the second largest sector in the HMA. 

10.30 It is therefore appropriate that the Councils consider the sector and craft planning policies which help 

to support it and provide clarity on how policies will be applied to it.  The Councils should develop a 

policy supporting Build to Rent development which specifies the types of locations which are 

considered suitable for such development, which we would consider to include schemes being 

brought forward in the town centres, particularly in Preston City Centre.  

10.31 Iceni consider that given the embryonic nature of the sector, the councils would be advised to align 

policy requirements with national guidance. Current rental levels are probably insufficient to support 

significant levels of build-to-rent development.  

R12: The Councils should develop a policy supporting Build to Rent development.  This 

should specify the types of locations which are considered suitable for such development, 

which we would consider to include strategic sites in town centres. 
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R13: The Councils should, subject to viability testing, include a clear policy on the level of 

affordable housing provision to be sought within Build-to-Rent schemes.  Iceni consider that 

this should require 20% of units to be delivered as affordable private rented housing at a 20% 

discount to market rents (inclusive of service charge) in line with the PPG subject to viability.  

Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding 

10.32 Self- and custom-build development is also a growing sector of the housing market, and one which 

has potential to contribute to housing delivery.  Following the introduction of the Councils self-build 

registers on 1st April 2016, there have been a total of: 

• 14 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in Chorley.  There is also 185 people 

registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 699 subscribers to PlotSearch; and 

NaCSBA research points towards a need for 1,929 plots; 

• 25 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in Preston.  There is also 148 people 

registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 468 subscribers to PlotSearch; and 

NaCSBA research points towards a need for 2,292 plots; and 

• 22 expressions of interest in serviced plots of land in South Ribble.  There is also 146 people 

registered on the Buildstore’s Custom Build Register and 540 subscribers to PlotSearch; and 

NaCSBA research points towards a need for 1,829 plots 

10.33 The PPG35 sets out clearly that relevant authorities should consider how they can best support self-

build and custom housebuilding in their area including developing policy and working with self-

builders to maximise opportunities. 

10.34 Accordingly, in recognition of the level of demand in the study area, a specific planning policy should 

be developed to help promote and encourage delivery of self-build and custom housebuilding.  It is 

considered that schemes could come forwards on both small and larger sites in each authority area; 

and the policy should be flexible to provide for opportunities as and when they arise. 

R14: The Councils should develop a flexible approach to supporting the self-build and custom 

housebuilding sector on both small sites, and larger strategic sites within the authority areas. 

  

 

35 Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 57-025-201760728 
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A1. PROJECTED CHANGE IN HOUSEHOLD TYPES 

Chorley 

 2018 2036 Change % Change 

One-person household (aged 65 and over) 6,333 8,333 2,000 31.6% 

One-person household (aged under 65) 7,816 8,141 324 4.2% 

Couple (aged 65 and over) 6,888 10,552 3,663 53.2% 

Couple (aged under 65) 7,738 6,253 -1,485 -19.2% 

A couple and one or more other adults: No 

dependent children 3,677 3,487 -190 -5.2% 

Households with one dependent child 7,262 7,703 441 6.1% 

Households with two dependent children 5,766 5,788 22 0.4% 

Households with three dependent children 1,757 1,463 -294 -16.7% 

Other households 2,570 3,017 447 17.4% 

TOTAL 49,807 54,736 4,929 9.9% 

Total households with dependent children 14,785 14,955 170 1.1% 

Preston 

 2018 2036 Change % Change 

One-person household (aged 65 and over) 6,922 8,444 1,522 22.0% 

One-person household (aged under 65) 14,042 17,232 3,189 22.7% 

Couple (aged 65 and over) 5,217 7,267 2,050 39.3% 

Couple (aged under 65) 6,811 5,025 -1,786 -26.2% 

A couple and one or more other adults: No 
dependent children 4,296 4,434 139 3.2% 

Households with one dependent child 7,896 8,919 1,023 13.0% 

Households with two dependent children 5,875 5,884 9 0.2% 

Households with three dependent children 3,188 3,426 238 7.5% 

Other households 4,539 5,319 780 17.2% 

TOTAL 58,786 65,951 7,165 12.2% 

Total households with dependent children 16,959 18,229 1,270 7.5% 

 

  

717



 

 100 

South Ribble 

 2018 2036 Change % Change 

One-person household (aged 65 and over) 6,317 7,418 1,101 17.4% 

One-person household (aged under 65) 6,475 6,644 169 2.6% 

Couple (aged 65 and over) 7,087 10,561 3,474 49.0% 

Couple (aged under 65) 7,114 5,911 -1,203 -16.9% 

A couple and one or more other adults: No 

dependent children 4,075 4,186 110 2.7% 

Households with one dependent child 7,127 8,746 1,619 22.7% 

Households with two dependent children 4,998 5,172 174 3.5% 

Households with three dependent children 1,651 1,471 -180 -10.9% 

Other households 2,851 3,423 572 20.1% 

TOTAL 47,695 53,532 5,837 12.2% 

Total households with dependent children 13,776 15,389 1,613 11.7% 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry Held from 12 to 15 November 2019 

Site visit made on 14 November 2019 

by S Hunt BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 

Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 13th December 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/F2360/W/19/3234070 

Land to the South of Chain House Lane, Whitestake, Preston 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Wainhomes (North West) Ltd against the decision of South 
Ribble Borough Council. 

• The application Ref 07/2018/9316/OUT, dated 4 December 2018, was refused by notice 
dated 27 June 2019. 

• The development proposed is Outline planning permission for up to 100 dwellings with 
access and associated works. 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

2. It is noted that a more detailed site address has been set out in Council 

documents including the Decision Notice. Notwithstanding this, I find that the 

slight difference in how the site address is stated has no substantive impact in 

defining the location of the proposals therefore I have referred to the address 
as stated on the original application form. 

3. The application was made in outline form with all matters reserved except for 

access.  Details of appearance, landscaping, layout and scale are therefore not 

considered in this decision. An amended access plan (ref. SCP 18355/F02 Rev 

B) and corresponding illustrative layout (ref. 1638WHD/CHL/IM01 Rev B) have 
been submitted which relate to a minor alteration to the access to avoid a tree 

on the neighbour’s boundary. They have been agreed by the Council and the 

Highway Authority. As the revised plans do not substantively alter the 
proposals, and would not prejudice the interests of interested parties I have 

accepted them.  

4. Following the submission of an Air Quality Assessment the Council agreed to 

withdraw the third reason for refusal. Insufficient evidence in relation to air 

quality therefore no longer forms one of the main issues, and the main parties 
did not give evidence at the inquiry on this matter. However I note that air 

quality remains a concern for a number of local residents.  

5. A completed agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning 

Act (S.106) was submitted at the inquiry, and a Community Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL) Compliance Statement was submitted by the Council.  The S.106 makes 
provision for 30% affordable housing and on-site public open space, and 
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contributions to off-site play space, mobile speed indicator devices, cycle 

lockers at a local railway station, and travel plan monitoring. I am satisfied that 

the agreement would accord with the tests set out in the Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations and have had regard to its’ provisions in the 

consideration of this appeal.  

Main Issues 

6. The main issues in this appeal are:  

i) The South Ribble Borough Council housing requirement and whether a 
five year supply of deliverable housing land can be demonstrated by the 

Council; and 

ii) Whether the proposed development would prejudice the Council’s ability 

to manage the comprehensive development of the wider area of 

safeguarded land within which the appeal site is located, with particular 
regard to policy G3 of the South Ribble Local Plan 2015. 

Reasons 

7. Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 requires regard to be 

had to the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the 
application, and to any other material considerations.  Section 38(6) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that if regard is to be 

had to the development plan for any determination then that determination 
must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise.  The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) 

is such a material consideration.  

8. The development plan for the area comprises the Central Lancashire Core 

Strategy (CS), adopted in July 2012, and the South Ribble Borough Council 
Local Plan (SRLP), adopted in July 2015. The appeal site forms part of a larger 

site S3: South of Coote Lane, Chain House Lane, Farington which is identified 

as Safeguarded Land on the adopted Policies Map. Policy G3 of the SRLP, in 

relation to safeguarded land, is the only policy cited in the two remaining 
reasons for refusal. Policy 4 of the CS is also directly of relevance in relation to 

the housing requirement and calculation of the five year housing land supply.  

Housing Requirement 

9. Policy 4 of the 2012 CS sets out the housing requirement for the three Central 

Lancashire authorities; Preston, South Ribble and Chorley, which form one 

Housing Market Area (HMA). A figure of 417 dwellings per annum (pa) is 
specified for South Ribble at part (a) of the Policy, and parts (b) to (d) relate to 

review of housing delivery performance, and ensuring that a five year supply 

and sufficient housing land is identified by site allocations. Related to this, the 

Appellant’s evidence refers to Appendix D of the CS and Appendix 7 of the 
SRLP which set out the performance monitoring framework, specifically those 

performance indicators which relate to the housing requirement. The 

supporting text to Policy 4 of the CS explains that the housing figures stem 
from the now revoked 2008 Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). I note that the 

evidence for those figures dates from several years earlier (2003). 

10. Paragraph 73 of the Framework requires local planning authorities to identify 

and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a 
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minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set 

out in adopted strategic policies, or against their local housing need where 

those policies are more than five years old. There is no doubt that the strategic 
policies within the 2012 CS are more than five years old. 

11. Footnote 37 to paragraph 73 gives the proviso ‘Unless these strategic policies 

have been reviewed and found not to require updating’. The footnote also 

clarifies that where local housing need is used as the basis for the assessment, 

the standard method should be used for calculating the supply, as set out in 
national planning guidance.  

12. A key point of dispute in this appeal relates to whether such a review of 

strategic policies has taken place, and therefore whether the figure in Policy 4 

of the CS should continue to be used to calculate the five year housing land 

supply in the Borough. The Council’s evidence suggests that the standard 
method should now be used instead, at 206 dwellings pa (216 pa with the 5% 

buffer confirmed by the Housing Delivery Test). South Ribble’s 2019 Housing 

Land Position Statement (HLPS) gives both scenarios1.  

13. The differences between the two methods of calculating the requirement, and 

the main parties’ positions on the housing land supply is summarised in the 

table below.  

  

 2012 Core Strategy 

Policy 4  

2019 Standard Method  

Annual 

Requirement 

417 216 

 Appellant Council 
(2019 

HLPS) 

Appellant 

 

Council 
(2019 HLPS) 

Council 
(at start of 

inquiry) 

 

Deliverable 

housing land 

supply 

3.24 years 5.96 

years 

N/A  18.5 years 17.8 years 

 

14. In 2016-17 a joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment2 (SHMA) was 

produced which identified an Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for the three 

Central Lancashire authorities in the HMA. This totals of 1,184 dwellings pa, 
with 440 dwellings pa for South Ribble. The three authorities subsequently 

published a Memorandum of Understanding3 (MOU) which set out that the CS 

housing requirement figures in Policy 4 should be retained for a number of 

reasons4. The dispute between the parties in relation to the housing 

                                       
1 CD 6.1 – South Ribble Housing Land Position Statement 2019 
2 CD 6.8 – Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (September 2017) 
3 CD 6.9 – Joint Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-operation relating to the provision of housing 
land (September 2017) 
4 CD 6.9 MOU paragraph 5.10 
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requirement principally revolves around whether the publication of the MOU in 

2017 constituted a review for the purposes of footnote 37 to paragraph 73 of 

the Framework.  

15. Mrs Harding suggested that this could not constitute a review because there 

was no public consultation on the 2017 MOU. The MOU is not a development 
plan policy document, and I am not aware of any guidelines for its production, 

consultation and adoption.  Even so, I would agree that consultation would be a 

proportionate ingredient of a review, and that it would assist in ensuring that 
such a document is fit for purpose.  

16. There is limited evidence before me to support this and Mrs Harding’s further 

contention that the whole of Policy 4 was not reviewed; i.e. the SHMA only 

relates to part (a) in relation to the figures. Nonetheless, it does provide me 

with further doubt about whether the MOU and SHMA process leading up to it 
constituted a full review.  

17. I acknowledge the Appellant’s reference to page 21 of the 2019 HLPS which, 

when referring to the MOU, states ‘This could be considered to have been a 

review of the policy in terms of footnote 37 of the NPPF’. To my mind the word 

‘could’ also raises an element of doubt, and highlights that the situation is by 

no means clear cut. Mr Pycroft asserted that whilst the MOU alone may not 
have been a review of CS Policy 4 it was the outcome of the production of the 

SHMA, and the entire process constituted a review. I do not agree for the 

following reasons.  

18. The SHMA is not a review of policy but part of the evidence base for a future 

review of the plan. I have regard to paragraph 1.2 of the SHMA which states: 
‘The SHMA does not set housing targets. It provides an assessment of the need 

for housing across the functional Housing Market Area (HMA), making no 

judgements regarding future policy decisions which the Councils may take’.  

19. Mr Pycroft’s evidence also refers to a 2016 report to the Central Lancashire 

Strategic Planning Joint Advisory Committee5 (JAC). To my mind the 
paragraphs he refers to simply inform members of the JAC that the fifth 

anniversary of the CS is approaching, and that Government guidance requires 

plans and policies to be reviewed. On reading the report as a whole, it also 
informs members that the main purpose of the SHMA is to ensure the Councils 

had a full objectively assessed need (FOAN) in accordance with paragraph 47 

of the former 2012 Framework. This is also evident in a subsequent report to 
the JAC in March 20176 which sets out that the FOAN is an evidence figure, not 

policy. Indeed, I note that CS Policy 4 is not specifically mentioned in either of 

these reports and references to ‘review’ are in the context of a future review of 

the CS7. 

20. I have also had regard to the Brindle Road decision8 where the Inspector was 
not convinced that the MOU was a review, although I note the basis on which 

these comments were made as highlighted by the Appellant. In view of the 

above, and the inconclusive evidence supplied by the Council regarding lack of 

                                       
5 Ben Pycroft Proof of Evidence paragraph 7.39-7.41 & Appx BP2-H : Report to Central Lancashire Strategic 
Planning Joint Advisory Committee 27 June 2016 – Paragraph 19 
6 Ben Pycroft Appx BP2-I : Report to Central Lancashire Strategic Planning Joint Advisory Committee 2 March 2017 
7 As above - Paragraphs 20 and 22 
8 CD 7.11 – APP/F2360/W/18/3198822 Land off Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge, Preston PR5 6YP (paragraph 41) 
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consultation and review of the whole policy, I do not consider that the SHMA 

process constituted a review of Policy 4.  

21. I acknowledge that both Preston and Chorley currently use the CS housing 

requirement in decision making and in their most recent Housing Land Position 

statements9. Whilst I do not have the benefit of direct evidence from Preston 
and Chorley Councils, I have had regard to the evidence produced by Mr 

Pycroft and it seems to me that there are various other reasons, not solely 

relating to the MOU, that they continue to use the CS figures and consider that 
a review of Policy 4 has taken place.  

22. The Preston City Council press release10 does not specifically refer to the MOU, 

instead it refers to the costs associated with defending two recent appeal 

decisions in their area which concluded that Preston did not have a five year 

supply of housing. I cannot make any conclusions on this as those decisions 
are not in the evidence before me. Preston’s latest housing land position 

statement (HLPS)11 also refers to those appeal decisions (at paragraph 1.6), 

and draws attention to the Preston Local Plan examination where it was agreed 

that that there was no requirement to reconsider the Objectively Assessed 
Need. Mr Pycroft pointed out paragraph 1.9 of the HLPS12 in relation to the 

MOU. However, to my mind this suggests uncertainty given the punctuation of 

‘review’ (in single quotation marks). 

23. Preston’s HLPS goes on to explain at paragraph 1.10 that its’ OAN resulting 

from the SHMA is lower than the CS requirement, and it seems to me that this 
was a factor in the aforementioned appeal decisions. This contrasts to the 

situation in South Ribble, where the OAN was calculated to be very similar (and 

slightly higher) to the existing CS requirement.  

24. Chorley’s 2019 housing supply statement also applies the CS requirement 

figure but does not refer to the MOU in doing so. Mr Pycroft’s evidence13 in 
relation to a recent appeal (Carrington Road14) gives further explanation; their 

reasoning for continuing to apply the CS requirement was that it was reviewed 

as part of the examination of the Chorley Local Plan in 2015. I also have regard 
to a very recent Chorley planning committee report in relation to a 

resubmission of a previously dismissed appeal at Pear Tree Lane15, where 

Chorley set out their reasons as to why they consider CS Policy 4 is not out-of-

date.    

25. It seems to me that the reasoning taken by Chorley and Preston for their use 
of the CS figure is specific to those Councils and does not necessarily directly 

apply to the South Ribble situation. In view of this, I am not satisfied that the 

evidence demonstrates that they are applying the CS figure for the reason that 

the MOU (and SHMA process) constituted a review.  

26. It has also been put to me by the Council that the 2017 MOU has been 
overtaken by events, i.e. a ‘significant change’ has taken place. Paragraph 33 

                                       
9 Ben Pycroft Appx BP2-D : Preston Housing Land Position 2019; BP2-F Chorley Five Year Housing Supply 
Statement 2019; BP2-J Preston City Council press release 22.01.19; and Additional Document 11 – Chorley 

Planning Committee Report 12 November 2019 
10 Ben Pycroft Appx BP2-J : Preston City Council press release 22.01.19 
11 Ben Pycroft Appx BP2-D : Preston Housing Land Position 2019 
12 Ben Pycroft Proof of Evidence paras 7.28 and 7.30 
13 Ben Pycroft Appx BP2-G : Chorley Council appeal statement Carrington Road APP/D2320/W/3228123 
14 CD 7.19 Carrington Road APP/D2320/W/3228123  
15 CD 7.21 Pear Tree Lane APP/D2320/W/17/3173275 and Additional Document 11 
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of the Framework requires local authorities to update relevant strategic policies 

at least once every five years if their applicable local housing need figure has 

changed significantly. ‘Significantly’ is open to interpretation; and moreover the 
Framework does not specify whether such a change in the figure is positive or 

negative.  

27. Paragraph 062 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on plan making16 gives 

guidance on review of policies, stating that where a review was undertaken 

prior to publication of the Framework in 2018 but within the last 5 years, then 
that plan will continue to constitute the up-to-date plan policies unless there 

have been significant changes in circumstances. There is a difference in 

interpretation of the guidance between the main parties.  

28. The 2017 MOU was produced prior to the publication of the 2018 Framework. 

The PPG is not explicit in that it only refers to a significant change as being an 
existing figure that is significantly below the number generated using the 

standard method. I agree with the Council that the wording of paragraph 062 

does not necessarily discount a situation where the existing plan figure is 

significantly above the number generated using the standard method, as is the 
case in South Ribble. This therefore adds little to the Appellants argument that 

a review of the CS has taken place.  

29. The 2017 MOU itself sets out review arrangements at section 7; no less than 

every three years and when new evidence that renders the MOU out-of-date 

has emerged. Such a review of the MOU is currently taking place. A 2019 Draft 
MOU17 relating to the provision and distribution of housing land has been 

recently produced by the Central Lancashire authorities. This follows a Housing 

Study18 which has informed a proposed interim position in advance of the 
adoption of the new Local Plan for Central Lancashire.   

30. I was presented with a copy of a report to the Council’s cabinet19 at the start of 

the inquiry which seeks approval for agreement to the new MOU. A short 

consultation period had commenced on the MOU at the time of the inquiry and 

it is understood that the responses would then be reported to Full Council. 
There was some discussion about the status of these documents and the 

weight to be attached to them.  

31. They are not policy documents and they are in draft form; therefore they do 

not currently formally represent the interim position on housing requirements 

for Central Lancashire. I note this stance has been recently taken by Preston 
City Council20. I also accept that the 2019 Housing Study does not consider a 

review of the CS figures; it only considers the Standard Method calculation of 

housing supply and a re-distribution between the three authorities. 

32. It is necessary for the completion of consultation and a final version of the MOU 

to be subsequently formally adopted by all three authorities before more 
certainty can be attached to its figures. It sets out a yearly requirement of 334 

dwellings per annum (pa) for South Ribble. The Appellant has questioned the 

                                       
16 Reference ID: 61-062-20190315 
17 Additional Document 2 : Draft Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-operation relating to the 

provision and distribution of housing land (December 2019) 
18 Additional Document 1 : Central Lancashire Housing Study by Iceni Projects Limited on behalf of Chorley, 
Preston and South Ribble (October 2019) 
19 Additional Document 3 : Report to Cabinet 13 November 2019 
20 Late document 7 Emery Planning Statement on Revised MOU Appx 2: Preston City Council Planning Committee 

meeting minutes 7 November 2019  

355



Appeal Decision APP/F2360/W/19/3234070 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          7 

adequacy of the 2 week consultation. However, this is not a matter for this 

Section 78 appeal to consider.  Nonetheless these documents are a material 

consideration.  

33. I am mindful that if Preston and Chorley applied the standard method (not the 

draft re-distributed figure) to their housing requirement now, Preston would be 
able to demonstrate a five year supply and Chorley would not. This 

inconsistency in the way the three Central Lancashire Authorities are currently 

making decisions relating to housing (together with with the age of the CS, 
current consultation on Issues and Options for a new Central Lancashire Local 

Plan, and the introduction of the standard method) have plainly contributed to 

current events where the three authorities are consulting on a revised MOU to 

provide more clarity in decision making.  

34. I am also conscious that my conclusions in respect of the housing supply 
requirement for South Ribble may have consequences for decision making by 

the neighbouring authorities. Convincing arguments have been made by the 

Appellants for retaining the current CS housing requirement in view of the 

redistribution which may potentially result from this, but undue reliance seems 
to be placed on what the two other authorities are currently doing and how the 

use of the Standard Method will affect them. This is a matter for their own 

decision making and for the emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan in carrying 
out a full review of housing policies.   

35. No matter what the outcome of the 2019 MOU consultation and timing for its 

final publication, the figures contained within it and the distribution between 

the authorities would be an interim position. The production of the new Central 

Lancashire Local Plan is at an early stage with consultation on Issues and 
Options. It is for that review to fully consider the provision and distribution of 

new homes in the area. Indeed the Issues and Options document states ‘it is 

likely that the number of homes we must deliver for this plan period of 2021-

2036 will be different to our existing policy’ and confirms use of the standard 
housing method. It also clarifies that the three councils are still looking into the 

number of homes needed and how they will be spread; ‘We will have more 

information about this when we next consult with our communities’21.  

36. The Housing Study, albeit not a final report, acknowledges in its introduction 

that the previously agreed MOU needs to be revisited, and that a robust basis 
for working to agree an updated level of housing need and its distribution 

across the HMA is required through an updated MOU. I do not make any 

attempt to predicate the outcome of the final Housing Study and the current 
consultation on the draft 2019 MOU. However it is clear to me that the 

direction of travel by all three authorities is towards the standard method and a 

re-distribution of the housing requirement based on a range of factors including 
population, workforce and jobs distribution and constraints (including Green 

Belt). 

37. Having regard to paragraphs 33, 73 (and footnote 37) and 212-213 of the 

NPPF, and the PPG paragraph 062, I conclude that the figure within Policy 4 of 

417 dwellings per annum is out-of-date on several counts : i) the strategic 
policies are over 5 years old; ii) my conclusions that the 2017 MOU (and SHMA 

leading up to it) did not properly constitute a review; and iii) the ‘significant 

change’ resulting from the introduction of the standard method in the 2018 

                                       
21 CD 5.1 Central Lancashire Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation November 2019 para’s 3.3-3.7 
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Framework and the Council’s significantly lower figure arising from the 

standard method calculation. Additionally, the MOU itself requires review by 

September 2020; indeed a new version is currently undergoing consultation.  

38. The Council no longer consider the 2012 CS figure of 417 pa to be a true 

reflection of the Borough’s housing requirement. Conversely, the 216 dwellings 
pa arising from use of the standard method as put forward in the Council’s case 

may not be a true reflection of their needs either, having regard to the 

suggested re-distribution set out in the Housing Study and 2019 MOU. These 
are material considerations to which I give moderate weight.  

39. Whilst I do not attempt to establish what the final yearly requirement figure for 

South Ribble should be (216 or 334 or some other figure) - this is a matter for 

the Central Lancashire authorities to agree in view of the draft status of the 

new MOU – I conclude that the standard method of calculating local housing 
need should be used for the purposes of this appeal and this is set out further 

in the sections below.  

Housing Land Supply 

40. I have previously highlighted the significant difference in the housing land 

supply figure between the Council and the Appellant. Prior to the inquiry the 

Council’s figure was 18.5 years, and the Appellant’s figure stood at 3.24 years. 

This gulf in the supply largely results from the starting point of how the 
housing requirement should be calculated as set out above.   

41. Differences also arise in relation to 13 allocated sites, and discounts to be 

made in respect of whether they are deliverable in accordance with the 

definition in Annex 2 of the Framework and guidance set out in the PPG 

Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment. Additionally, there is 
dispute regarding calculation of the windfall allowance.   

42. As I have already concluded that as CS Policy 4 is more than five years old and 

has not been reviewed in South Ribble, the housing requirement should be 

calculated against local housing need using the standard method.  As such I do 

not go any further in considering the housing land supply on the basis of the 
CS requirement.  

43. A number of concessions were made by Mrs Harding at the inquiry in relation 

to a lack of clear evidence on whether the 13 allocated sites are deliverable 

within five years. Some of the discounts were significant, bringing the Council’s 

original 18.5 year figure down accordingly. The parties agreed that evidence 
included beyond the base date (31st March 2019) should not be included; i.e. 

the ‘strict approach’. I note that the appeal decisions supplied illustrate that 

there is no one universally accepted approach in respect of accepting evidence 

beyond the base date.  

44. If I were to accept Mr Pycroft’s full set of discounts22, there would be a 
deliverable supply of 2,174 homes, resulting in the 5 year supply being just 

over 10 years using the local housing need requirement. I note that progress 

on sites such as the Test Track (Local Plan allocation FF)23 and others has been 

made since the base date, and if there was a more marginal supply situation I 
may be persuaded to take the clear post-base date evidence into account.  

                                       
22 Ben Pycroft Proof of Evidence para’s 11.47-11.48 
23 Additional Documents 12 and 13 – Test Track decision notice and S.106  
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45. Notwithstanding if I were to use the ‘strict approach’ to the base date only, the 

supply would remain at well above five years using the local housing need 

requirement figure of 216 dwellings pa. Any difference in calculations and 
evidence on windfall allowances would also make little difference to the supply 

figure, which is not marginal, therefore I do not go any further into this matter.  

46. I am mindful that the local housing need figure is currently being reviewed by 

the three Central Lancashire authorities, as explained above, through the 

Housing Study and a new MOU. The Council do not put forward this higher re-
distributed figure of 334 dwellings pa, due to it currently being a draft figure. 

Nonetheless, Mrs Harding agreed that the 216 pa figure she relies on does not 

represent a ‘true reflection’ of South Ribble’s housing requirements. Indeed it is 

a minimum, and I have regard to the Government’s aim to significantly boost 
housing supply as set out in paragraph 59 of the Framework.  

47. Whilst I give the Housing Study and 2019 MOU limited weight given that 

consultation has not been completed and the 2019 MOU is unlikely to be 

formally adopted prior to my decision, for completeness I set out below what 

the 5 year supply would be if the higher re-distributed figure of 334 pa were to 
be utilised, compared to the local housing need figure of 206 pa currently relied 

on by the Council.  

 

 Requirement Local Housing 

Need  

Redistributed 

Local Housing 

Need (2019 

MOU) 

A Annual Requirement 206 334 

B Past Shortfall at 31st March 2019 0 0 

C Amount of past shortfall to be 

addressed in the five year period 

0 0 

D Total five year requirement (A x 5 

+ C) 

1030 1670 

E Requirement plus 5% buffer (D + 

5%) 

1082 1754 

F Annual requirement plus buffer (E / 

5 years) 

216 347 

 Supply    

G Five year supply 1st April 2019 to 

31st March 2024 

2174 2174 

H Years supply (G/F) 

 

10.06 years 6.27 years 
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48. It is evident to me that whichever figure is used, the supply figure would be 

well in excess of five years. Importantly, I have based this on the worst case 

scenario – i.e. if I were to accept all the discounts suggested by Mr Pycroft, and 
if I take the ‘strict approach’ of excluding any evidence after the base date.   

49. Consequently, on the basis of what I have heard I am satisfied that the Council 

is currently able to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land, 

albeit that it would not be as high as originally calculated.  The tilted balance is 

therefore not engaged by virtue of a failure to demonstrate sufficient housing 
land provision.  

Safeguarded Land 

50. It is common ground that the appeal proposals are contrary to Policy G3 of the 

SRLP. The Policy requires such land to remain safeguarded and not designated 
for any specific purpose within the plan period. After identifying 5 different 

areas of safeguarded land in the Borough, including S3, it specifies that 

existing uses will for the most part remain undisturbed during the plan period 
or until the plan is reviewed. Finally, it states that planning permission will not 

be granted for development which could prejudice potential longer term 

comprehensive development of land.  

51. Paragraph 213 of the Framework indicates that due weight should be given to 

policies according to their degree of consistency with the Framework.  
Paragraph 139(c) of the Framework states that where necessary development 

plans should identify areas of safeguarded land between the urban area and 

the Green Belt in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well 

beyond the plan period.  Paragraph 139(d) indicates that planning permission 
for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted 

following an update to a plan which proposes the development.  

52. I attach significant weight to Policy G3 in view of its consistency with the 

Framework. The proposals are clearly in conflict with the first part of the Policy, 

as the site forms part of S3 ‘South of Coote Lane, Chain House Lane, 
Farriington’. The first part of the final paragraph of the Policy confirms; 

‘Existing uses will for the most part remain undisturbed during the Plan period 

or until the Plan is reviewed’. The SRLP was adopted in 2015, and is well within 
its 15 year plan period.  

53. There was some discussion at the inquiry about the wording ‘for the most part 

remain undisturbed’. I do not accept the Appellant’s suggestion that as the site 

is a only a small part of the overall site S3, its development would not be 

harmful. I acknowledge that there is some flexibility in Policy G3 but do not 
accept the Appellant’s view that there is not an explicit requirement for the 

land to remain as it is. Indeed ‘most part’ does not invite development of such 

a scale that would be anything other than minor.  

54. The supporting text to the Policy provides further commentary, and suggests at 

paragraph 10.36 that the same types of development that would be generally 
acceptable in the Green Belt would be allowed: ‘… some appropriate minor 

residential development adjacent to other properties would be considered’. It is 

my view that this wording is aimed at minor infill development, and 100 
dwellings would plainly not constitute this type of development. The proposals 

would conflict with this particular element of Policy G3.   

359



Appeal Decision APP/F2360/W/19/3234070 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          11 

55. Policy G3 does not mention a lack of five year housing land supply as one of 

the circumstances in which the safeguarded land could be released for 

development. Moreover, it does not specify the type of development that it is 
safeguarded for. The Council put to me that it does not automatically mean the 

land would ultimately be used for housing, and suggest employment 

(specifically office) uses as an alternative, or as open space, serving a purpose 

as a ‘green lung’.  

56. The point about potential employment land was raised in the Coote Lane 
decision24 in relation to another part of the same safeguarded site S3. Although 

a relatively dated decision (2014) and prior to the adoption of the SRLP, Policy 

G3 remains unchanged in the current Local Plan, and there is little evidence to 

persuade me to deviate from that Inspector’s view.  

57. I was presented with an update to the Central Lancashire Employment Study25 
at the inquiry which suggests an additional need for employment land including 

office space over and above the previous employment land study published in 

2017. It is not site specific, and by no means suggests the appeal site or any 

safeguarded land should be released for such use. However it lends some 
weight to the Council’s case in that if the site were to be released for 

development whether as part of a Local Plan review or some other 

circumstance, it does not necessarily follow that it would wholly be used for 
housing.  

58. I concur with the Appellant that the appeal site is a relatively small part of the 

larger S3 safeguarded land, and if such different uses were deemed 

appropriate there is other land which could be utilised. Notwithstanding this, it 

is not for this Section 78 appeal decision to determine what might be an 
appropriate alternative use, whether as employment, green space or some 

other use.  

59. The second part of the final paragraph of Policy G3 goes further in stating that; 

‘Planning permission will not be granted for development which would prejudice 

potential longer term, comprehensive development of the land’. This is the 
basis for the second reason for refusal.  

60. In response to this reason for refusal the Appellant provided a joint illustrative 

masterplan26, which followed their discussions with Homes England, the 

landowners of the remainder of the part of S3 between Chain House Lane and 

the railway line. I note that Homes England have withdrawn their objection to 
the proposals subject to conditions.  

61. The Council and interested parties queried why planning permission was not 

applied for in relation to the whole area of land to enable a comprehensive 

scheme. However, any future plans for adjoining land are not part of the 

appeal proposals before me.  

62. The joint illustrative masterplan shows that vehicular and pedestrian/cycle links 

could provide access to adjoining land. The condition suggested by Homes 
England seeks to ensure access to their land remains unfettered. Nonetheless, 

                                       
24 CD 7.7 : APP/F2360/A/13/2202973 Coote Lane, Farington – Para. 18 
25 Additional Document 14 : Central Lancashire Employment Land Study – Objectively Assessed Needs Update 
2019 (April 2019) 
26 Stephen Harris Proof of Evidence Appx SH1 
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the plan is purely illustrative and has not been agreed by the Council nor been 

subject to public consultation, nor does it include the entirety of S3.  

63. I viewed the remaining part of S3 (Coote Lane) on my unaccompanied site visit 

prior to the inquiry and I agree with the Appellant that Coote Lane and Chain 

House Lane, separated by the railway line, are discrete parts of S3 which could 
be developed independently. This corresponds with the position taken by the 

Inspector within the Examination Report into the SRLP in 201527. The sites are 

both physically and visually severed by Church Lane and the railway line.  

64. It would be a matter for the Council in relation to any future wider proposals 

and/or Local Plan review whether to require a Masterplan for the entirety of S3. 
The Council have aspirations for stronger placemaking and effective 

engagement with communities as required by paragraph 124 of the 

Framework, and for seeking to ensure the opportunity to plan for future 
infrastructure needs. I note this point was raised in paragraph 48 of the 

aforementioned Examination Report, where the Inspector stated ‘… one of the 

benefits of promoting a comprehensive development of the larger allocated and 

safeguarded sites is that they would provide the opportunity to plan to meet 
the need for essential infrastructure improvements. Piecemeal development of 

smaller parcels of land within the overall site allocation is unlikely to provide 

the same opportunity’.  

65. I would agree with the Local Plan Inspector’s position in respect of the wider S3 

safeguarded site which is of a significant scale. There is no evidence before me 
to suggest that 100 dwellings alone would warrant contributions to, for 

example, local education provision and a nearby railway crossing at the present 

time (or that such contributions would meet the tests in paragraph 56 of the 
Framework). Nonetheless in its entirety the development of the wider S3 site 

could have implications for local infrastructure and services. In the interests of 

effective placemaking and efficient infrastructure delivery, any identified 

improvements may need to be funded and planned comprehensively and 
piecemeal development is unlikely to achieve this.  

66. The Council’s aspiration to comprehensively plan for S3 in its entirety via an 

agreed masterplan would meet the Government’s objectives to engage with 

local communities and set out a clear design vision and expectations. They 

have a proven track record of masterplan requirements for the major allocated 
development sites in the Borough (including allocation EE ‘Pickerings Farm’ 

opposite the site). A comprehensive masterplan can also aid in provision for 

any necessary infrastructure improvements, open space and so on. Whilst the 
Appellant’s joint Masterplan is a useful illustrative plan to show how this part of 

S3 may be developed comprehensively in the future in terms of access links, it 

does not address these other important points of wider infrastructure provision 
and links within the wider area.  

67. Another concern of the Council in relation to the lack of comprehensive 

development relates to the location of the site distanced from the existing 

urban area. They state that consideration should first be given to the part of S3 

which is closest to the urban pattern rather than pockets of safeguarded land in 
isolation. The Appellant contends that the site is accessible to local services and 

public transport, setting out a range of distances in the evidence.  

                                       
27 CD 4.3 : Report on the Examination into the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

Development Plan Document (June 2015) – para. 48 
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68. The site is around 1.6km from Lostock Hall, which has a range of shops and 

services and a railway station. Whist walking or cycling this distance may be 

possible for some people, and the routes are relatively direct, I consider it 
unlikely that a good proportion of future residents of the site would do so. On 

this point, I have had regard to the comments from interested parties who 

raised issues regarding the narrow roads and inadequate footways, the slope of 

the railway bridges and feeling unsafe when cycling which adds weight to this 
view.  

69. There is a bus stop alongside the site with hourly services to Preston and 

Chorley. Interested parties told me that these services are not useful to them 

as they do not go to more local destinations and finish too early. Nonetheless a 

bus service to larger conurbations exists and I acknowledge the Section 106 
Agreement which provides for a contribution towards the bus service and cycle 

parking enhancements at Lostock Hall railway station - these are positive 

benefits of the proposals. Such factors do not however outweigh my concerns 
regarding piecemeal development and the location of the site distant from the 

edge of the existing urban area.  

70. I agree with the Council that the Coote Lane section of S3 is better related to 

the existing urban edge than the appeal site. An overall Masterplan for S3 in its 

entirety would assist in appropriate phasing so that land closest to the existing 
settlements could be developed first.  

71. Development of the appeal site in isolation, in advance of the remainder of 

adjoining and nearby land forming S3 would result in harm in this respect. In 

coming to this conclusion I have had regard to the existing ribbon development 

along Chain House Lane, and acknowledge that over time the area will become 
more built up once development commences on the Pickerings Farm allocated 

site opposite commences. Nonetheless, the development of the appeal site 

alone would represent a disconnected pocket of housing in this otherwise 

currently undeveloped area.  

72. I acknowledge that, with the suggested conditions28, the development of the 
site would not preclude highway and pedestrian/cycle links to adjoining land 

and in this respect would not prejudice these technical aspects of longer term, 

comprehensive development of the land (whether for housing or other uses). 

However, it would not establish a strong sense of place nor optimise the site’s 
potential to accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount and mix of 

development and support local facilities and transport networks, contrary to 

section 12 of the Framework in achieving well-designed places. It also fails to 
represent effective community engagement, and to take the opportunities 

available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it 

functions. 

73. Appeal decisions have been put to me relating to safeguarded land both in the 

Central Lancashire area and elsewhere. However, none of them are directly 
comparable in terms of the housing land supply coupled with the current local 

and national policy situation. In those cases relating to the Leeds Unitary 

Development Plan29, the plan period had ended with no up to date adopted 
development plan being in place, together with a shortfall of housing land 

                                       
28 Catherine Lewis Proof of Evidence and Additional Document 16 – Revised condition 19 
29 CD 7.1, 7.3, 7.4 and 7.5 
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rendering the ‘protected area of search’ policy out-of-date and I therefore find 

them of little relevance to this appeal.  

74. The proposed development would be contrary to Policy G3 of the 2015 SRLP 

both in regard to its requirement to ensure existing uses for the most part 

remain undisturbed during the Plan period (or until the Plan is reviewed), and 
in terms of prejudice to potential longer term, comprehensive development of 

safeguarded land within which the appeal site is located. In turn the proposals 

are also contrary to paragraph 139 and section 12 of the Framework. I do not 
consider that this harm could be overcome by the suggested conditions or the 

Section 106 Agreement.  

Other Matters 

75. I heard evidence from several interested parties at the inquiry, including ‘Say 

No to Chain House Lane’, and I have also carefully considered the numerous 

written representations submitted during the planning application process and 

for the appeal. Issues raised relate primarily to impact on area character and 
appearance, highway safety and traffic issues, drainage and flooding, trees, 

wildlife, pollution, and lack of local infrastructure and services. The appellant’s 

evidence sets out how such issues have been considered in the proposals, and 

proposes mitigation via planning conditions and a Section 106 Agreement. 
Whilst I have had regard to the matters referred to, they do not give rise to 

harm which weighs significantly against the proposals.  

76. I note that the statutory authorities and other consultees have not raised 

objections, including Lancashire County Council as the local highway authority 

Should outline permission be granted such matters could be resolved at 
reserved matters stage, and by imposition of appropriate conditions and 

Highway Agreements. 

77. The Council clarified in evidence that the second reason for refusal in its 

suggestion of ‘prejudice’ relates to Policy G3 and comprehensive development 

of the wider area of safeguarded land only. This is quite separate to the 
prematurity point set out in paragraph 49 of the Framework in terms of 

undermining the plan-making process. There is no harm to the emerging 

review of the Central Lancashire Local Plan.  

78. The City Deal30 is frequently referred to by the Appellants relating to aims to 

boost the housing supply in the area. However, the City Deal is not part of the 
Development Plan; rather it assists in supporting investment into infrastructure 

delivery programme for Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire. It has ambitious 

targets for housing delivery, related to employment and infrastructure delivery. 
Whilst it is briefly referred to in the SRLP foreword, I give it limited weight 

given that it is not embodied in policy and is currently undergoing a mid-term 

review which raises some uncertainty over its continuation.  

79. The evidence of Mr Harris highlights that CS Policy 4 allows for a series of 

‘contingency options’ identified in the performance monitoring framework31 
should there be a shortfall in housing delivery. Likewise, there are contingency 

actions set out within the SRLP32 in the event that a shortfall arises. Mr Harris 

suggests that releasing safeguarded sites is the only method of addressing a 

                                       
30 Ben Pycroft Proof of Evidence Appx BP2-K - City Deal : Business and Delivery Plan 2017/20 
31 Central Lancashire Core Strategy Appendix D 
32 South Ribble Local Plan Appendix 7 
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shortfall in supply; that it is a logical approach to providing much needed 

housing and the options set out in the performance monitoring frameworks in 

both plans would not assist.  

80. I do not agree with this stance. There is no provision in the development plan 

for releasing safeguarded land as a contingency action. It is not an ‘appropriate 
management action’ as set out in part (b) of Policy 4. Reading the development 

plan as a whole, such an action would be contrary to its own policy in relation 

to safeguarded land. Policy G3 is implicit in that land should remain 
safeguarded during the plan period or until the plan is reviewed; it does not 

cite a shortfall in housing supply either within the policy or supporting text.  

81. Whether the Council is sufficiently monitoring their plan and taking any of the 

contingency actions set out in the performance monitoring framework is a 

matter which is not one for me to deliberate on in this Section 78 appeal. In 
any case I have already concluded that the Council can demonstrate a five year 

housing supply.  

82. The parties in this appeal have referred to numerous appeal decisions which 

have been provided to support their respective cases.  Whilst I have had due 

regard to them, appeal decisions on other sites rarely bring identical policies 

and material considerations. None of the appeal decisions brought to my 
attention have had a determinative influence on my consideration of the appeal 

case.   

83. I have had regard to the list of agreed conditions and the Section 106 

Agreement which makes provision for 30% affordable housing and on-site 

public open space, and contributions to off-site play space, mobile speed 
indicator devices, cycle lockers at a local railway station, and travel plan 

monitoring. I am satisfied that the agreement would accord with the tests set 

out in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations and have had regard to 
its’ provisions in the consideration of this appeal however the S.106 and 

conditions do not alter my conclusions in respect of this appeal.  

Planning Balance and Conclusion 

84. I have identified conflict with Policy G3 of SRLP. Together with Policy 4 of the 

CLCS, these two policies within the development plan are the most important 

for determining the appeal. I now assess whether they should be considered to 

be out-of-date for the purposes of paragraph 11(d) of the Framework. 

85. Policy 4 is contained within a plan which is more than five years old, but this 
strategic policy is not out-of-date simply because of its age. I conclude that it is 

out-of-date due to the significant change identified above; the publication of 

the Framework in 2018 which introduced at the standard method, and the 

significant difference in the housing requirement generated by that calculation 
for local housing need.  

86. It is common ground between the parties that the appeal proposals are 

contrary to Policy G3 and that it is compliant with paragraph 139 of the 

Framework, however evidence differs as to whether it is out-of-date for the 

purposes of paragraph 11(d) of the Framework. I have concluded that the 
Council can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites by 

virtue of use of the standard method for the housing requirement, therefore 

Policy G3 is not rendered out-of-date for that reason.  
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87. There was some discussion at the inquiry as to whether Policy G3 would be 

out-of-date for other reasons. I do not agree with the premise that Policy G3 

becomes out-of-date purely because of the distributional consequences that 
would arise across the Central Lancashire HMA as a whole if all three 

authorities were to apply the standard method. Such a situation is not one 

which is referred to in the Framework or PPG as rendering this type of policy 

out-of-date.  

88. Moreover, whilst I have given limited weight to the Housing Study and the 
2019 draft MOU, the re-distribution which is suggested within the documents is 

not ‘radical’ as suggested by Mr Fraser. I note that the re-distribution 

recommended in the Housing Study is based on a reasonable set of criteria 

including jobs, population, and affordability as well as Green Belt constraints. 
The recommended share of the housing requirement33 of 27.5% for Chorley, 

40% for Preston and 32.5% for South Ribble is not significantly different from 

the current CS distribution of 31.1 %, 37.8% and 31.1% respectively. 
Distributional consequences do not weigh heavily in giving me reason to 

conclude that the policy is out-of-date.  

89. This is a small basket of policies for determination of the appeal, nonetheless 

Policy G3 prevails as the most important, indeed it is the only policy specified 

in the reasons for refusal relating to the main issues. Taken as a whole, there 
is conflict with the development plan.  

90. Consequently, this is a case in which the tilted balance is not engaged. The 

most important development plan policy is not out-of-date and the Council is 

able to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land.   

91. I therefore carry out a standard planning balance in relation to the 

development proposals before me, with the starting point arising from Section 

38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that 
applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with the 

development plan, unless material planning considerations indicate otherwise. 

92. The proposals would assist in the Government’s objective of significantly 

boosting the supply of new homes and as the Appellant is a housebuilder and 

there are relatively few physical site constraints, they could come forward 
without unnecessary delay. Another social benefit which weighs in favour of the 

development is the provision of 30% affordable housing. 

93. Economic benefits include employment during construction, additional spending 

in the area by the new residents, the payment of New Homes Bonus and 

additional Council Tax revenue. Social and environmental benefits would arise 
from the provision of public and private amenity space as well as additional 

landscaping.  

94. Public transport and cycle parking contributions are included in the S.106, and 

conditions require off-site highway improvements. Whilst these may benefit the 

wider area they are nonetheless necessary to mitigate the increase in traffic 
arising from the development. Therefore I give little weight to these factors in 

the overall balance.   

 

                                       
33 Central Lancashire Housing Study by Iceni Projects Ltd (October 2019) - Table 4.12 page 24.  
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95. The majority of these benefits are generic and no more than would be expected 

from any major housing development, and as such they attract limited positive 

weight. The benefits do not address the fundamental issue of the site’s location 
within safeguarded land and the harm which would result from the prejudice to 

potential longer term comprehensive development of the land. Taken together 

they would not outweigh the conflict with the development plan when taken as 

a whole.  

96. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry opened on 14 August 2018 

Site visit made on 16 August 2018 

by Martin Whitehead  LLB BSc(Hons) CEng MICE 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 31st August 2018 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/F2360/W/18/3198822 
Land off Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge, Preston, PR5 6YP 

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

Act) against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Bellway Homes Limited (Manchester Division) against the 

decision of South Ribble Borough Council. 

 The application Ref 07/2017/2900/FUL, dated 22 September 2017, was refused by 

notice dated 7 March 2018. 

 The development proposed is the demolition of existing buildings and the erection of up 

to 193 dwellings with associated private gardens, parking, public open space, 

landscaping and vehicular access from Brindle Road. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the demolition of 
existing buildings and the erection of up to 193 dwellings with associated 

private gardens, parking, public open space, landscaping and vehicular access 
from Brindle Road on land off Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge, Preston, PR5 6YP 
in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref 07/2017/2900/FUL, dated 

22 September 2017, subject to the conditions in the attached schedule. 

Procedural and Preliminary Matters 

Application for Costs 

2. Prior to the Inquiry an application for costs was made by the appellant against 

the Council.  This application is the subject of a separate Decision. 

Inquiry and Site Visit 

3. The Inquiry sat for 4 days, opening on Tuesday 14 August, and closed on 

Friday 17 August.  I carried out an unaccompanied site visit at about 1800 
hours on Monday 13 August, including observing the traffic at the junction of 

Brindle Road with Bank Head Lane when the railway crossing barrier was 
lowered, and an accompanied site visit of the site and surrounding area during 
an adjournment of the Inquiry on Thursday 16 August. 

Planning Obligations 

4. At the Inquiry an executed Planning Agreement pursuant to section 106 of the 

Act (S106), dated 16 August 2018, was submitted.  It includes planning 
obligations to secure affordable housing, on-site open space provision and 
maintenance, and contributions towards a bus service, Mobile Speed Indicator 
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Devices (SPiDs) on Brindle Road, improvements at Withy Grove Park, secure 

cycle lockers at Bamber Bridge Station and the monitoring of a Travel Plan. 

5. I have examined the planning obligations to determine whether they meet the 

tests in Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations (CIL) Regulation 122.  
Based on the CIL compliance statement provided by the Council and the 
‘Statement of Justification for the Planning Obligation relating to the provision 

of bus service funding’ from Lancashire County Council (LCC), as the local 
highway authority, I am satisfied that all the obligations are necessary to make 

the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the 
development, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development.  Also, I find that none of the planning obligations contravene CIL 

Regulation 123(3), regarding the limit of five separate planning obligations to 
provide for the funding or provision of a project or type of infrastructure. 

6. The affordable housing is required to ensure compliance with Policy A1 of the 
South Ribble Local Plan (SRLP).  The SPiDs would be necessary to ensure that 
the additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed development 

would be safely accommodated on the highway network.  The improvements to 
Withy Grove Park and the provision and maintenance of on-site public open 

space would be necessary to address the likely need for additional recreational 
amenities as a result of the future occupants of the proposed development, in 
accordance with SRLP Policies G8, G10 and G11.  The Travel Plan monitoring 

and cycle lockers would be necessary to encourage the use of sustainable 
means of transport. 

7. Whilst the appellant and Rule 6 party have both questioned the justification for 
the contribution towards the bus service, supported by the opinion of their 
transport experts, I am satisfied that LCC has provided the necessary 

justification.  The contribution is necessary to help fund a more frequent local 
bus service connecting the site to Bamber Bridge, including the railway station, 

and Preston to encourage a shift from cars to more sustainable means of 
transport for essential commuting/educational trips.  LCC has indicated that the 
monies would enable it to improve the existing bus services, targeting the 

provision of a Monday to Saturday half hourly daytime service, a Sunday hourly 
daytime service and a Monday to Saturday hourly evening service and has 

provided evidence to show that it has discussed this with Stagecoach, a local 
bus company, to arrive at an appropriate sum.  As such, I have taken all the 
planning obligations in the S106 Agreement into account in my determination 

of this appeal. 

8. At the Inquiry the appellant provided an engrossed S106 Unilateral Undertaking 

(UU), dated 16 August 2018, in response to the Council’s requirement that 
provision be made for a highway link between the appeal site and the adjacent 

site that is allocated for future development.  However, the evidence indicates 
to me that the S106 UU would fail to meet the requirements of the Council.  I 
have therefore not taken it into account in my determination of this appeal.  

Furthermore, the Council has suggested that it would expect such a provision 
to be made by a planning condition, which I have discussed later. 

National Planning Policy Framework 

9. Following the determination of the planning application, the National Planning 
Policy Framework, March 2012 (2012 Framework) has been replaced by the 

National Planning Policy Framework, July 2018 (2018 Framework).  I have 
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taken account of the latest national planning policies in my determination of 

this appeal. 

Main Issues 

10. The main issues are the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance 
of the surrounding area; whether it would provide acceptable living conditions 
for future occupants of the proposed dwellings, with particular regard to 

matters of noise and air pollution; and whether it would comply with national 
and local policies that seek to create inclusive and mixed communities. 

Reasons 

Character and Appearance 

11. The appeal site has a rural character and appearance, consisting of a disused 

poultry farm with its associated buildings and house and adjoining open fields 
and pond, bounded by hedges and trees.  However, it is at the edge of the 

built-up area of Bamber Bridge, bounded on the southern and western sides by 
residential development and on the eastern side by the M61 Motorway.  The 
land to the north is open fields, separating the site from the M6 Motorway.  

Although the site does not form part of the existing built development, the Key 
Diagram in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CLCS) shows it as lying 

within the boundary of Preston & South Ribble Urban Area. 

12. The principle of residential development on the appeal site and the land to the 
north was established during the Local Plan process, in which this land has 

been allocated for residential development, referred to as ‘Site S’ in SRLP 
Policy D1.  The Table in Policy D1 identifies that Site S has an area of 22.7 

hectares and could accommodated an estimated 250 dwellings.  However, the 
Local Plan Examination Inspector has indicated in her report that this is an 
indicative number and should not preclude additional dwellings being brought 

forward, ‘should the Council be satisfied that this is appropriate following 
detailed assessment’. 

13. The proposed development would be for 193 dwellings.  A planning application 
for 283 dwellings on the adjacent site has been submitted and refused planning 
permission and is the subject of a separate appeal.  The two sites together 

form most of allocated Site S and the combined number of dwellings proposed 
on them would far exceed the estimated 250 dwellings in SRLP Policy D1.  

However, that Policy and the Examination Inspector’s findings do not suggest 
that it is a limit to the number of dwellings that could be accommodated on the 
site.  Furthermore, the 2018 Framework indicates in paragraph 122 that 

development that makes efficient use of land should be supported and in 
paragraph 123 that development that fails to make efficient use of land should 

be refused planning permission. 

14. Section 12 of the 2018 Framework seeks to achieve well-designed places and 

in paragraph 130 indicates that planning permission should be refused for 
development of poor design that fails to take opportunities available for 
improving the character and quality of an area and the way that it functions.  

In this respect, the Council’s main concerns seem to me to be associated with 
the density of the proposed housing.  The Design and Access Statement 

indicates that the net density would be about 40 dwellings per hectare (dph) 
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and the Council has indicated that, when the public open space is subtracted, 

the density would amount to about 35 dph. 

15. I accept that the density would be significantly higher than that of the mature 

housing in the area that fronts Brindle Road, but it would be closer to that of 
some of the later nearby development.  The Council has specified that the 
density in the adjacent Cottage Gardens is about 30 dph, which consists mainly 

of detached houses, and the density of the mainly detached dwellings at 
Bluebell Way is about 20 dph.  Cottage Gardens is a relatively small 

development with very limited public areas and Bluebell Way is adjacent to the 
semi-detached and terraced housing at Lady Acre and Further Fields, which the 
Council has calculated as having a density of about 40 dph.  Therefore, I find 

that the overall density of the proposed development would be in line with that 
of other development in the area, as it would be a mix of different types of 

housing that would include terraces at a higher density. 

16. The Council has not disputed that the proposed buildings would have 
separation distances that would meet the required standards.  There would be 

a variety of dwelling types and sizes, with single storey dwellings adjacent to 
Stephendale Avenue that would reflect the bungalows in that road, and 

terraced dwellings adjacent to the M61 Motorway, deemed to be necessary as a 
means of noise mitigation.  Whilst the photomontages that have been 
submitted by the appellant show a relatively long and straight row of terraced 

houses with mainly paved parking at the front, this is the nature of terraced 
housing and the row would be broken up into smaller blocks with a varied roof 

line.  Also, the level of car parking at the front of the dwellings would reflect 
that in the other more recent development in the area, and the Council has not 
disputed the appellant’s claim that the amount of parking would be necessary 

to meet the required standards. 

17. I do not accept the Council’s claim that the development would appear 

cramped and dense.  Whilst it would have an urban pattern of development, I 
find that this would not be harmful to the surrounding character, as it would be 
in keeping with other later development in the area.  Furthermore, the 

proposed built development would be surrounded by greenspace that would 
include mature trees and a pond that would be retained.  I am satisfied that 

this, the size of the rear gardens and the planting between the frontage 
parking that would increase with maturity, together with the band of open 
space that would run from east to west across the site to the pond, would be 

sufficient to ensure that the development would not appear unduly dense or 
cramped. 

18. The amount of public open space that would be provided has been given as 
1.08 hectares which would exceed the Council’s Policy requirement of 0.6 

hectares.  This would include a large area on the eastern boundary, some of 
which would act as a bund along the side of the M61 Motorway.  The Council 
has acknowledged that this would provide a visual amenity and that some of it 

would also provide a degree of recreational amenity space, albeit its use would 
be limited by its topography and location.  In addition the area surrounding the 

existing pond would provide recreational and visual amenity space.  There 
would also be connecting amenity space along the existing Public Rights of Way 
(PRoWs) on the site and through the development.   
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19. I accept that some of the public open space would have limited surveillance, 

including part of the PRoW at the rear of Cottage Gardens and an area of open 
space behind dwellings at the southern end of the site.  However, there is 

nothing before me to show that any concerns regarding anti-social behaviour or 
crime could not be addressed by measures secured by planning conditions.  
Such measures could include the types of boundary treatment and lighting in 

accordance with those that have been agreed with the Police Architectural 
Liaison Officer. 

20. Paragraph 129 of the 2018 Framework mentions the use of assessment 
frameworks, such as Building for Life, to assess and improve the design of 
development.  In this respect, the appellant has carried out a Building for Life 

12 Assessment on the proposed design, dated June 2018.  Whilst this exercise 
has only been carried out at a later stage in the design process and too late to 

make any significant changes to the design, it has arrived at an overall amber 
rating, which indicates that the proposed development is partially compliant 
with Building for Life 12 Standards and requires some additional consideration.  

I am satisfied that the compliance could be improved by the use of planning 
conditions and that some of the failures to meet the criteria are due to the 

constraints of the site, partly due to being close to motorways, or requirements 
of Council policies, such as parking standards.  Furthermore, the design is one 
factor that has to be balanced against the need for housing and the allocation 

of the site for residential development. 

21. Although the proposal would make use of a rural area, the site has been 

allocated for residential development, includes agricultural buildings and is 
included within the boundary of the urban area in the CLCS.  Therefore, having 
regard to the above factors, I conclude on this main issue that the proposal 

would not have an adverse effect on the character and appearance of the 
surrounding area and would accord with SRLP Policy G17, as the layout, design 

and landscaping would be of a high quality and would provide an interesting 
visual environment which would respect the character of the site and local 
area. 

Living Conditions 

22. The Council’s second reason for refusal is regarding the health and well-being 

of the future residents of the proposed dwellings due to unacceptable levels of 
noise and air pollution, particularly at those dwellings that would be nearest to 
the M61 Motorway.  With regard to noise, an environmental noise survey was 

carried out to determine the existing noise climate from the M61 Motorway to 
enable the calibration of a noise model based on the Calculation for Road 

Traffic Noise guidance. 

23. At the Inquiry, the appellant’s noise expert acknowledged that the 24 hour 

periods in February when the noise readings were taken at two locations close 
to the Motorway may well have been during a half term school holiday.  
However, the expert explained that these readings were only used to calibrate 

the noise impact model and traffic flow data based on counts taken was used to 
calculate noise levels in the model.  Therefore, I find no evidence to show that 

the accuracy of the model used to predict noise levels has been compromised 
by the use of noise readings taken during the school half term holidays. 

24. The model has been used to predict facade noise levels based on the proposed 

site layout plan to evaluate the impact on gardens and public open space.  The 
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survey was updated during the determination of the application following 

liaison with the Council’s Environmental Health Officers (EHOs).  The survey 
report concludes that, with the recommended mitigation in place which would 

include acoustic glazing and ventilation, the internal noise levels within the 
habitable rooms of all of the proposed dwellings would be below the 
recommended maximum levels defined in BS8233:2014. 

25. The Council has accepted that there is no policy, guidance or industry standard 
relating to assessing noise levels in public open spaces.  The appellant has 

suggested that the noise levels at the proposed public open space are predicted 
to be comparable with those that are currently experienced at the nearby 
Withy Grove Park.  Whilst the Council has referred to proposals by Highways 

England to erect a noise barrier alongside the M6 Motorway adjacent to Withy 
Grove Park, I have insufficient details to attach any significant weight to it in 

my determination of this appeal.  Nevertheless, I find that the noise levels that 
have been predicted at the proposed public open space would not prevent it 
from being suitable for recreational use, given that Withy Grove Park has been 

providing acceptable recreational amenity space for some time. 

26. With regard to private open space, the Council has agreed with the appellant 

that the proposed mitigation has minimised the areas of garden spaces that 
would exceed the 55 dB target.  The mitigation measures for external 
environments, recommended in the survey report, include a mixture of fencing, 

brick walls and a barrier along the adjacent motorway.  However, the report 
identifies that some of the plots would experience external noise levels within 

gardens in excess of 55 dB but none would exceed 60 dB, even allowing for the 
stated tolerance of plus or minus 2 dB. 

27. The recommendations for external noise levels are taken from the World Health 

Organisation (WHO) guidelines which state: ‘For traditional external areas that 
are used for amenity space, such as gardens and patios, it is desirable that the 

external noise level does not exceed 50 dB LAeq,T, with an upper guideline 
value of 55 dB LAeq,T which would be acceptable in noisier environments.’  
This has been assessed as being equivalent to a Lowest Observed Adverse 

Effect Level (LOAEL).  The appellant has agreed that 8 of the proposed 
properties have been assessed as experiencing sound levels equivalent to a 

Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level (SOAEL) in part of their gardens, 
which would be greater than 55 dB.  Even though 3 dB is the smallest change 
in noise level that can be detected by normal human hearing, the sound levels 

would still be above the recommended levels. 

28. The Council’s EHOs have not raised an objection on the grounds of noise, 

subject to the imposition of planning conditions.  BS8233:2014 allows 
exceedances of 55 dB in areas, such as city centres or urban areas adjoining 

the transport network, and the appeal site could be included as one of these 
exceptions.  The 2018 Framework refers to the Defra Noise Policy Statement 
for England in footnote 60 to paragraph 180, which in paragraph 2.22 concedes 

that there is no single objective noise based measure that can define a SOAEL.  
Therefore, it is a matter of judgment whether or not the noise levels in the 

gardens and public open spaces would be acceptable.  On this basis, I find that 
the proposed mitigation has avoided noise giving rise to significant impacts on 
health and the quality of life, in accordance with paragraph 180(a) of the 2018 

Framework. 
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29. In terms of air quality, the Council’s EHOs have not contested the conclusions 

of an Air Quality Assessment (AQA), by Redmore Environmental, September 
2017, or those of a Supplementary Note, February 2018.  The AQA used 

standard dispersion modelling and predicted that mean annual NO2 
concentrations at all the proposed dwellings and one hour mean NO2 
concentrations at all locations across the site, including all areas of public open 

space, would be below the relevant air quality objectives.  The appellant’s 
evidence also demonstrates that the same would apply to levels of PM10.  

30. The AQA also considered the potential for air quality impacts as a result of road 
traffic exhaust emissions associated with vehicles travelling to and from the 
site, and a review of pollutant levels across the development site.  It has 

predicted that potential air quality impacts associated with traffic would be 
negligible in accordance with the Institute of Air Quality Management guidance 

and has determined the overall significance of effect as ‘not significant’.  It has 
concluded that the development would not result in an exceedance of the 
national air quality objective. 

31. The Council has expressed concern that no on-site monitoring of air quality has 
been carried out at the appeal site and Defra predictions for air quality at the 

site show background levels to be higher than at Station Road, which is a 
designated Air Quality Management Area.  However, I am satisfied that the 
method for calculating the predicted air pollution levels is in accordance with 

the recognised standard procedure and the results show that the objective 
levels would not be exceeded on the site.  As such I find that there is no 

evidence before me to show that there would be any material risk to the health 
and well-being of future residents due to air quality. 

32. Based on the above, I conclude on this main issue that the proposal would 

provide acceptable living conditions for future residents of the proposed 
dwellings. 

Mixed Communities 

33. The proposed development would offer 43 affordable homes, equating to 
22.5% of the total number of units.  Whilst it would be fewer than the target of 

30% set in CLCS Policy 7(a), the Council has agreed that the site and 
development considerations justify the reduced percentage and the affordable 

housing mix that would include two and three bedroom homes available for 
affordable rent (60%) and shared ownership (40%) would meet housing need.  
Great Places Housing Group has been identified as the intended registered 

provider to acquire the affordable units.  The affordable housing would be 
secured by the executed S106 Agreement.  The Council’s only concern with the 

affordable housing appears to me to be regarding the proposed location in 
clusters within the site. 

34. The Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD) refers in Section F to the design of affordable housing.  This includes the 
need for affordable housing to be ‘tenure blind’, which the Council has accepted 

would be achieved in the proposed development, as well as ‘pepper-potting’, 
which it suggests is defined as the dispersal of affordable housing units within 

residential development to promote mixed communities and minimise social 
exclusion.  There is no definition of ‘pepper potting’ in the 2018 Framework, 
the CLCS or the SRLP and it is not clear as to what degree of dispersal of the 

units would be required to meet the SPD definition.   
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35. I have not be provided with any substantive evidence, such as studies or 

surveys, to show that ‘pepper potting’ is a more effective means of integrating 
affordable housing within market housing so as to minimise social exclusion 

than clusters of ‘tenure blind’ affordable housing, similar to that proposed.  The 
affordable units would be split into 4 separate clusters.  One cluster would 
consist of 8 units on the northern boundary, facing public open space and 

another would be 9 units on the western boundary.  A further cluster of 22 
mainly terraced units would be in a row that would face the eastern boundary 

and would be some of the nearest dwellings to the M61 Motorway, but there 
would also be 14 market houses within that row and all would benefit from an 
outlook across green space and some of the predicted quietest rear gardens on 

the development.  The remaining cluster would be 4 semi-detached units 
centrally located.  As such, I am satisfied that the proposed clusters would be 

adequately integrated within the market housing to ensure that an inclusive 
and mixed community would be created by the proposed development.   

36. Taking account of the evidence provided, I find that the proposed affordable 

housing would meet the sustainable community and social inclusion objectives 
of the SPD.  I therefore conclude on this main issue that the proposal would 

assist in the creation of inclusive and mixed communities and would accord 
with the relevant national and local policies in this regard, including CLCS 
Policy 7, as it would make provision for sufficient affordable and special 

housing to meet local needs. 

Other Matters 

37. The views of local residents opposing the development were represented at the 
Inquiry by Brindle Road Action Group (BRAG) and the Campaign for the 
Protection of Rural England (CPRE).  Most of their concerns are those that have 

been given in the reasons for refusal, which I have dealt with under the main 
issues above.  In addition, their safety concerns regarding the relatively narrow 

width of part of the existing footway on the same side of Brindle Road as the 
entrance to the development should be able to be addressed by much of that 
footway being improved under the development and the remaining section of 

that footway being able to be avoided by the use of a new pedestrian crossing 
facility.  This would assist with the provision of a safer pedestrian access to 

Withy Grove Park, which would also be able to be accessed from the proposed 
development via a footpath link through Cottage Gardens, avoiding the need to 
use the substandard footway. 

38. I have noted the concerns expressed about the cumulative impact of traffic 
generated by all of the proposed new development in the area, including this 

appeal development, and in particular on congestion and highway safety in the 
vicinity of the railway level crossing.  However, LCC as the local highway 

authority has not objected to the proposal, subject to conditions, and has 
confirmed that it considers a traffic signal solution near the level crossing, as 
suggested by Network Rail, would not be acceptable.  I agree that such a 

proposal would result in an increase in queuing and congestion.  Furthermore, 
LCC has confirmed that the current situation without the signals has a 

relatively good safety record, even though some drivers have been known to 
by-pass queues when the barriers have been lowered, which I observed at my 
unaccompanied site visit. 
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39. The roads in the area of the appeal site have a relatively good accident record 

and there is nothing before me to show that they would not be able to cope 
with the additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed 

developments.  Therefore, based on the evidence before me, including the 
analysis that has been carried out at the Brindle Road/Bank Head Lane 
junction, I am satisfied that the proposed mitigation in the form of additional 

signage and road markings would ensure that there would not be a severe 
residual cumulative impact on the road network or an unacceptable impact on 

highway safety.  Further measures could be introduced later if a problem 
arises. 

Planning Balance 

40. In arriving at the most appropriate planning balance to apply to the appeal 
proposal, I have considered whether the development plan policies that are 

most important in determining this appeal are to be considered out-of-date, for 
the purposes of paragraph 11 of the 2018 Framework.  In terms of the 
evidence submitted on the 5 year housing land supply, the Council has put 

forward a revised housing requirement against its local housing need of 209 
dwellings per annum (dpa), based on paragraph 73 of the 2018 Framework.  

However, I am not satisfied that it represents a true reflection of the Borough’s 
housing requirements. 

41. Firstly, the figure suggested by the Council would be significantly lower than a 

‘plan based’ housing requirement of 785 dpa which has been arrived at through 
the CLCS full objectively assessed need.  Although the policies are more than 

5 years old, this housing requirement was endorsed by the three Central 
Lancashire Authorities, that include the South Ribble Borough Council, in a 
signed Memorandum of Understanding, dated September 2017.  As such, the 

appellant has argued that the strategic policies have been reviewed and not 
found to require updating, in accordance with footnote 37 to paragraph 73 of 

the 2018 Framework, but I am not convinced that this represents a review of 
the policies.  

42. Secondly, the reduced figure would not reflect the Government’s objective 

given in paragraph 59 of the 2018 Framework to significantly boost the supply 
of homes.  Nor would it assist in fulfilling the Council’s ‘City Deal’ obligations. 

43. Thirdly, the local housing need should be used to inform strategic policies, as 
indicated in paragraph 60 of the 2018 Framework.  Before it is used as a basis 
for calculating the 5 year housing land supply, it should be agreed by the two 

neighbouring authorities that are included in the housing management area to 
address the overall requirements of the area, a relevant buffer should be 

applied and the backlog should be addressed.  This exercise has not been 
carried out by the Council.  It is not for an Inspector on a Section 78 appeal to 

seek to carry out some sort of local plan process as part of determining the 
appeal, so as to arrive at a constrained housing requirement figure, as it is an 
elaborate process involving many parties who are not present at or involved in 

the Section 78 appeal1. 

44. Finally, Government guidance2 indicates that the new methodology for 

assessing the housing needs is incomplete and so it would be premature to 

                                       
1 Court of Appeal Judgment in Hunston v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1610 
2 Housing and economic development needs assessments Guidance, updated 24 July 2018 
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make and rely upon such an assessment.  For these 4 reasons, I find that the 

housing requirement figure suggested by the Council at the Inquiry should not 
be used for calculating the 5 year housing land supply in this appeal.  

Therefore, in the absence of any realistic alternative figure, I have taken the 
requirement as being the CLCS led figure of 785 dpa.  The Council has 
indicated that, on this basis, it can demonstrate a 5.01 year supply of 

deliverable housing sites. 

45. In examining whether the Council’s housing supply is sufficient to meet the 

5 year requirement, I have considered the larger sites relied upon by the 
Council, having regard to the definition of ‘deliverable’ given on page 66 of the 
2018 Framework.  In this respect, no clear evidence has been provided that 

homes on the Vernon Carus Site would not be deliverable in the 5 year period, 
as it benefits from full planning permission, even though it has been allocated 

for many years and Bovis are seeking to dispose of the site.  I have been 
provided with limited evidence to support the trajectories allowed for by the 
Council or suggested by the appellant on the Moss Lane Test Track and 

Pickering’s Farm sites.  However, the Council did not dispute the appellant’s 
claim that the Construction Management Plan assumes a start date of July 

2018 which has not been met.  On this basis, I accept the appellant’s 
arguments that there would be a slippage to the delivery of housing on this site 
that would be sufficient to take the Council’s calculated supply of deliverable 

housing sites below 5 years. 

46. On the basis of the Council having failed to demonstrate that it has a 5 year 

supply of deliverable housing sites, paragraph 11(d) of the 2018 Framework is 
relevant to the determination of this appeal, in accordance with footnote 7.  In 
this respect the benefits of the proposal have not been contested by the 

Council.  These include the provision of much needed affordable housing, with 
a Registered Social Provider in place; and the provision of market housing that 

would contribute towards, and has been included in, the Council’s 5 year 
housing supply and would help the Council deliver part of its requirement 
towards the City Deal housing target.  In addition, the proposal would provide 

economic benefits during construction and as a result of additional local 
expenditure from the future residents; and social and environmental benefits 

as a result of the removal of a poultry farm that is adjacent to residential 
properties, the provision of noise mitigation measures that would also benefit 
existing local residents and improvements to Withy Grove Park that is used by 

the local community. 

47. The proposal would accord with CLCS Policy 17, as I have found that its design 

would take account of the character and appearance of the local area and the 
amenities of occupiers of the proposed development would not be adversely 

affected by neighbouring uses.  The site forms part of a wider site that has 
been allocated in the development plan for residential development and the 
evidence before me shows that the proposal would accord with the 

development plan as a whole.  In the above circumstances, I conclude that any 
adverse impacts would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 2018 Framework.   

Planning Conditions 

48. I have considered the conditions that have been agreed between the Council 

and appellant should the appeal be allowed, following discussions at the 
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Inquiry.  Given the need for the development to contribute to the 5 year 

housing supply, a condition providing that it must begin within a timescale 
shorter than the relevant default period3 is necessary to ensure that 

development is carried out expediently.  This is in accordance with 
paragraph 76 of the 2018 Framework, as there is no evidence that it would 
threaten the deliverability or viability of the development.  A condition referring 

to the plans4 is necessary to provide certainty. 

49. Conditions regarding materials5, the control of invasive species of plant6, the 

removal of the temporary sales area at an appropriate time7, and the 
protection of trees8 are necessary to ensure that there is no unacceptable harm 
to the character and appearance of the area.  A condition requiring adherence 

to a Construction Environmental Management Plan9 is necessary for reasons of 
safety and amenity.  Conditions to control the hours of working10 and piling 

activities11 during construction are necessary to protect the living conditions of 
local residents.  A condition to secure a Remediation Strategy12 to prevent 
pollution is in the interests of health and safety. 

50. Conditions to ensure the provision13 and maintenance14 of acoustic mitigation 
measures are necessary in the interests of health and residential amenity.  

Conditions to secure electric vehicle recharge points15 and energy efficiency 
and renewable energy measures16 are necessary for environmental and climate 
change reasons.  A condition requiring the implementation of a Travel Plan17 is 

necessary to encourage the use of sustainable means of transport.  Conditions 
to secure sustainable drainage18 and the management of the drainage system19 

on the site are in the interests of preventing a risk from flooding and to ensure 
that the environment is protected from water pollution. 

51. A condition to control the treatment of the existing PRoW on the site20 is 

necessary for reasons of crime prevention and the protection of residential 
amenity.  A condition requiring the implementation of an approved Landscape 

and Ecological Management Plan21 is in the interests of biodiversity and nature 
conservation.  A condition requiring the implementation of a scheme to control 
vehicular access to the emergency access22 is for highway safety reasons.  

Conditions regarding bats and reptiles23 and nesting birds24 are to ensure the 
protection of the natural environment, including those species protected under 

the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.   

                                       
3 Condition 1 
4 Condition 2 
5 Condition 3 
6 Condition 9 
7 Condition 15 
8 Condition 20 
9 Condition 4 
10 Condition 5 
11 Condition 16 
12 Condition 6 
13 Condition 7 
14 Condition 8 
15 Condition 10 
16 Condition 25 
17 Condition 11 
18 Condition 12 
19 Conditions 13 and 14 
20 Condition 17 
21 Condition 18 
22 Condition 19 
23 Condition 21 
24 Condition 22 
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52. A condition regarding new landscaping25 is necessary in the interests of visual 

amenity.  A condition to secure a programme of archaeological work26 is in the 
interests of the history of the site.  Conditions to ensure the provision of on-site 

and off-site highway works27, safeguard the visibility splays28 and secure the 
future maintenance of the streets on the site29 are necessary for reasons of 
highway safety and convenience. 

53. The Council has not provided sufficient substantive evidence to demonstrate 
that a condition to secure vehicular access to the remainder of ‘Site S’ lying to 

the west of the appeal site is reasonable or necessary, given that that adjacent 
site would have its own separate access and it does not benefit from planning 
permission.  

54. I have amended the suggested conditions and combined some of them where I 
consider it to be an improvement.  I am satisfied that all the conditions that I 

have included are reasonable and necessary and reflect the advice in the 
national Planning Practice Guidance. 

Overall Conclusion 

55. For the reasons given above and having regard to all relevant matters raised, I 
conclude that the appeal should succeed. 

M J Whitehead  

INSPECTOR 
  

                                       
25 Condition 23 
26 Condition 24 
27 Conditions 26 and 27 
28 Condition 28 
29 Condition 29 
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1.28  Updated Air Quality note – Letter from Emily Pears-Ryding of 
Redmore Environmental to Alex Wigfield of Bellway dated 7 
February 2018 (Ref 1315)  

1.29  Transport Assessment prepared by Croft Transport Solutions 
(September 2017)  

1.30  Response to LCC Comments – November 2017 prepared by Croft 
Transport Solutions (Ref 1401)  

1.31  Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy Statement prepared 
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by Avie Consulting (Ref P2427 Rev 03)  

1.32  Environmental Noise Study prepared by Red Acoustics (Ref R1336-
REP01-PB Rev E)  

1.33  Technical Note – Additional Monitoring Results prepared by Red 
Acoustics (Ref R1336-T01A-PB)  

1.34  Site Investigation Report prepared by Coopers (Ref 6482si, 4 April 

2017) with covering letter dated 20 September 2017 (Ref 
6482BEL170920L)  

1.35  Updated Ground Investigation note – Letter from B W Hill of 
Coopers to Bellway Homes dated 6 February 2018 (Ref 
6482BEL180206L)  

1.36  Energy Report prepared by JSP Sustainability (February 2018)  
1.37  Arboricultural Impact Assessment prepared by Ascerta (February 

2018)  
1.38  Crime Impact Statement prepared by A P Martin (v1.0, September 

2017)  

1.39  Archaeological Desk Based Assessment prepared by L-P: 
Archaeology (Ref LP2206C-DBA-v1.5)  

1.40  Utilities Statement prepared by Bellway (September 2017)  
1.41  Employment and Skills Statement prepared by Bellway (October 

2017), including Economic Benefits Infographic prepared by Turley 

Economics  
1.42  Construction and Environmental Management Plan prepared by 

Bellway  
1.43  Community Infrastructure Levy – Planning Application Additional 

Information Requirement form (dated 8 February 2018)  

1.44  Officer’s report to Planning Committee meeting on 7 March 2018, 
including late updates  

1.45  Decision notice (7 March 2018)  
 
2. Development Plan 

2.1  Central Lancashire Core Strategy (adopted July 2012)  
2.2  South Ribble Local Plan (2012-2026) (adopted July 2015)  

 
3. Supplementary Planning Documents 
3.1  Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD1) (October 2012)  
3.2  Central Lancashire Design Guide Housing Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD5) (October 2012)  
3.3  Central Lancashire Open Space and Playing Pitch Housing 

Supplementary Planning Document (August 2013)  
3.4  Central Lancashire Biodiversity and Nature Conservation Housing 

Supplementary Planning Document (July 2015)  

 
4. National Legislation, Policy Documents & Guidance 

4.1  National Planning Policy Framework (DCLG, March 2012)  
4.2  Relevant paragraphs of National Planning Practice Guidance (DCLG, 

March 2014 and as amended)  

4.3  Housing White Paper – ‘Fixing Our Broken Housing Market’ (DCLG, 
February 2017)  

4.4  Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation 
proposals (DCLG, September 2017)  

4.5  Government response to the Housing White Paper consultation: 
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Fixing our broken housing market (MHCLG, March 2018)  

4.6  Government response to the Planning for the right homes in the 
right places consultation (MHCLG, March 2018)  

4.7  Consultation Draft Revised National Planning Policy Framework 
(MHCLG, March 2018)  

4.8  Relevant extracts of Consultation Draft Revised National Planning 
Practice Guidance (MHCLG, March 2018)  

4.9  Housing Delivery Test: draft measurement rule book (MHCLG, 

March 2018)  
4.10  Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) (Defra, March 2010)  

4.11  British Standard (BS) 8233:2014 ‘Guidance on sound insulation and 
noise reduction for buildings’  

4.12  ProPG: Planning & Noise - Professional Practice Guidance on 
Planning & Noise: New Residential Development (ANC, IOA & CIEH, 
May 2017)  

4.13  Guidelines for Community Noise (World Health Organisation, 1999)  
4.14  Relevant extracts of Health Effect Based Noise Assessment 

Methods: A Review and Feasibility Study (National Physical 
Laboratory (NPL), September 1998) [NPL Report CMAM16]  

4.15  Urban Design Compendium (Homes and Communities Agency, 

August 2000)  
4.16  Urban Design Compendium 2 – Second Edition (Homes and 

Communities Agency)  
4.17  Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot (Chartered Institution 

of Highways and Transportation, May 2000)  

4.18  Urban Design Lessons: Housing Layout & Neighbourhood Quality 
(Homes and Communities Agency, January 2014)  

4.19  Tenure Integration in Housing Developments: A Literature Review 
(NHBC Foundation / Homes and Communities Agency, September 
2015)  

4.20  Green Infrastructure: An integrated approach to land use 
(Landscape Institute, March 2013)  

4.21  National Planning Policy Framework (MHCLG, July 2018)  
 
5. Local Plan Evidence Base, Monitoring & Related Documents 

5.1  Sustainability Appraisal of the Local Plan  
5.2  Report to South Ribble Borough Council on the Examination into the 

Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 
Development Plan Document (Planning Inspectorate, 9 June 2015)  

5.3  Housing Land Position incorporating update to Strategic Housing 

Land Availability Assessment: As at 31 March 2017  
5.3a  Housing Land Position incorporating update to Strategic Housing 

Land Availability Assessment: As at 31 March 2018  
5.4  South Ribble Local Plan Monitoring Report Covering the period April 

2016–March 2017  

5.5  Central Lancashire Core Strategy Monitoring Report Covering the 
period April 2016–March 2017  

5.6  Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (GL 
Hearn, September 2017)  

5.7  City Deal Business & Delivery Plan – Six Monthly Monitoring Report 
2017/18  

5.8  Planning Guidance Note 1: Noise and Vibration (SRBC 

Environmental Health Department, April 2016)  
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5.9  City Deal Business & Delivery Plan 2017-20 (June 2017)  

5.10  Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market – Joint Memorandum 
of Understanding and Statement of Co-operation relating to the 

Provision of Housing Land (Chorley Council, South Ribble Borough 
Council and Preston City Council, September 2017)  

5.11  Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal (2013)  

 
6. Statements of Common Ground 

6.1  Statement of Common Ground between the Appellant and South 

Ribble Borough Council (19 June 2018)  
6.2  Highways Statement of Common Ground between the Appellant 

and Lancashire County Council (June 2018)  
6.3  Highways Statement of Common Ground between Bellway Homes 

Limited (Manchester Division), Persimmon Homes and Lancashire 

County Council (June 2018)  
 

7. Additional Document 
7.1  Air Quality Technical Note, Redmore Environmental, 11 July 2018  
 

8. Documents Submitted at the Inquiry 
8.1 Letter, dated 31 July 2018, from Turley, submitted by the appellant 

on 14 August 
8.2 Draft Unilateral Planning Obligation regarding link between the 

appeal site and the adjoining development site, submitted by the 

appellant on 14 August 
8.3 Opening submissions on behalf of the local planning authority, 

submitted by the Council on 14 August 
8.4 Opening statement on behalf of the Rule 6 Party, Persimmon 

Homes (Lancashire) Ltd, submitted by the Rule 6 Party on 

14 August 
8.5 Statement read at the Inquiry by Matthew Jones, submitted by 

Matthew Jones on 14 August 
8.6 Statement read at the Inquiry by Jackie Copley on behalf of CPRE, 

submitted by Jackie Copley on 14 August 

8.7 Statement read at the Inquiry by Elliott Stiling, submitted by Elliott 
Stiling on 14 August 

8.8 Statement read by Peter Carter at the Inquiry, submitted by Peter 
Carter on 14 August 

8.9 CIL Compliance Statement, submitted by the Council on 16 August 

8.10 Lancashire County Council Highways Statement of Justification for 
the Planning Obligation relating to the provision of bus service 

funding, submitted by the Council on 16 August 
8.11 E-mails regarding bus service funding, submitted by the Council on 

16 August 

8.12 Copy of e-mail notifying Network Rail of the Inquiry, submitted by 
the Council on 16 August 

8.13 Copy of Guidance: Government Housing and Economic 
Development Needs Assessments, updated 24 July 2018, submitted 

by the appellant on 16 August 
8.14 Planning Layout Plan Ref TGDP/BRBB/PL2 for application to develop 

the adjoining site to the appeal site, submitted by the Council on 

16 August 
8.15 Site Visit plan 
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8.16 Statement of Martin Topping, submitted by Martin Topping on 

16 August 
8.17 Executed S106 Agreement, dated 16 August 2018, submitted by 

the Council on 16 August 
8.18 Executed S106 Unilateral Planning Obligation, submitted by the 

Council on 16 August 

8.19 Closing submissions on behalf of the Council, submitted by the 
Council on 17 August 

8.20 Appellant’s closing notes, submitted by the appellant on 17 August 
8.21 Council’s response to appellant’s application for a partial award of 

costs, submitted by the Council on 17 August 
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SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 2 years from the 
date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 
following approved plans: Site Location Plan SL01 Rev A; Proposed Site 
Layout PL01 Rev AF; Housetype plans 2C0075 Conrad, (No Ref) Fairhaven; 

40A115 Oakwood, 3WE103 Weston, 3JA098 Japonica, 4AD108 Addingham, 
3ST100 Stirling, 3CE080 Cherry, 2ST062 Studley, 3CH073 Chatsworth, 

3RO077 Rochester, and (No Ref) Single Detached Garage; Elevational 
Treatments ET01 Rev B; Hard Surfacing HS01 Rev A; Boundary Treatments 
BT01 Rev B; Refuse Plan RP01 Rev A; Streetscenes and Sections SS01 Rev B; 

2.5m Closed Boarded Fence (Acoustic) BH/MAN/SD/FD014 Rev C; Landscape 
Specification LDS421(E)-LS; Planting Plan 1 of 3 LDS421-01E; Planting Plan 2 

of 3 LDS421-02E; Planting Plan 3 of 3 LDS421-03E; and Site Access and 
Emergency Access Visibility Plan Croft Transport Solutions 1401-F01 Rev F.  

3) No development above finished floor level of the dwellings hereby permitted 

shall commence until details/samples of the materials to be used in the 
construction of the external surfaces of the dwellings hereby permitted have 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details/samples. 

4) No phase of development shall commence unless there has been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the local planning authority a Construction 

Environmental Management Plan for that phase which shall specify the 
provision to be made for the following matters: 

(a) Overall strategy for managing environmental impact and waste which 

arise during demolition and construction; 

(b) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction, 

including wheel washing facilities and mechanical sweeping of the 
adjacent roads; 

(c) control of noise emanating from the site during the construction period; 

(d) designation, layout and design of construction access and egress points; 

(e) directional signage (on and off site); 

(f) provision for all site operatives, visitors and construction vehicles loading 
and unloading plant and materials; 

(g) provision for all site operatives, visitors and construction vehicles for 

parking and turning within the site during the construction period; 

(h) routing agreement for construction traffic; and 

(i) waste audit and scheme for waste minimisation and recycling/disposing of 
waste resulting from demolition and construction works. 

The construction of the development shall be carried out only in accordance 
with the approved Construction Environmental Management Plan relevant to 
that phase. 

5) During the site preparation and construction of the development, no 
machinery, plant or powered tools shall be operated, no process carried out 
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and no deliveries taken at or dispatched from the site outside the following 

times: 

0800 hours to 1800 hours on Mondays to Fridays; and 

0830 hours to 1300 hours on Saturdays. 

No activities shall take place on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays. 

6) The development hereby permitted shall not commence until a Remediation 

Strategy for the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority.  The Remediation Strategy shall be in accordance 

with the submitted Site Investigation Report (Ref 6482si, dated 4 April 2017) 
prepared by Coopers.  If, during the course of development, any 
contamination is found which has not been previously identified, work shall be 

suspended and additional measures for its remediation shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The Remediation 

Strategy shall incorporate the approved additional measures.  All remedial 
works shall be implemented in accordance with the approved Remediation 
Strategy.  On completion of the development/remedial works a written 

confirmation in the form of a verification report shall be submitted to the local 
planning authority to confirm that all works have been completed in 

accordance with the approved Remediation Strategy.  The development 
hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the verification report has been 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. 

7) Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, the 
mitigation measures identified in the Environmental Noise Study (Ref. R1336-

REP01-PB Revision E, dated 7 February 2018) prepared by Red Acoustics shall 
be installed and retained thereafter.  The mitigation measures identified for 
each dwelling shall be erected prior to occupation of that dwelling. 

8) Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, a 
maintenance plan detailing how acoustic mitigation measures not linked to 

individual plots will be maintained for the duration of the development shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 
acoustic mitigation measures shall thereafter be maintained in accordance 

with the approved maintenance plan. 

9) The development hereby permitted shall not commence until a detailed 

method statement for the removal or long-term management/eradication of 
the invasive species Himalayan balsam, as identified under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 

local planning authority.  The method statement shall include measures to 
prevent the spread of invasive plants during any operations such as mowing, 

strimming or soil movement; and measures to ensure that any soils brought 
to the site are free of the seeds, roots and/or stems of any invasive plant 

covered under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  Development shall 
proceed in accordance with the approved method statement. 

10) Prior to first occupation of each dwelling within the development hereby 

permitted an Electric Vehicle Recharge point shall be provided to serve that 
dwelling.  This shall consist of, as a minimum, a 13 amp electrical socket 

located externally or in the garage in such a position that a 3 metre cable will 
reach the designated car parking space(s).  A switch shall be provided 
internally to allow the power to be turned off by the resident(s) which if 

located externally shall be fitted with a weatherproof cover. 
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11) Prior to the first occupation of any of the development hereby permitted, a full 

Travel Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  Where the local planning authority agrees a timetable for 

implementation of the full Travel Plan, the elements shall be implemented in 
accordance with the approved timetable unless otherwise agreed in writing 
with the local planning authority. 

12) No development (with the exception of demolition, site preparation and 
remediation works) shall commence until details of the design, based on 

sustainable drainage principles, and implementation of an appropriate surface 
water sustainable drainage scheme have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. 

Those details shall include, as a minimum: 

(a) Information about the lifetime of the development, design storm period 

and intensity (1 in 1, 1 in 2, 1 in 30 & 1 in 100 year + allowance for 
climate change in accordance with the Environment Agency advice ‘Flood 
risk assessments: climate change allowances'), discharge rates and 

volumes (both pre and post development), temporary storage facilities, 
the methods employed to delay and control surface water discharged from 

the site, and the measures taken to prevent flooding and pollution of the 
receiving groundwater and/or surface waters, including watercourses, and 
details of floor levels in AOD; 

(b) the implementation of Avie Consulting Ltd Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge 
Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy Statement  No P2427 

revision 03 dated September 2017 with a variable discharge rate between 
36.7 l/s and 54.7 l/s achieved by the use of a single vortex flow control 
outfall; 

(c) flood water exceedance routes; 

(d) a timetable for implementation, including phasing as applicable; 

(e) evidence of an assessment of the site conditions to include site 
investigation and test results to confirm infiltrations rates; and 

(f) details of water quality controls, where applicable. 

The scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details 
prior to the first occupation of any of the permitted dwellings, or completion of 

the development, whichever is the sooner.  Thereafter the drainage system 
shall be retained, managed and maintained in accordance with the approved 
details. 

13) Prior to the first occupation of any of the development hereby permitted, a 
sustainable drainage management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of 

the development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  The sustainable drainage management and maintenance 

plan shall include, as a minimum: 

(a) Arrangements for adoption by an appropriate public body or statutory 
undertaker, or, management and maintenance by a Management 

Company; and 

(b) arrangements for inspection and ongoing maintenance of all elements of 

the sustainable drainage system to secure the operation of the surface 
water drainage scheme throughout its lifetime. 
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The development shall subsequently be completed, maintained and managed 

in accordance with the approved plan. 

14) Prior to first occupation of each dwelling within the development hereby 

permitted, the sustainable drainage scheme serving that dwelling shall be 
completed in accordance with details that shall have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The sustainable drainage 

scheme shall be managed and maintained thereafter in accordance with the 
sustainable drainage management and maintenance plan approved under 

Condition 13. 

15) The temporary sales area, access and parking arrangements hereby permitted 
and shown on Drawing No. 15-081 SA01 Rev E shall be removed from the site 

within 5 years of the date of the show house first being brought into use and 
the land forming the temporary access completed as shown on drawing Ref 

15-081 PL01 Rev AF within 3 months of its removal. 

16) Prior to the commencement of any works on site, details of all piling activities, 
including mitigation measures to be taken, shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority.  Piling activities shall be 
limited to between the hours of 0800 and 1800 on Mondays to Fridays and 

0830 and 1300 on Saturdays, with no activities permitted on Sundays and 
Bank Holidays. 

17) Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, a scheme 

detailing the treatment of the existing Public Right of Way through the site 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

The scheme shall include details of the proposed surfacing materials, 
boundary treatments and lighting.  The scheme shall be implemented in 
accordance with the approved details. 

18) No development (with the exception of demolition, site preparation and 
remediation works) shall commence until a Landscape and Ecological 

Management Plan (LEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the local planning authority.  The LEMP shall include details of the 
management regime for the woodland and wildflower grassland and commit 

to a minimum implementation covering a 5 year establishment period.  This 
shall include: 

• A management regime for the woodland and wildflower grassland; 

• a schedule for management of the on-site pond; 

• the installation of 10 bat roosting features on buildings/retained trees; and 

• an amphibian friendly road scheme to the highway serving plots 8 to 13 
and 20 to 23. 

The LEMP shall be implemented as approved. 

19) Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted, a scheme 

for controlling vehicular access to the site via the emergency access from 
Brindle Road shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  The emergency access shall thereafter be operated in 

accordance with the approved scheme. 

20) All trees shall be planted in accordance with BS 8545 2014 and prior to the 

commencement of the development hereby permitted protective fencing 
identified within the development (Drawing No P.828.17.03 Rev A) shall be 
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erected in accordance with BS5837 2012 and shall remain in-situ throughout 

the development.  An inspection programme of the protective fencing shall be 
established and recorded as part of the overall site monitoring.  Permission for 

access into the Root Protection Areas (RPAs) shall be agreed in writing with 
the local authority prior to entry.  No machinery, tools and equipment shall be 
stored within the RPA of any trees on site. 

21) Prior to the demolition of the existing buildings and the soft fell of any existing 
trees on the site, details of the Reasonable Avoidance Measures (RAMs) for 

bats and reptiles/common toad that will be adopted shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The approved RAMs shall 
be implemented during the demolition/soft fell phase of the development. 

22) No tree felling, vegetation clearance works, demolition work or other works 
that may affect nesting birds shall take place during the nesting season, 

normally between March and August, unless the absence of nesting birds has 
been confirmed by further surveys or inspections and written approval has 
been given by the local planning authority. 

23) The approved landscaping scheme (Drawing No LDS421-01E, LDS421-02E, 
LDS421-03E and Landscape Specification LDS421(E)-LS) shall be 

implemented in the first planting season following completion of the 
development and shall be maintained thereafter for a period of not less than 5 
years, in compliance with BS 5837 2012 - Trees in Relation to Design, 

Demolition and Construction - Recommendations.  The maintenance shall 
include the watering, weeding, mulching and adjustment and removal of 

stakes and support systems, and the replacement of any tree or shrub which 
is removed, becomes seriously damaged, seriously diseased or dies by the 
same species of a similar size to that originally planted. 

24) No development shall commence until the implementation of a phased 
programme of archaeological work has been secured.  This shall be carried 

out in accordance with a written scheme of investigation, which shall first 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. 

25) The energy efficiency and renewable energy measures detailed in the 
submitted Energy Report (Dated February 2018) prepared by JSP 

Sustainability Ltd shall be installed in each dwelling prior to the first 
occupation of that dwelling. 

26) No part of the development hereby permitted (with the exception of 

demolition, site preparation and remediation works) shall commence until a 
scheme for the construction of all site access, emergency access and the off-

site works of highway improvement has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority.  

The highway works shall be constructed in accordance with the approved 
scheme prior to the first occupation of any part of the development hereby 
permitted. 

The highway improvement works shall include: 

(a) New Site Access from Brindle Road – the provision of a new residential 

estate road access junction point from Brindle Road, together with an 
emergency access point (as shown on plan Ref 1401-F01 Rev F). 
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(b) Bus stop improvements – the improvement of the existing east and west 

bound bus stops closest to the site entrance to Quality Bus Standard. 

(c) Enhanced Heavy Goods Vehicle Weight Restrictions – the erection of 2 

new advanced weight restriction signs at the junction of Kellet Lane and 
Tramway Lane. 

(d) Pedestrian crossings – the provision of an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing 

on Brindle Road. 

27) No part of the development hereby permitted (with the exception of 

demolition, site preparation and remediation works) shall commence until the 
approved access from Brindle Road (shown on plan Ref 1401-F01 Rev F) has 
been constructed in accordance with the Lancashire County Council 

Specification for Construction of Estate Roads to at least base course level. 

28) No hedges, trees or shrubs planted within the visibility splays for the 

development hereby permitted shall have a height of over 1 metre above the 
adjacent carriageway level at any time. 

29) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until details of the 

arrangements for future management and maintenance of the streets within 
the development have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  The streets shall thereafter be maintained in accordance 
with the approved management and maintenance details until such time as an 
agreement has been entered into under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980 

or a private management and maintenance company established. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE                                                         Claim No.CO/ 
 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION  
 
ADMINISTRATIVE COURT SITTING IN MANCHESTER  
 
THE PLANNING COURT  
 
BETWEEN:  
 

GERALD GORNALL  
Claimant  

and  
 

PRESTON CITY COUNCIL  
Defendant  

 
and 

SENTANTII HOLDINGS LIMITED, COMMUNITY GATEWAY ASSOCIATION 

LIMITED, MR TIM FORREST AND MR JOHN HOLDEN, WAINHOMES (NORTH 

WEST) LTD, MR MICHAEL WELLS, SEDDON HOMES LIMITED, STORY 

HOMES LIMITED. 

Interested Parties 

 
...................................................................................................................................................... 

 
CLAIMANT’S SUMMARY STATEMENT OF FACTS AND GROUNDS  

 
...................................................................................................................................................... 
Essential reading  
  

• These Grounds  

• The AOS  

• The JMOU [ Joint Memorandum of Understanding adopted as a result of the Decision 

challenged ]   

• The DDR [ Director of Development’s report to Leader ] 

                Further necessary reading: The Core Bundle.  

     Reading time : 3 - 4  hours.   

 
The Parties 
 

1. The Claimant seeks permission to bring this claim in his capacity of owner of land at 

Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Preston, PR3 2BJ ( “the site” ). The Claimant, together with 
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Community Gateway Association1 was and is an applicant for outline planning 

permission for up to 140 dwellings on the site with all matters reserved except for access 

( reference 06/2018/0884) ( hereinafter referred to as “ the planning application’ ).  

 

2. The Defendant is the Local Planning Authority for the area in which the planning 

application was made and made the decision which is the subject matter of this claim. 

This decision is dated 17th April 2020 which has been recorded within the Minute under 

the heading “ Leader Taking Executive Decisions during the Covid-19 Outbreak “ 

which has a further sub-heading “LE1. Central Lancashire Local Plan Memorandum of 

Understanding and Statement of Co-operation: Relating to the Provision and 

Distribution of Housing Land”( see Core Bundle tab 6, pages 174-177 ).   

 

3. The Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-operation ( referred to as “ 

JMOU”) was appended to the Minute ( Core Bundle tab 8, pages 188-197 ). The 

decision is referred to as a “key decision”2 and the Decision taken is recorded in the 

Defendant’s minute as follows:-  

 

“ That the Leader of the Council:  

 

(a) Approved the Memorandum of Understand and Statement of Co-operation between 

the Central Lancashire authorities as set out in Appendix A of the report, to take 

effect immediately; and  

 

(b) noted the Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-operation will be 

implemented for Development Management purposes in the determination of 

planning applications henceforth.”  

[“the Decision”]  
 

 

                                                      
1 Whilst not formally joined the Community Gateway Association fully support the Claim.  
2 Emphasis added  
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4. The planning application was refused by the Defendant on 6th March 2020 and the 

decision notice is provided in the Bundle tab 36, pages 483-486. The Planning Officer’s 

report (“POR 2”) upon which that March decision was taken is provided in the Bundle 

tab 35, pages 459-482. It should be noted that a critical element of the March decision 

was a finding that, with a five year supply of housing land, the policies of the 

development plan need not be considered out of date and that in the view of the officer 

that the tilted balance under NPPF para 11d ( Core Bundle tab 17, page 339 and Bundle 

tab 41, page 726 ) no longer applied ( POR 2 §3 ). 

   

5. This reverses the previous recommendation on the planning application made in the 

first Planning Officer’s report (“POR 1”) presented to the Planning Committee of the 

Defendant on the 10th January 2019 ( Bundle tab 34, pages 436-458 ) which found the 

absence of a five year land supply applied the titled balance in §3.8 and found that in 

accordance with §11 of the NPPF ( Core Bundle tab 17, page 339 and Bundle tab 41, 

page 726 ) the relevant policies should be considered out of date. The planning 

application was then recommended for approval.  

 

6. After POR 1 and prior to POR 2 the Secretary of State for Housing Communities and 

Local Government ( referred as “the Secretary of State” ) issued a holding direction 

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

Procedure) (England) Order 2015 directing the Defendant not to grant permission on 

the planning application pending consideration of call in ( Bundle tab 38, page 521 ).  

 

7. The decision on the planning application will be appealed by the Claimant under section 

78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and the status of the JMOU will be 

directly in issue within that appeal. Moreover, the March decision in respect of the 

11



 

 4 

planning application was one of a number of planning applications which had been 

recommended for approval within the local planning authority area which were 

subsequently similarly refused by the Defendant. A schedule of those decisions is 

provided in the Bundle tab 37, pages 487-520 together with the relevant Decision 

Notices for those decisions. The Applicants for permission subject to those decision 

notices have an interest in this claim and are joined as interested parties 1 to 7.  

The factual background to the claim   
 
 

8. A more detailed chronology of relevant dates and matters related to the proceedings 

and grounds has been provided as separate document to these Summary Grounds ( see 

Core Bundle tab 3, pages 39-43 ) for the purposes of the Summary Grounds this can be 

abridged. 

  

9. The individual Central Lancashire local authorities ( referred to as “CLA” ) comprise 

Chorley Council, South Ribble Borough Council and the Defendant.  

 

10. In July 2012 each of the three Council’s individually adopted the Central Lancashire 

Adopted Core Strategy ( referred to as the “CLACS). The CLACS “sets out the Central 

Lancashire authorities’ spatial planning proposals for the combined area of Preston, 

South Ribble and Chorley” (CLACS p/9) ( Core Bundle tab 16, pages 330-338 ) and 

established the overall housing requirement for that area and how that requirement was 

apportioned between the individual authorities. Subsequently the individual authorities 

adopted the individual local plans under that strategic framework in 2015 by making 

specific land use allocations and promulgating other development management policies 

for each local planning authority area.  
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11. Prior to adoption these policies had met all of the relevant legal tests of soundness had 

been subject to strategic environmental assessment and had been subject to the scrutiny 

of an examination by an independent inspector. In other words as required by law the 

policies of the development plan met the relevant legal requirements of a development 

plan document.  

 

12. CLACS Policy 4 “Housing Delivery” provides and manages the delivery of new 

housing by setting and applying minimum requirements as follows with percentages 

added ( Core Bundle tab 16, page 338 / [CLACS p71] ):-  

 

• Preston Council 507 dwellings per annum (37%);  

• South Ribble Council 417 dwellings per annum (31%); and  

• Chorley Council 417 dwellings per annum (31%).  

 

13. Policy 4 sets a minimum requirement and apportions that requirement between the three 

local planning authority areas. In both respects upon adoption this policy was 

implemented and used for development management purposes by the Defendant.  

 

14. In respect of the local planning authority area of the Defendant the development plan 

comprises the CLACS, the Preston Local Plan 2012-26 ( Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies (DPD) [ 2015 ] and the City Centre Area Action 

Plan [ adopted 2016 ].  

 

15.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) has gone through 3 essential 

iterations (27 3 2012, 24 7 2018 and the current NPPF 19 2 2019 [ referred to as NPPF 
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]. NPPF §73 as worded from February 2019 ( Core Bundle tab 17 page 341 and Bundle 

tab 41, page 740 ) states that :-  

“ Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific 

deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing 

against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies3, or against their 

local housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years old[fn37].” 

 

16. Footnote 37 to NPF §73 provides:-  

 Unless these strategic policies have been reviewed and found not to require updating. 

Where local housing need is used as the basis for assessing whether a five year supply 

of specific deliverable sites exists, it should be calculated using the standard method set 

out in national planning guidance   

       

17. NPPG as updated on 22nd July 2019 makes clear that a 5 year supply of deliverable sites 

is against a housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies or using the 

standard method ( NPPG ID 68-002 ) ( Core Bundle tab 18, page 347 ) and that where 

strategic policies are more than 5 years old, or have been reviewed and found in need 

of updating, local housing need calculated using the standard method should be used in 

place of the housing requirement (NPPG ID 68-003) ( Core Bundle tab 18, page 347 ). 

   
 

18. The “tilted balance” is a well understood phrase applicable to the NPPF. As relevant in 

the NPPF reference is made to NPPF§11(d) ( Core Bundle tab 17 page 339 and Bundle 

tab 41, page 726 ) as follows:-  

“ 11 Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. 

…….. 

For decision-taking this means:  

 

d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most 

important for determining the application are out-of-date[fn7] granting permission 

unless:  

                                                      
3 Footnote 36 can be agreed to irrelevant.  
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i. the application  of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed 

[fn6] ; or  

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 

the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole  

 

19. Footnote 7 provides:-  

“This includes, for applications involving the provision of housing, situations where 

the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable 

housing sites (with the appropriate buffer, as set out in paragraph 73); or where the 

Housing Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of housing was substantially below 

(less than 75% of) the housing requirement over the previous three years. Transitional 

arrangements for the Housing Delivery Test are set out in Annex 1. “ 

   

20. Two appeal decisions arrived at by Inspectors appointed by the Secretary of State 

within the local planning authority of South Ribble Borough Council bear upon the 

issue of the housing requirement and distribution in the CLA area:-  

 

20.1 APP/F2360/W/18/3198822 concerning land off Brindle Road, Bamber Bridge, 

Preston, BR5 8YP ( “Brindle Road AD” ) a decision dated 31st August 2018 in which 

the Inspector provided reasons at §40-47 for finding that the titled balance applied - 

albeit against the NPPF 2018 ( Core Bundle comprising all of AD at tab 20 )  which did 

not contain the same advice in respect of NPPF §73 identified above. At §43 the 

Inspector states “ It is not for an Inspector on a Section 78 appeal to seek to carry out 

some sort of local plan process as part of determining the appeal, so as to arrive at a 

constrained housing requirement figure, as it is an elaborate process involving many 

parties who are not present at or involved in the Section 78 appeal “[fn1 ]  

 

FN 1 Court of Appeal judgment in Hunston v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ. 1610 ( extract 

Core Bundle tab 31, pages 424-425 and full authority Bundle tab 46, pages 933-943 );  

  

and  
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20.2  APP/F2360/W/19/3234070 concerning land to the South of Chain House Lane, 

Whitesnake, Preston ( “Chain House Lane AD” ) ( Core Bundle tab 19, pages 350-368 

) a decision dated 13th December 2019 in which a different Inspector found the CLACS 

Policy figure for South Ribble “out-of-date” on several counts ( §37) – that the standard 

method of calculating local housing need should be used for the purposes of the appeal 

( §39), that the reasoning and approach of the Defendant to use of the CLACS Policy 4 

requirements was specific to the Defendant (and Chorley) Councils and does not 

necessarily directly apply to the South Ribble situation ( §25), considers the emergence 

of the JMOU in stead of the previous 2017 MOU including the use of the standard 

method as to be redistributed by the CLA authorities ( §28-39)  but having found the 

policy out-of-date ( including in §37 ) also finds that the titled balance does not apply ( 

§49) having used the higher “redistributed local housing need (2019 MOU)” as the top 

end of a range (§47), having earlier stated “ I do not attempt to establish what the final 

yearly requirement figure for South Ribble should be ( 216 or 334 or some other 

figure)…” ( §39)  

[emphasis added]  

 

21. The Chain House Lane AD has been challenged under section 288 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 and whilst the Secretary of State has submitted to the 

quashing of that Decision ( see Core Bundle tab 13, pages 306-307 for the Order of Mr 

Justice Kerr ) South Ribble Borough Council presently maintain a defence to that 

challenge. 
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22.  The three CLA authorities had entered into a previous Joint Memorandum of 

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

Land ( referred to as “previous 2017 MOU”) ( Core Bundle tab 9, pages 198-205 )  on 

3rd October 2017 in which subject to review (§7) – at §5.10 the following is recorded:-  

“ The Councils agree for the following reasons both (a) that 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 (b) that the current Joint 

Core Strategy requirement figures – which exceed 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.”  

 

23. Notwithstanding the process leading to the previous JMU the outcome was the 

continued application of CLACS policy 4 in terms of both the identical  housing 

requirement and the distribution of housing for each of the three local planning 

authority areas.  

 

24. In 2019 the CLA commissioned consultant’s Iceni to prepare a housing study ( Bundle 

tab 39, pages 522-615 and Core Bundle excerpts of study at tab 11, pages 242-272 ) in 

the context of early work in preparation of the Review of the Central Lancashire Local 

Plan ( §1.1 ) with one of the things to be done being to :-  

• “Advise on the scale of housing need and interim distribution of housing across 

Central Lancashire to inform a revised Memorandum of Understanding; “  
 

 

25. The final report dated October 2019 (referred to as “the October 19 Iceni report” )   

makes reference to following the guidance in PPG for Local Plans which cover more 

than one area within ID 2a-004 ( §2.13) in that it will be “for the relevant strategic 

policy-making authority to distribute the total housing requirement which is then 

arrived at across the plan area”.   
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26. The statement is not found in ID2a-004 but appears to be taken from ID 2a-013 ( Core 

Bundle tab 18, pages 343-346 ) which applies to the production of joint strategic 

policies for plans and making of relevant strategic policy-making.  The guidance in full 

states:-  

“How should local housing need be calculated where plans cover more than one 
area? 

Local housing need assessments may cover more than one area, in particular where 

strategic policies are being produced jointly, or where spatial development strategies 

are prepared by elected Mayors, or combined authorities with strategic policy-making 

powers. 

In such cases the housing need for the defined area should at least be the sum of the 

local housing need for each local planning authority within the area. It will be for the 

relevant strategic policy-making authority to distribute the total housing requirement 

which is then arrived at across the plan area. 

Where a spatial development strategy has been published, local planning authorities 

should use the local housing need figure in the spatial development strategy and should 

not seek to re-visit their local housing need figure when preparing new strategic or non-

strategic policies. 

Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 2a-013-20190220 “  

Revision date: 20 02 2019” 

 

27. The October 19 Iceni report sets out the local housing need figure under the standard 

methodology at pp 8-9 ( Core Bundle tab 11, pages 243-245 and Bundle tab 39, pages 

531-533 ) namely 1026 as apportioned pursuant to the standard methodology as 

follows:-  

• “Preston   241 

• South Ribble 206  

• Chorley 579 “ 
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28. The October 19 Iceni report in chapter 4 ( Core Bundle tab 11, pages 249-261 and 

Bundle tab 39, pages 537-549 ) considers a range of factors for applying or disapplying 

the standard methodology to the 1026 in terms of the distribution of that figure-all of 

those matters are plainly matters informing policy including the potential release of 

land from the Green Belt. The report properly acknowledges that there are a number of 

ways that the issue of distribution between the three authorities could be approached ( 

Core Bundle tab 11, page 259 and Bundle tab 39, page 547 ) [p23 of report §4.44]  prior 

to making a recommendation for distribution of 40% for Preston, 32.5 % for Chorley 

and 32.5% for South Ribble resulting in a redistribution at §4.50 ( Core Bundle tab 11, 

page 260 and Bundle tab 39, page 548 ) [ p25 of the report ] leading to the relevant 

recommendation at §4.52 to 4.53 :- 

 

“ 4.52   It is anticipated that an updated Memorandum of Understanding will be 

progressed and signed between the three authorities which draws on the conclusions set 

out on the distribution of identified development needs in line with the PPG[fn 8] These 

conclusions can also feed into a Statement of Common Ground to be maintained (and 

as appropriate updated) throughout the plan-making process.  

 

4.53 The housing distribution within the HMA may need to be reviewed in due course 

in bringing together a range of evidence through the plan-making process, including 

any changes to the housing need, evidence on land availability, infrastructure and the 

findings of options testing through Sustainability Appraisal; as well as taking into 

account of consultation on the emerging plan.”  

 

At §10.6 of the October 19 Iceni report it is stated that the resulting updated JMU is 

“intended to provide an interim basis for agreeing how the HMA’s housing needs might 

be distributed” ( Core Bundle tab 11, page 263 and Bundle tab 39, page 607 ) 

 

29. Planning Practice Guidance for Plan- Making no longer refers to entering Memoranda 

of Understanding with other local authorities but now refers to entering a Statement of 

Common Ground subject to providing the scope of information indicated in the 

guidance at ID 61-010 to 012 ( Core Bundle tab 18, pages 347-349 )  including: -  
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“a. the capacity within the strategic policy-making authority area(s) covered by the 

statement to meet their own identified needs; 

b. the extent of any unmet need within the strategic policy-making authority area(s); 

and 

c. agreements (or disagreements) between strategic policy-making authorities about the 

extent to which these unmet needs are capable of being redistributed within the wider 

area covered by the statement. 

 

30.  Following initially consulting on the JMOU for a period of 14 days a further period of 

consultation was conducted, including over Christmas and New Year 2020. Following 

the consultation period a further Final report from Iceni dated March 2020 ( referred to 

as “the March 20 Iceni report “ ) ( The March 20 Iceni report is provided in the Bundle 

at tab 40, pages 616-718 and the Core Bundle provides the relevant extracts at tab 12, 

pages 273-305 ) was produced. This was annexed to the report of the Director of 

Development in relation to the Decision now challenged. The March 20 Iceni report 

now draws a distinction between the requirement for the making of the plan and that 

used for the calculation of five year land supply in advance of adoption ( §2.18 pp4-5 

Core Bundle tab 12, pages 278-279 and Bundle tab 40, pages 623-624 ). Reference is 

made to the PPG at §2.19 [ see ID 2a-013] which applies to the making of a plan and 

policy. The March 20 Iceni report also draws support from the Chain House Lane AD 

( Core Bundle tab 12, page 279 and Bundle tab 40, page 624 §2.20 ). At §3.11 ( Core 

Bundle tab 12, page 283 and Bundle tab 40, page 629 ) the March Iceni report 

emphasises in bold that “National policy and guidance directs this figure of 1,026 dpa 

is the appropriate figure against which to calculate the five year land supply”. Having 

set out reasons why the CLA’s may need to consider a higher figure than this in section 

3 ( Core Bundle tab 12, pages 281-290 and Bundle tab 40, pages 627-636 )  the report 

20



 

 13 

concludes that this is a matter “for the new Local Plan to consider “ [ §3.40 ] ( Core 

Bundle tab 12, page 290 and Bundle tab 40, page 636 ).  

30.1 Within §4.2 it is made clear that the section dealing with distribution of housing 

need – rather than “providing a basis for producing and maintaining a Statement of 

Common Ground throughout the plan-making process regarding the distribution of 

development “ (October Iceni report §4.1 Core Bundle tab 11, page 249 and Bundle tab 

39, page 537 ) it now “provides a basis for producing and maintaining a Memorandum 

of understanding regarding the distribution of development on an interim basis” ( 

March 20 Iceni report §4.2 Core Bundle tab 12, page 291 and Bundle tab 40, page 637 

). Whilst there are some supplementary paragraphs in the March 20 report the critical 

findings and distributional assessment remains the same as in the October Iceni report. 

( §4.57-8) ( Core Bundle tab 12, pages 305 and Bundle tab 40, page 651 ).  

31.  Following the outbreak of Covid 19 a web site page has been placed on the Defendant’s 

web site under the heading “Councillors and meetings” and records a basis upon which 

the Leader of the Council will determine all Executive Decisions ( Core Bundle tab 15, 

pages 328-329 ).  

32.  Under the heading “Leader Taking Executive Decisions during the Covid-19 Outbreak 

-Friday, 17th April 2020 2.00 pm ( Core Bundle tab 15, pages 328-329) four attachments 

are provided 

 32.1 Attendance details ( Core Bundle tab 6, pages 174-177 );  

 32.2 Agenda frontsheet ( Core Bundle tab 6, pages 174-177  );  

 32.3 Agenda reports pack ( Core Bundle tabs 7-10, pages 178-241 ) and  
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 32.4 Printed draft minutes ( Core Bundle tab 6, pages 174-177 ).    

33. The Report of the Director of Development in relation to the meeting giving rise to the 

Decision of 17th April 2020 within the Agenda reports pack comprises the report 

(“DDR”) and 3 appendices – Appendix A which is the JMOU,  Appendix B which is 

the previous 2017 JMOU and Appendix C which is a Consultation Outcomes Report ( 

Core Bundle tabs 8-10, pages 188-241 ) .  

34.  The DDR ( Core Bundle tab 7, pages 178-187 )  makes clear;-  

 34.1 the concern of the CLA authorities that the accumulated backlog on housing 

supply has continued to be counted such that the Defendant has been unable to show a 

five year supply of housing land ( §3.7-9  ) ( Core Bundle tab 7, page 180 ); 

 34.2 the introduction of the standard methdology must be used ( §3.12 ditto);  

 34.3 regard should be had to the Chain House Lane AD notwithstanding it is under 

challenge ; (§3.15-317 )( Core Bundle tab 7, page 181 ) ;  

 34.4 the Inspector within the Chain House Lane AD suggested that the CLA ought to 

review the previous 2017 MOU by September 2020 ( §3.18) [ ditto ] ;  

 34.5 to regain control over development not in accordance with the development plan 

a three stage approach to a JMOU is supported by NPPF and PPG prior to adopting a 

new local plan the third of which is “distributing that across and between Local 

Authorities “ ( §3.18-19) [ ditto ] ;  

 34.6 A new CLA local plan was not likely to be in place before the end of 2023 ( §3.20) 

[ ditto ] ;  
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 34.7 a summary of consultations upon the JMOU is provided including the points made 

by the Claimant that such a policy tool would be an “unlawful promulgation of policy 

(which ought to be within a DPD ) through an unrecognised, non-statutory mechanism” 

not following PPG in relation to use of SCG as now required and not MOU, and 

unlawful departure from the standard method. In particular using a “policy on “ figure 

when the NPPF properly applied required use of a “policy off’ figure. ( §3.33 ) ( Core 

Bundle tab 7, pages 183-184 ) .  

 34.8 all three CLA were to use the figures and distribution to calculate the five year 

land supply with immediate effect ( §3.36 ) ( Core Bundle tab 7, page 185 ).  

 34.9 the approach is consistent with national planning policy and guidance and will 

protect each authority’s housing land supply position in future applications and appeals 

( §3.37 ) ( Core Bundle tab 7, page 185 ) .  

35.      Based on this the decision was taken by the Leader.  

36.       Also available on the Defendant’s web site is a copy of the Constitution of the Council 

( Extracts only provided  namely Articles 4 and 13, Core Bundle tab 14, pages 308-327 

) pursuant to Article 4 of which approving or adopting the policy framework is a 

function reserved to full council and accordingly is not an Executive function ( Core 

Bundle tab 14, pages 308-309 ). Moreover, under Article 13 a key decision ( which this 

is stated to be ) is also a matter for full council and not an Executive function. The 

Decision taken was not taken by the Full Council but by the Leader ( Core Bundle tab 

7, page 179 ) .      
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The Legal Principles  

37.    Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 ( “ the 2004 Act “) 

indicates that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance  

with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

 

Interpretation of policy  

38.       A classic statement of law relied upon is that of Mr Justice Lindblom ( as he then was 

) in the case of Bloor Homes East Midlands Ltd v SSCLG  [2014] EWHC 754 (Admin) 

at paragraph 19. ( Full case report Bundle tab 42, pages 795-846, Core Bundle extract 

§19 only tab 27, pages 405-407 ) . In this challenge reliance is particularly placed upon 

principle 4 which applies to both national policy and development plan policy in terms 

of objective interpretation of policy being a matter for the court in accordance with the 

language used and in its proper context. A failure to understand and apply relevant 

policy will constitute failure to have regard to a material consideration and amount to 

an error of law.    

39. In approaching guidance in the NPPG it is recognised that generally guidance needs to 

be approach with caution as described by Lieven J in the case of Solo Retail v Torridge 

DC [2019] EWHC 489 (Admin) at §90 ( Full case report Bundle tab 43, pages 847-

860, Core Bundle extract § 90 only tab 28, pages 408-411 ). However, unlike the 

position in Solo Retail the NPPG relevant to this challenge ( see paragraph 16 above ) 

is explicitly referred to in the footnote to the NPPF itself.  

Character of document which in reality is a DPD  
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40. There is a considerable body of case law which establishes that where a document 

contains policy which ought to be within a development plan document (“DPD”) then 

it is not lawful for it to be in an SPD or informal guidance. Subsidiary points of 

relevance can be easily agreed:- 

 40.1 to lawfully promulgate a supplementary planning document such a document must 

be supplemental to adopted policy but cannot effect a change to that policy;  

 40.2 the rationale for that is that to effect a change should be subject to the same 

procedural requirements including sustainability appraisal and independent 

examination as the adopted policy which it changes.  

 

41. As Wilkie J made clear in the case of R ( on the application of Wakil (t/a Orya Textiles 

) v London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham and Orion Shepherd’s Bush [2013] 

1 P& CR at 13 ( Full report in the Bundle tab 44, pages 861-903, Core Bundle extracts 

only tab 29, pages 412-419 to comprising §80-95 ) the character of a document is an 

application of fact to the legal requirements and such is a matter of law ( see §81 ) ( 

Core Bundle tab 29, page 412 ). Where so determined by the Court then the 

requirements for such a document including examination and SEA follow ( see §91) 

Core Bundle tab 29, page 416 ). In relation to the circumstances in Wakil a consideration 

was whether the document purported to set a framework for future development 

consents. ( see §93) ( Core Bundle tab 29, page 417) .  
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42. The rationale is to ensure that the provisions of the SEA Directive that reasonable 

alternatives to the plan being considered are properly identified and evaluated and not 

circumvented.  

 

43. In R ( on the application of Skipton Properties Ltd v Craven DC [2017] EWHC 534 

(Admin) (the Full report is in the Bundle at tab 45, pages 904-932 to and an extract 

comprising  §13 and 84-92 is in the Core Bundle tab 30, pages 420-423 ) the LPA 

purported to adopt a document entitled “Negotiating Affordable Housing Contributions 

August 2016” which changed the LPA’s approach to affordable housing commuted 

sums owing to significant changes to national planning policy ( §13 ) ( Core Bundle tab 

30, page 420 ). In drawing together the reasoning in the case Jay J stated at §92 ( Core 

Bundle tab 30, page 423 ) :-  

“92.  In my judgment, the correct analysis is that the NAHC 2016 contains statements 

in the nature of policies which pertain to the development and use of land which the 

Defendant wishes to encourage, pending its adoption of a new local plan which will 

include an affordable housing policy. The development and use of land is either 

“residential development including affordable housing” or “affordable housing”. It is 

an interim policy in the nature of a DPD. It should have been consulted on; an SEA 

should have been carried out; it should have been submitted to the Secretary of State 

for independent examination. “  

 

44.  Pursuant to regulation 6 of the Town and Country Planning Regulations 2012/767 ( the 

extract comprising regulations 5 & 6 are in the Core Bundle tab 24, page 396 ) :-  

“ Any document of the description referred to in regelation 5(1)(a)(i), (ii) or (iv) or 

5(2)(a) or (b) is a local plan.”   

 

45.        Pursuant to regulation 5 of those regulations:- 
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“5.— Local development documents 

(1)  For the purposes of section 17(7)(za)1 of the Act the documents which are to be 

prepared as local development documents are— 

(a)  any document prepared by a local planning authority individually or in 

cooperation with one or more other local planning authorities, which contains 

statements regarding one or more of the following— 

(i)  the development and use of land which the local planning authority wish to 

encourage during any specified period; 

(ii)  the allocation of sites for a particular type of development or use; and 

…. 

(iv)  development management and site allocation policies, which are intended to 

guide the determination of applications for planning permission; 

(2)  For the purposes of section 17(7)(za) of the Act the documents which, if prepared, 

are to be prepared as local development documents are— 

(a)  any document which— 

(i)  relates only to part of the area of the local planning authority; 

(ii)  identifies that area as an area of significant change or special conservation; and 

(iii)  contains the local planning authority's policies in relation to the area; and 

(b)  any other document which includes a site allocation policy. “ 

 

 

Policy Off  

46. The case of Hunston v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ. 1610 ( Full report in Bundle tab 46, 

pages 933-943, Core Bundle extract only § 25-26 tab31, pages 424-425 ) in the context 

of NPPF 2012 addressed the meaning of “full objectively assessed needs” within the 

phraseology “ to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs 

for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as consistent with 

the policies set out in this Framework” [ §25 per Keene LJ ] . Keene LJ states:-  

 “ That qualification contained in the last clause is not qualifying housing needs. It is 

qualifying the extent to which the Local Plan should go to meet those needs. The needs 

assessment, objectively arrived at, is not affected in advance of the production of the 

Local Plan, which will then set the requirement figure”.  
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47.  Keene LJ expressly disavows an approach whereby an inspector on a section 78 appeal 

to seek to carry out some sort of local plan process so as to arrive at a constrained 

housing figure. [ §26] as this could not be a rounded assessment similar to the local 

plan process.  

 

Not an Executive function but one for “Full Council’ 

48.  It is accepted that as a matter of law the effect of section 9D of the Local Government 

Act 2000 ( Extract only Core Bundle tab 25, pages 397-398 ) was to place decision 

making in the hands of the Executive or Cabinet, unless a specific provision made them 

decisions for the full Council. Whether this is so requires as assessment of the facts of 

the decision against the wording of the Council’s constitution. ( see Ousely J in Gordon 

Peters v London Borough of Haringey v Landlease Europe Holdings Ltd [2018] EWHC 

192 ( Admin) at §202-203)( the Full report is provided at Bundle tab 47, pages 944-

1,002, Core Bundle Extract only tab 32, page 426 ) .  

 

Summary Grounds  

Ground 1  

 In arriving at the decision to adopt the JMOU the Defendant has misinterpreted and 

misunderstood national planning policy in relation to the use of the “standard 

method” for the calculation of five year land supply of specific deliverable sites  
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pursuant to paragraph 73 of the NPPF together with footnote 37 and in reference to 

national planning guidance by:- 

(a) erroneously having regard to as a material consideration redistribution of the housing 

requirement within the individual local authority areas of Central Lancashire other than 

as provided for under the standard methodology;    

(b) failed to approach distribution on one of two permissible bases either as (i) an application 

of Policy 4 CLACS [ and §11d NPPF triggers the tilted balance ] or use of the standard 

methodology; 

 

49. There is no dispute that under CLACS Policy 4  the distribution is:-  

• Preston City Council 507 dwellings per annum (37%);  

• South Ribble Council 417 dwellings per annum (31%) and  

• Chorley Council 417 dwellings per annum (31%).  

 

50        There is no dispute that under the standard methodology the distribution is :-  

• Preston City Council 241 dwellings per annum (23%);  

• South Ribble Council 206 dwellings per annum (20%); and  

• Chorley Council 579 (57%).  

 

51. The DDR misinterprets and misunderstands the NPPF and NPPG as neither of them (in the 

current context) support any other distribution than that provided by the development plan 

or the standard methodology. There is no support for the redistribution of the aggregated 

number of houses arrived at by the standard method being adopted as a policy tool outside 
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the plan making process. The advice in the NPPF including in §27 and 212 is that this is a 

matter for the plan making process.  

52.  The NPPG deployed to seek to justify this approach (ID 2a-013 ) ( see paragraph 34 above  

) clearly applies to the process of development plan making not to the creation of a non-

statutory stop gap or interim policy outside the plan making process. To interpret the 

position otherwise is to  misinterpret policy and guidance , misunderstand it and to seriously 

mislead the leader of the Defendant.   

53. The Claimant also relies on the matters set out under Grounds 2 and 3 under this Ground.  

Ground 2  

 In reaching the decision to redistribute the aggregated figure for the three authorities 

under the standard method the Defendant had regard to an immaterial consideration 

namely erroneous advice in the March Iceni report which incorrectly claims consistency 

with national guidance.   

54. In the March Iceni report at Table 4.15 on page 33 ( Bundle tab 40, page 651 and Core 

Bundle tab 12, page 305 ) shows in tabular form precisely how the standard method has 

not been applied in arriving at the JMOU upon their recommendation. Under the standard 

method 241 is distributed to the Defendant or 23% whereas under the “Iceni Analysis” the 

figure is 410 or 40%, under the standard method; 206 is distributed to South Ribble or 20% 

whereas under the “Iceni Analysis the figure is 334 or 32.5%; and in respect of Chorley 

the standard methodology figures 579 or 57% as contrasted with 282 or 27.5% under the 

“Iceni Analysis”.  
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55.  Plainly as set out the standard method is not silent on how it is to be applied and the 

outcome is clear. The policy provenance for not using the standard method is not found in 

the NPPF §73.  In the March Iceni report the only reference to the NPPF in support is one 

to NPPF §27 ( §2.19) (  Bundle tab 40, page 624 and Core Bundle tab 17, page 279 )  which 

encourages the preparation and maintenance of statements of common ground to be 

produced using the approach set out in national planning guidance, and be made publicly 

available throughout the plan-making process…”. However:-  

 55.1 The JMOU is not a Statement of Common Ground produced using the approach 

in NPPG and in particular does not contain the information identified in ID 61-010- 

012 (see paragraph 29 above) including an assessment of the capacity of each authority 

to meet its own needs; and  

 55.2 The JMOU is an interim decision made prior to the plan-making process which 

ought to be made “policy off “ – it is not a decision made in the plan-making process ( 

see ground 3 ) ;     

 55.3 The relevant advice in NPPF is to be found in §212-3 4– as §212 states :-  

“ Plans may also need to be revised to reflect policy changes which this replacement 

Framework has made. This should be progressed as quickly as possible, either through 

a partial revision or by preparing a new plan.”  

  

56. The Claimant expressly repeats paragraph 51 under this ground. NPPG 2a-013 applies 

to plan and policy making.  

                                                      
4 Including 213 on the correct approach to ‘out of date’ policies as understood in the Wavenden case. 
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57. Moreover, the DDR relies on the March Iceni report in erroneously claiming 

consistency with national planning policy and PPG and the DDR and in doing so 

seriously misleads the leader - when it is clear that the standard methodology has not 

been used - what has been used is the “Iceni analysis”. 

58. Under this ground the Claimant also relies on the matters under Ground 1 and Ground 

3.  

Ground 3 

The Defendant has adopted the JMOU which is a document the true characterisation 

of which is a development plan document (local development document and local 

plan within regulation 5(1)(a) (i) and/or (iv) and 6 of the Town and Country Planning 

Regulations 2012/767). In resolving the distribution of housing development between 

the authorities should be other than under Policy 4 CLACS  or under standard 

methodology  for the purposes of decision taking the Defendant has unlawfully by-

passed the legal requirements of the creation of development plan policy in a 

development plan document - including (a) sustainability appraisal under the 

Strategic Environmental Directive (EU Directive 2001/42/EC ) and (b) examination 

by an independent inspector. 

     

60. The JMOU contains statements plainly intending to guide or regulate development 

management ( in other words policies ) in terms of housing distribution, the calculation 

of the five year land supply and the application of the tilted balance. The JMOU 

explains the policy at §6.11 and in section 7 and adopts a new policy distribution as 

policy within section 8 - expressly as a replacement for Policy 4 of CLACS.     
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61. There can simply be no doubt that the JMOU contains statements in the nature of 

policies which pertain to the development and use of land which the Defendant wishes 

to encourage, pending the adoption by the Defendant and each of the other CLA of a 

joint strategic plan late in 2023 ( see Craven ). It is an interim policy in the nature of a 

DPD. 

 

 62. Article 5 of the SEA Directive ( extract only provided Core Bundle tab 22, page 394 ) 

requires the preparation of an environmental report which requires an assessment of 

such policy and reasonable alternatives to it. No such report has been prepared. The 

SEA Directive in this respect is given effect to by regulation 12(2) and (3) of the 

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 ( extract only 

provided Core Bundle tab 23, page 395 ).  

 

63.  It can be common ground that there is a requirement by law that a document the true 

character of which is found by the Court to be a local plan or development plan 

document is subject to a process leading to submission by the local planning authority, 

examination by an inspector and formal adoption none of which has happened in 

relation to the JMOU.  

 

64. The decision of 17th April is fundamentally unlawful.  
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 Ground 4  

 In reaching the decision the Defendant has had regard to the Chain House Lane AD 

which has itself been reached unlawfully as accepted by the Secretary of State and is 

either not a material consideration or contains illogical reasoning which means that 

as a matter of law it ought to have been disregarded by the Defendant.  

65. The DDR at makes reference to three bullet points derived from the Chain House Lane 

AD at §3.16 ( Core Bundle tab 7, page 181 ). Those three matters 5themselves are 

uncontroversial  and if that were all that were taken from the decision then this ground 

can be withdrawn.  

66. However, the DDR draws more than that from the Chain Lane AD. In particular §3.15 

of the DDR ( Core Bundle tab 7, page 181 ) appears to draw upon the comprehensive 

analysis of the housing land position in South Ribble as having implications and 

consequences for the Defendant.  

67. The Chain House Lane AD does not contain the statement that the Central Lancashire 

authorities ought to review the 2017 JMOU  by 2020 it simply reports upon the process 

without either encouraging or discouraging it and notes that the 2017 MOU in its itself 

requires such a review. Expressly in relation to the JMOU she states at §35 ( Core 

Bundle tab 19, page 356 ) that it was for the plan making process to consider the 

distribution of new homes in the area.  

 

                                                      
• 5 the strategic policies are over five years old;  

• No formal review of those policies have taken place’  

• The introduction of the standard method formula is a “significant change’  
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68. However, the Chain Lane AD is legally unsound in analysis of the five year land supply, 

conclusions on whether the most important policies are out of date and application of 

the titled balance.  

  68.In having found the most important policies out of date for a variety of reasons the 

Inspector nonetheless did not apply the tilted balance;  

 68.2 Whilst the presence of a five year land supply under the standard methodology 

may mean that a five year land supply exists it does not render out of date policies up 

to date or mean that the titled balance is inapplicable – this will require an evaluation 

of the most important basket of policies against the NPPF as a whole 6;  

 68.3 having acknowledged that an alternative figure above the figure derived from the 

standard methodology or indeed above the JMOU was not for her ( §39) ( Core Bundle 

tab 19, page 357 ) the Inspector nonetheless provides an analysis limited to the range 

between the standard methodology figure and the then draft JMOU figure and not a 

figure above - in other words she begins to take a “policy on” approach ( §47-48) ( Core 

Bundle tab 19, page 358-359 ) .   

Ground 5 

The Decision reached by the Defendant on 17th April 2020 was “ultra-vires” the 

Defendant Council in that a decision identified by the Constitution of the Council to 

be taken by Full Council was in fact taken by the Leader alone as an Executive 

decision.  

                                                      
6 §213 NPPF and footnote 4 above.  
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69. The Defendant’s web site identifies this decision as a decision to be taken by the Leader 

of the Council alone as an Executive decision. ( Core Bundle tab 15, pages 328-329 ). 

If this is an executive decision then the Claimant does not raise a legal impediment to 

this process in the circumstances of the Covid 19 Pandemic.  

  

70. However, on the web site at the time of drafting this claim - the Full Constitution of the 

Council ( Articles 4 and 13 of the constitution only are provided as an extract in the 

Core Bundle at table 14, pages 308-327 ) provides in  Article 4.02:-  

“Only the Council will exercise the following functions : 
 
(i) approving or adopting the policy framework, the budget and any 
application to the Secretary of State in respect of any Housing 
Land Transfer “   

 

71. For the reasons already identified in the earlier grounds this decision was the approval 

of a policy framework for the level and distribution of housing and calculation of land 

supply and so fell within Article 4.02  - as such it was required to be dealt with as a 

matter for full council in a meeting of the Full Council under the terms of the 

constitution or in a meeting as otherwise resolved by the Council under the Local 

Authorities and Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus) (Flexibility of Local Authority 

and Police and Crime Panel Meetings ) (England and Wales) Regulations 2020 ( the 

full regulations are provided at Bundle pp   to   and the relevant excerpts dealing with 

Council flexibilities are provided at Core Bundle tab 26, pages 399-404 ).  

 

72. The decision was not one reached by the Full Council by meeting (including any 

flexibilities for such meetings) but by the Leader as an executive function.  
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73.  In the Defendant’s constitution Article 13 - Types of decision are identified including 

those reserved for full Council under Articles 4.02 & 13.03 and key decisions under 

13.03 (ii). P 

 

Article 13.03 provides ( Core Bundle tab 14, pages 310-311 ) as follows:-  

“Types of decision 
Decisions reserved to full Council. Decisions relating to the functions 
listed in Article 4.02 will be made by the full Council and not delegated. 
 
 

Key decisions 
(i) Any capital or revenue budget decision (contract or scheme 
approval) in excess of £100,000 
 
and/or 
 
(ii) Any decision which is likely to have a significant positive or 
negative impact (e.g. in environmental, physical, social or 
economic terms including the discontinuance of any service) on 
the people living or working in communities in two or more wards 
except that matters will not be key decisions simply because that 
work would be carried out in two or more wards e.g following the 
approval of a Council wide programme of work. 
A decision taker may only make a key decision in accordance with 
the requirements of the Access to Information Procedure Rules 
set out in Part 3 of this Constitution.  

 
74. The DDR at 1.6 identifies this decision as a key decision. Accordingly, this is both a 

reserved decision and a key decision and accordingly should be taken by Full Council 

on either or both bases and was not. Accordingly the decision is ‘ultra-vires” the 

Defendant. (see Gordon Peters ).  

 

75. For the avoidance of doubt this claim only challenges the making, interpretation and 

application of policy in the jurisdiction of the Defendant. For reasons that are clear in 

the claim the Claimant does not claim the standing to pursue this claim against 

adjoining local planning authorities or have any interest in doing so.   
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Relief  

76. The decision of the Defendant shall be quashed and the Defendant shall pay the costs 

of the Claimant. 

 

77.  Permission to bring this claim is sought.    

 

PAUL G TUCKER QC  

GARY A GRANT  
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MEMO TO 
 
Director of Development 
                     
            From:     Craig Sharp 

     Chief Environmental Health Officer  
      Deputy Director Environment 

Date : 07/03/2019  
Your Ref : 06/2019/0050 
Our Ref : 028733/LJP 
Ext No : 6861 
 
 
 
 
Planning Application Number: 06/2019/0050 
Re:  Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Preston, PR3 2EA 
 
Having reviewed the above application, I anticipate that the development is likely to have 
the same issues as those of another nearby application that I have recently commented 
on, namely Application number 06/2018/1180 - Land off Inglewhite Road and Halfpenny 
Lane. 
 
Application site 06/2019/0050 also borders Belmont Farm, an established pig farm. 
Environmental Health has received many complaints from existing local residents about 
odour and various noise issues arising from the farm.  To summarise, the owners of the 
farm have tried to resolve these problems by moving the pigs to a more southerly position  
on the farm, away from the existing residents, as well as gaining planning permission to 
erect several livestock buildings with integral slurry containment tanks at a central location 
on the farm for pig rearing purposes. 
 
The proposed layout of this new residential development would place dwellings in close 
proximity to the farm, albeit not as close as some of the houses in the 06/2018/1180 
scheme, but near enough that there could be a detrimental impact on amenity from odour 
and noise.   
 
In order to determine whether there is likely to be an unacceptable impact on the future 
residents of the development or not, both an odour and noise impact assessment 
respectively are accordingly required to be submitted before I can comment on these 
environmental issues. 
  
 
 
Louise Purdy  
Environmental Health Officer 
 
 
LJP01516 
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APPENDIX K – Initial Odour Assessment 
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Report No. 102076 Halfpenny Lane, Longridge 

10th June 2019  Page 1 of 28 

Summary 

This odour study is submitted in relation to a proposed residential development of approximately 48 dwellings in 

Halfpenny Lane, Longridge. Belmont Farm, which houses pigs, is in close proximity to the proposed development site.  

The suitability of the development site for residential use in terms of the impact of odour from the farm on the proposed 

development is considered within this report.  

A conservative assessment has been undertaken in that worst-case emission rates have been utilised within the model.   

The modelling predicts that the five-year mean annual 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentrations across the site 

with either 2000 or 4000 pigs at the farm are below 3.0 ouE/m3. Similarly, modelling predicts that in the worst-case year 

of 2017, 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentrations across the site with either 2000 or 4000 pigs at the farm are 

below 3.0 ouE/m3. The impact of odour from Belmont Farm on the proposed development is, therefore, considered to 

be not significant, in accordance with IAQM guidance. Therefore, there is no reason for this application to be refused on 

the grounds of odour. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 This odour report is submitted in relation to an outline planning application for a residential development at 

Halfpenny Lane, Longridge. The report provides a review of the impact of odour emissions from Belmont Farm 

on the proposed development.  

2 Site Description 

2.1 The site is located on Halfpenny Lane, Longridge, approximately 500 m to the north west of Longridge town centre 

and is currently unused land.  

2.2 Belmont Farm, an established pig farm, is located to the north of the site. Belmont farm have been granted 

planning permission for four livestock buildings (planning application number 06/2018/0694), one of which has 

already been built. The livestock buildings (existing and proposed) are all 15 m by 30 m and 8.67 m tall. The 

buildings will be naturally ventilated with slatted floors for the muck to pass through which is manually emptied 

out.  

2.3 The site location and its relation to Belmont Farm is shown in Appendix A.  Appendix B shows the layout of the 

approved farm buildings. Within an undated letter to Preston City Council shown in Appendix C, the farm states 

it can house 1900 pigs at the farm. Under the planning application number 06/2018/0694, it states the farm will 

increase the number of pigs on site from 80 to 750. Miller Goodall Ltd. were informed that the Farm is planning 

on housing 1000 pigs per building, totalling 4000 pigs on site1.  

2.4 Newly built dwellings are located to the east of the site, these dwellings were granted planning permission in 2016 

(application number 06/2016/0408). Agricultural land is located to the west of the site. A residential dwelling and 

open field lie to the south of the main site. Directly to the north of Belmont Farm lies a care home. 

3 Proposed Development 

3.1 The proposed development consists of 48 residential properties with associated car parking. The site access road 

joins Halfpenny Lane. 

4 Planning Policy 

4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

4.1.1 The NPPF advises that the planning system has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and 

need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains across 

each of the different objectives). One of these is an environmental objective which is described as follows;  

                                                      

1 Phone call between Barbara Davis of Belmont Farm and Miller Goodall Ltd. on 20th May 2019. Email from Barbara Davies of Belmont Farm to Miller 
Goodall Ltd. on 28th May 2019.  
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“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.”  

4.1.2 At paragraph 170 we are advised that  

“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  

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. 

5 Odour Emissions and Guidelines 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 Odour emission rates are expressed as European Odour Units per second (ouE/s) and odour concentration as 

European Odour Units per metre cubed of air (ouE/m3). Perception of odour at different concentrations can be 

described as follows:  

1.0 ouE/m3 – This is defined as the detection limit in laboratory conditions.  

2.0 - 3.0 ouE/m3 – A particular odour may become detectable against normal background odour.  

3.0 - 5.0 ouE/m3 – Odour is detectable and identifiable, but most observers would only describe it as faint.  

5.0 - 10.0 ouE/m3 – Odour levels in this range may become annoying, if persistent and/or unpleasant.  

10+ ouE/m3 – Most observers would describe the odour intensity as moderate or strong.  

 

5.2 H4 Odour Management  

5.2.1 In March 2011, the Environment Agency (EA) published guidelines on odour assessments. Intensive livestock 

rearing is classified as moderately offensive within H4. H4 states that: 

“The benchmarks are based on the 98th percentile of hourly average concentrations of odour modelled over a 

year at the site/installation boundary. The benchmarks are: 

• 1.5 odour units for most offensive odours; 

• 3 odour units for moderately offensive odours; 

• 6 odour units for less offensive odours. 

Any modelled results that project exposures above these benchmark levels, after taking uncertainty into 

account, indicates the likelihood of unacceptable odour pollution. You should also take evidence from other 

assessment methods and site specific influences into account when drawing final conclusions.” 
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5.3 IAQM Odour Guidance  

5.3.1 In July 2018, IAQM also published guidelines on odour assessments2, this document concurs with H4 guidance 

that intensive livestock rearing is classified as moderately offensive. It also provides a methodology by which is 

assess odour impacts. 

5.4 Environmental Permitting 

5.4.1 Under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 (which implements the Integrated 

Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) Directive3), farms which house 750 sows or 2000 production pigs of 

>30 kg require an environmental permit. Currently the farm does not have any permits. However, based on the 

number of pigs the farm has informed this study, it is likely that the farm will be required to apply for an 

environmental permit.  

5.4.2 The IPPC Directive stipulates that farms which require an environmental permit must meet the standards stated 

within the Best Available Techniques (BAT) guidance document4. This includes an odour prevention and 

elimination programme. Therefore, it is likely that the odour predicted within this study will be worst-case.   

5.5 EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC  

5.5.1 The EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC5 lays down minimum standards for the protection of pigs, including 

space requirements.  It states that:  

“The total unobstructed floor area available to each gilt after service and to each sow when gilts and/or sows 

are kept in groups must be at least 1,64 m2 and 2,25 m2 respectively. When these animals are kept in groups 

of fewer than six individuals the unobstructed floor area must be increased by 10 %. When these animals are 

kept in groups of 40 or more individuals the unobstructed floor area may be decreased by 10 %.” 

The EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC also states the unobstructed floor area required per weaner or rearing 

pig kept in a group, shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 Unobstructed floor area available to each weaner or rearing pig kept in a group* 

Live weight (kg m2 

Not more than 10 0.15 

More than 10 but not more than 20 0.20 

                                                      

2 IAQM (July 2018) Guidance on the assessment of odour for planning 

3 https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/articles/intensive-livestock-installations-0 

4 Official Journal of the European Union (2017) Commission implementing decision (EU) 2017/302. Establishing best available techniques (BAT) 
conclusions, under Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council, for the intensive rearing of poultry or pigs (notified under 
document C(2017) 688) 

5 Council, E.U. (2009) Council Directive 2008/120/EC of 18 December 2008 laying down minimum standards for the protection of pigs (Codified 
version). Official Journal of the European Communities L, 47, pp.5-13. 

https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/articles/intensive-livestock-installations-0
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More than 20 but not more than 30 0.30 

More than 30 but not more than 50 0.4 

More than 50 but not more than 85 0.55 

More than 85 but not more than 110 0.65 

More than 110 1.00 

* excluding gilts after service and sows 

5.6 It is unlikely, therefore, that 1000 pigs will be housed per building and this is seen as a worst-case scenario.   

6 Methodology 

6.1 Data Sources 

6.1.1 The air quality assessment of the proposed development was undertaken with reference to information from a 

number of sources, as detailed in Table 2.  

Table 2: Key Information Sources 

Data Source Reference 

Environment Agency (EA) EA (2011) H4 Odour Management.  

Institute of Air Quality 

Management (IAQM) 

IAQM (July 2018) Guidance on the assessment of odour for planning 

Joint Research Centre (JRC) 

and European Commission 

(EC) 

EC (2017) JRC Science for Policy Report. Best Available Techniques 

(BAT) Reference Document for the Intensive Rearing of Poultry or Pigs 
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6.2 Consultation 

6.2.1 Consultation in respect of the scope of this assessment and the methodology to be used was undertaken with 

Louise Purdy of PCC. Louise confirmed that the proposed methodology was suitable6. It was agreed that the 

assessment of odour across the site would be undertaken for the proposed development. The types of 

assessments to be undertaken and approach to modelling odour sources were also agreed and are detailed in 

the following sections. The use of meteorological data from Manchester Airport station was agreed as the most 

representative meteorological station for this area. 

6.3 Dispersion Modelling Methodology 

Air Dispersion Model   

6.3.1 The Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling System for Roads (ADMS-Roads) v4.1 was used to calculate downwind 

pollutant concentrations in the surrounding area for each hour of the day and night over an appropriate period. 

Statistics on the frequency and concentration of pollutants at the receptor sites are based upon the hourly 

calculations. Assessment Scenarios 

6.3.2 The assessment considered two assessment scenarios; the first scenario calculated odour emissions from 2000 

pigs on Belmont Farm and the second scenario predicted odour emissions from 4000 pigs on the farm. Odour 

from all approved buildings was modelled. 

Odour Data 

6.3.3 As the livestock buildings will be naturally ventilated, the buildings were input as odour volume sources within 

the model. All of the buildings are 15 m by 30 m and 8.67 m tall. Therefore, the volume of each building is 3901.5 

m3. 

6.3.4 Odour emission rates provided by Joint Research Centre (JRC) and European Commission (EC)7 were used within the 

assessment.  

6.3.5 Emission rates for 500 pigs per building and 1000 pigs per building have been calculated and used within the 

assessment.  In addition, the worst predicted odour emission rates per animal (ouE s-1 animal-1) have been used 

to determine the level of odour which will arise from each building. For instance, the odour emission rate of 

farrowers ranges from 10 to 1007 ouE s-1 animal-1, the value used within the model was 100 ouE s-1 animal-1 .  

All of the odour emissions used are associated with slatted floor housing. The calculations of emission rates per 

building are shown in Table 3.  

                                                      

6 Email Miller Goodall Ltd. to Louise Purdy (PCC) 30th April 2019. Phone call between Miller Goodall Ltd. to Louise Purdy (PCC) on 2nd May 2019. 

7 EC (2017) JRC Science for Policy Report. Best Available Techniques (BAT) Reference Document for the Intensive Rearing of Poultry or Pigs 
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Table 3: Odour calculations 

Building 

description 

Odour 

emission rate 

per animal 

(ou e s-1)  

Odour 

emission rate 

for 500 pigs 

per building  

(ou e s-1) 

Odour 

emission rate 

for 1000 pigs 

per building 

(ou e s-1) 

Volume of odour 

emissions for 

500 pigs per 

building  

(ou e s-1 /m3) 

Volume of odour 

emissions for 

1000 pigs per 

building  

(ou e s-1 /m3) 

General pig 

building* 
29 14500 29000 3.7 7.4 

Farrowers and 

weaners 
100 50000 100000 12.8 25.6 

Finisher and sow 29 14500 29000 3.7 7.4 

*the general livestock buildings have been assumed to house finishers 

Meteorological Data  

6.3.6 The H4 guidance recommends that “to represent conditions for an “average year” hourly meteorological data 

for a period of at least three, preferably five years should be used” in order to assess inter-year variations.  

6.3.7 Meteorological data for 2014 to 2018 from the Manchester Airport recording station was used in the ADMS-

Roads model. Five years weather data, was therefore used to calculate the 98th percentile of the hourly mean 

odour concentrations i.e. the odour concentration which is exceeded for only 2% of all hours (an average of 14 

hours per month) for each calendar year. The meteorological data for 2017 is reported within the assessment 

as it provides a worst-case scenario as the highest odour concentrations were predicted within this scenario.  

6.3.8 The wind rose from the Manchester Airport 2017 meteorological file is shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 Manchester Airport 2017 wind rose 
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Sensitive Receptors  

6.3.9 No discrete receptors were used within the assessment.  Instead, odour concentration contour maps have been 

produced for each scenario which show predicted 98th percentile odour concentrations across the development 

site.     

6.3.10 A 590 m by 450 m regular Cartesian grid has been used to produce the contour maps presented in the results 

of this study. The grid points are defined at a height of 1.5 m above ground level within ADMS. 

Assessment Significance Criteria 

6.3.11 Guidance is provided by IAQM on criteria for determining the impact of odour on receptors2. Table 4 details the 

impact descriptors to be used for individual receptors in relation to odour exposure level in accordance with 

IAQM guidance. The overall significance of impacts is determined using professional judgement. 

Table 4 Proposed odour effects descriptors for impacts predicted by modelling - "Moderately 

Offensive" odours 

Odour Exposure Level C98,ouE/m3 
Receptor Sensitivity 

Low Medium High 

≥10 Moderate  Substantial Substantial 

5-<10 Slight Moderate Moderate 

3-<5 Negligible Slight Moderate 

1.5-<3 Negligible Negligible Slight 

0.5-<1.5 Negligible Negligible Negligible 

<0.5 Negligible Negligible Negligible 

 

6.3.12 In this case the proposed residential receptors are considered to be of high sensitivity.  

7 Odour Assessment 

7.1 Impact Assessment 

7.1.1 IAQM guidance2 states that if the impact from odour is expected to be slight or negligible then the effect can be 

deemed insignificant.  

7.1.2 Appendix D shows the predicted 98th percentile odour concentrations, during meteorological year 2017, across 

the proposed development when 2000 pigs are housed within Belmont Farm, with 500 pigs per building. 
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Appendix E shows the predicted 98th percentile odour concentrations, during meteorological year 2017, across 

the proposed development when Belmont Farm houses 4000 pigs, with 1000 pigs per building. 

7.1.3 The predicted average 98th percentile odour concentrations over the 5 years, 2014-2018, were also assessed. 

Appendix F shows the average 98th percentile odour concentrations across the proposed development when 

2000 pigs are housed within Belmont Farm, with 500 pigs per building, from the meteorological years 2014-

2018. Appendix G shows the predicted average 98th percentile odour concentrations across the proposed 

development when Belmont Farm houses 4000 pigs, with 1000 pigs per building, from the meteorological years 

2014-2018. 

7.1.4 As can be seen from contour plots, the site is not expected to be exposed to 98th percentile odour concentrations 

above 3 ou e/m3/s in any scenario i.e. the odour impact is expected to be not significant.  

7.1.5 In the scenario for 2000 pigs on Belmont Farm the impact of odour is expected to be negligible for the 

meteorological year 2017 and the average odour concentrations across the 5 meteorological years 2014-2018.  

7.1.6 In the scenario for 4000 pigs on Belmont Farm the impact of odour is expected to be slight on the northern 

section and negligible on the southern section of the proposed development for the meteorological year 2017 

and the average odour concentrations across the 5 meteorological years 2014-2018.  

8 Odour Mitigation Measures 

8.1.1 The proposed development is expected to experience insignificant odour levels within all scenarios. However, 

it would be beneficial to distance the proposed residential dwellings from the northern site boundary. 

9 Summary of Impacts and Conclusion 

9.1 Belmont Farm, an established pig farm with planning approval to extend, is in close proximity to the proposed 

development site. The suitability of the site for residential use in terms of odour is considered within this report.  

9.2 A conservative assessment has been undertaken in that worst-case emission rates (both in respect of the number 

of pigs present within building and emission rates per animal) have been utilised within the model.   

9.3 The modelling predicts that the five-year mean annual 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentrations across 

the site with either 2000 or 4000 pigs at the farm are below 3.0 ouE/m3. Similarly, modelling predicts that in the 

worst-case year of 2017, 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentrations across the site with either 2000 or 

4000 pigs at the farm are below 3.0 ouE/m3. The impact of odour from Belmont Farm on the proposed 

development is, therefore, considered to be not significant, in accordance with IAQM guidance.   

9.4 Therefore, there is no reason for this application to be refused on the grounds of odour. 
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Appendix B: Belmont Farm approved buildings 
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Appendix C: Belmont Farm letter to PCC 
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Glossary of Terms 
 

AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic flow 

Air Quality Standard Pollutant standards relate to ambient pollutant concentrations in air, set on the basis of medical 

and scientific evidence of how each pollutant affects human health and the environment 

Air Quality Objective Pollutant Objectives incorporate future dates by which a standard is to be achieved, taking into 

account economic considerations, practicability and technical feasibility 

Annual Mean A mean pollutant concentration value in air which is calculated on a yearly basis, yielding one annual 

mean per calendar year. In the UK air quality regulations, the annual mean for a particular substance at a particular 

location for a particular calendar year is: 

(a) in the case of lead, the mean of the daily levels for that year; 

(b) in the case of nitrogen dioxide, the mean of the hourly means for that year; 

(c) in the case of PM10, the mean of the 24-hour means for that year. 

Annoyance (Dust) Loss of amenity due to dust deposition or visible dust plumes, often related to people making 

complaints, but not necessarily sufficient to be a legal nuisance. 

AQAP Air Quality Action Plan 

AQEG Air Quality Expert Group 

AQMA Air Quality Management Area 

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 

AQO Air Quality Objective 

AQS Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 

Background Concentrations The term used to describe pollutant concentrations which exist in the ambient 

atmosphere, excluding local pollution sources such as roads and stacks 

CO Carbon monoxide 

Construction Any activity involved with the provision of a new structure (or structures), its modification or refurbishment. 

A structure will include a residential dwelling, office building, retail outlet, road, etc. 

Construction Impact Assessment An assessment of the impacts of demolition, earthworks, construction and trackout. 

In this Guidance, specifically the air quality impacts. 

Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
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Demolition Any activity involved with the removal of an existing structure (or structures). This may also be referred to 

as de-construction, specifically when a building is to be removed a small part at a time. 

Deposited Dust that is no longer in the air and which has settled onto a surface. Deposited dust is also sometimes 

called amenity dust or nuisance dust, with the term nuisance applied in the general sense rather than the specific legal 

definition. 

DMRB Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 

DMP Dust Management Plan; a document that describes the site-specific methods to be used to control dust emissions. 

Dust Solid particles that are suspended in air, or have settled out onto a surface after having been suspended in air. 

The terms dust and particulate matter (PM) are often used interchangeably, although in some contexts one term tends 

to be used in preference to the other. In this guidance the term ‘dust’ has been used to include the particles that give 

rise to soiling, and to other human health and ecological effects. Note: this is different to the definition given in BS 6069, 

where dust refers to particles up to 75 µm in diameter. 

Earthworks Covers the processes of soil-stripping, ground-levelling, excavation and landscaping. 

Effects The consequences of the changes in airborne concentration and/or dust deposition for a receptor. These might 

manifest as annoyance due to soiling, increased morbidity or morality due to exposure to PM10 or PM2.5 or plant dieback 

due to reduced photosynthesis. The term ‘significant effect’ has a specific meaning in EIA regulations. The opposite is 

an insignificant effect. In the context of construction impacts any effect will usually be adverse, however, professional 

judgement is required to determine whether this adverse effect is significant based in the evidence presented. 

EPAQS Expert Panel on Air Quality Standards 

EPUK Environmental Protection UK 

HDV Heavy Duty Vehicle 

Impacts The changes in airborne concentrations and/or dust deposition. A scheme can have an ‘impact’ on airborne 

dust without having any ‘effects’, for instance if there are no receptors to experience the impact. 

LAQM Local Air Quality Management 

LDF Local Development Framework 

LDV Light Duty Vehicle 

Μg/m3 Microgrammes (of pollutant) per cubic metre of air. A measure of concentration in terms of mass per unit volume. 

A concentration of 1 μg/m3 means that one cubic metre of air contains one microgramme (millionth of a gramme) of 

pollutant 

NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 

NOx A collective term used to represent the mixture of nitrogen oxides in the atmosphere, as nitric oxide (NO) and 

nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 
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Nuisance The term nuisance dust is often used in a general sense when describing amenity dust. However, this term 

also has specific meanings in environmental law: 

Statutory nuisance, as defined in S79(1) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (as amended from time to time). 

Private nuisance, arising from substantial interference with a person’s enjoyment and us of his land. 

Public nuisance, arising from and act or omission that obstructs, damages or inconveniences the right of the community. 

Each of these applying in so far as the nuisance relates to the unacceptable effects of emissions. It is recognised that a 

significant loss of amenity may occur at lower levels of emission than would constitute a statutory nuisance. 

Note: as nuisance has a specific meaning in environmental law, and to avoid confusion, it is recommended that the term 

is not used in a more general sense. 

PM2.5 The fraction of particles with a mean aerodynamic diameter equal to, or less than, 2.5 μm. More strictly, particulate 

matter which passes through a size selective inlet as defined in the reference method for the sampling and measurement 

of PM2.5, EN 14907, with a 50% efficiency cut-off at 2.5 μm aerodynamic diameter 

PM10 The fraction of particles with a mean aerodynamic diameter equal to, or less than, 10 μm. More strictly, particulate 

matter which passes through a size selective inlet as defined in the reference method for the sampling and measurement 

of PM10, EN 12341, with a 50% efficiency cut-off at 10 μm aerodynamic diameter 

RSS Regional Spatial Strategy 

Running Annual Mean A mean pollutant concentration value in air which is calculated on an hourly basis, yielding one 

running annual mean per hour. The running annual mean for a particular substance at a particular location for a particular 

hour is the mean of the hourly levels for that substance at that location for that hour and the preceding 8759 hours  

Trackout The transport of dust and dirt from the construction/demolition site onto the public road network, where it may 

be deposited and then re-suspended by vehicles using the network. This arises when heavy duty vehicles (HDVs) leave 

the construction/demolition site with dusty materials, which may then spill onto the road, and/or when HDVs transfer 

dust and dirt onto the road having travelled over muddy ground on site. 
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Summary 

This odour report is submitted in relation to an outline planning application for a proposed residential development of 48 

dwellings on land at Halfpenny Lane, Longridge. Belmont Farm, which houses pigs, is in close proximity to the proposed 

development site.  The farm has planning approval to extend its operations. 

The suitability of the development site for residential use in terms of the impact of odour from the farm on the proposed 

development is considered within this report.  

A conservative assessment has been undertaken in that worst-case emission rates, in respect of emission rates per 

animal, have been utilised within the model.   

The model predicts that the 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentrations across the site with only indoor pigs at 

Belmont Farm is below 3.0 ouE/m3, for the five-year mean and the worst-case meteorological year of 2017. Therefore, 

with only indoor pigs housed on Belmont Farm, the development site is suitable for residential use. However, the model 

indicates that existing residents of properties close to the farm will experience significant odour concentrations from it. 

The model also indicates that housing pigs outdoors will considerably increase the odour concentrations associated with 

the farm and could lead to substantial and moderate adverse impacts to the local area. The model indicates that housing 

400 outdoor pigs in addition to the indoor pigs would cause part of the northern section of the development to be 

unsuitable for residential use. However, Belmont Farm keeping 400 outside pigs is also expected to cause a significant 

impact to approximately 50 existing residential dwellings. Housing 750 outdoor pigs would exacerbate the odour issues 

within the local area further.     
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1 Introduction 

1.1 This odour report is submitted in relation to an outline planning application for a residential development at 

Halfpenny Lane, Longridge. The site lies within the administrative boundary of Preston City Council (PCC). 

1.2 The report provides a review of the impact of odour emissions from Belmont Farm, once the extant planning 

permission is implemented and with and without the introduction of pigs in outdoor areas, on the proposed 

development.  

1.3 There are a number of existing residential dwellings in close proximity to the farm. The Whittingham Parish 

Council have responded to Belmont Farm’s planning applications (06/2018/0694; 06/2018/0337; 06/2018/0336) 

and within all of these responses they have highlighted that locals have complained about the smell of the farm. 

2 Site Description 

2.1 The site is located on Halfpenny Lane, Longridge, approximately 500 m to the north west of Longridge town 

centre and is currently unused land.   

2.2 Belmont Farm, an established pig farm, is located to the north of the site. Newly built dwellings are located to 

the east of the site, these dwellings were granted planning permission in 2016 (application number 

06/2016/0408). Agricultural land is located to the west of the site. A residential dwelling and open field lie to the 

south of the main site, beyond which is Halfpenny Lane. Directly to the north of Belmont Farm lies a care home.  

2.3 The site location and its relation to Belmont Farm is shown in Appendix A. 

3 Proposed Development 

3.1 The proposed development consists of 48 residential properties with associated car parking. The site access 

road joins Halfpenny Lane. 

4 Planning Policy 

4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

4.1.1 The NPPF advises that the planning system has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and 

need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains across 

each of the different objectives). One of these is an environmental objective which is described as follows;  

“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.”  

4.1.2 At paragraph 170 we are advised that  

“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  
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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. 

5 Odour Emissions and Guidelines 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 Odour emission rates are expressed as European Odour Units per second (ouE/s), odour concentration as 

European Odour Units per metre cubed of air (ouE/m3) and odour concentration as European Odour Units per 

square metre of air (ouE/m2). Perception of odour at different concentrations can be described as follows:  

• 1.0 ouE/m3 – This is defined as the detection limit in laboratory conditions.  

• 2.0 - 3.0 ouE/m3 – A particular odour may become detectable against normal background odour.  

• 3.0 - 5.0 ouE/m3 – Odour is detectable and identifiable, but most observers would only describe it as 

faint.  

• 5.0 - 10.0 ouE/m3 – Odour levels in this range may become annoying, if persistent and/or unpleasant.  

• 10+ ouE/m3 – Most observers would describe the odour intensity as moderate or strong.  

 

5.2 H4 Odour Management  

5.2.1 In March 2011, the Environment Agency (EA) published guidelines on odour assessments. Intensive livestock 

rearing is classified as moderately offensive within H4. H4 states that: 

“The benchmarks are based on the 98th percentile of hourly average concentrations of odour modelled over a 

year at the site/installation boundary. The benchmarks are: 

• 1.5 odour units for most offensive odours; 

• 3 odour units for moderately offensive odours; 

• 6 odour units for less offensive odours. 

Any modelled results that project exposures above these benchmark levels, after taking uncertainty into 

account, indicates the likelihood of unacceptable odour pollution. You should also take evidence from other 

assessment methods and site specific influences into account when drawing final conclusions.” 

5.3 IAQM Odour Guidance  

5.3.1 In July 2018, IAQM also published guidelines on odour assessments1, this document concurs with H4 guidance 

that intensive livestock rearing is classified as moderately offensive. It also provides a methodology by which is 

assess odour impacts. 

 

1 IAQM (July 2018) Guidance on the assessment of odour for planning 
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5.4 EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC  

5.4.1 The EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC2 lays down minimum standards for the protection of pigs, including 

space requirements.  It states that:  

“The total unobstructed floor area available to each gilt after service and to each sow when gilts and/or sows 

are kept in groups must be at least 1,64 m2 and 2,25 m2 respectively. When these animals are kept in groups 

of fewer than six individuals the unobstructed floor area must be increased by 10 %. When these animals are 

kept in groups of 40 or more individuals the unobstructed floor area may be decreased by 10 %.” 

5.4.2 The EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC also states the unobstructed floor area required per weaner or rearing 

pig kept in a group, shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 Unobstructed floor area available to each weaner or rearing pig kept in a group* 

Live weight (kg m2 

Not more than 10 0.15 

More than 10 but not more than 20 0.20 

More than 20 but not more than 30 0.30 

More than 30 but not more than 50 0.4 

More than 50 but not more than 85 0.55 

More than 85 but not more than 110 0.65 

More than 110 1.00 

* excluding gilts after service and sows 

6 Methodology 

6.1 Data Sources 

6.1.1 The air quality assessment of the proposed development was undertaken with reference to information from a 

number of sources, as detailed in Table 2.  

 

2 Council, E.U. (2009) Council Directive 2008/120/EC of 18 December 2008 laying down minimum standards for the protection of pigs (Codified 
version). Official Journal of the European Communities L, 47, pp.5-13. 
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Table 2: Key Information Sources 

Data Source Reference 

Environment Agency (EA) EA (2011) H4 Odour Management.  

Institute of Air Quality 

Management (IAQM) 

IAQM (July 2018) Guidance on the assessment of odour for planning 

Joint Research Centre (JRC) 

and European Commission (EC) 

EC (2017) JRC Science for Policy Report. Best Available Techniques (BAT) 

Reference Document for the Intensive Rearing of Poultry or Pigs 

 

6.2 Consultation 

6.2.1 Consultation in respect of the scope of this assessment and the methodology to be used was undertaken with 

Louise Purdy of PCC. Louise confirmed that the proposed methodology was suitable3. It was agreed that the 

assessment of odour across the site would be undertaken for the proposed development. The types of 

assessments to be undertaken and approach to modelling odour sources were also agreed and are detailed in 

the following sections. The Manchester Airport meteorological station was agreed PCC4 as the most 

representative meteorological station for this area. 

6.2.2 The number of pigs on Belmont Farm was confirmed by Belmont Farm, via PCC5. Each pig building will house 

the same number and type of pigs as detailed in Table 3. During a meeting6, Belmont Farm stated that 400 

outdoor pigs was a realistic number of the pigs they would house outside but the maximum number that could 

occupy the outdoor space is 720 outdoor pigs. However, in the latest correspondence Belmont Farm stated 750 

pigs would be kept outdoors5. Belmont Farm confirmed all of the outdoor pigs will be finishers5.    

 

3 Email Miller Goodall Ltd. to Louise Purdy (PCC) 30th April 2019. Phone call between Miller Goodall Ltd. to Louise Purdy (PCC) on 2nd May 2019. 

4 Phone call between Miller Goodall Ltd and Chris Hodson of PCC on the 22nd May 2019, followed up with an email from Miller Goodall Ltd to PCC 
on the 22nd May 2019. 

5 Email Miller Goodall Ltd. to Louise Purdy (PCC) 5th September 2019. Email Keith Davies (Belmont Farm) to Franc Genley (PCC) on 16th September 
2019. 

6 The meeting took place on 12th August 2019. Attendees consists of PCC, Belmont Farm, Miller Goodall Ltd. and Paul Walton Associates Limited. 
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Table 3: Number of each pig type per building 

Pig Type Number of pigs per building 

Sows 50 

Farrowers 50 

Weaners 550 

Finishers 400 

Total 1050 

 

6.3 Dispersion Modelling Methodology 

Air Dispersion Model   

6.3.1 The Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling System for Roads (ADMS-Roads) v4.1.1.0 was used to assess the 

impact of odour emissions from Belmont Farm, on the proposed development and to assess the suitability of 

the site for residential use.  

6.3.2 The ADMS-Roads model is a comprehensive tool for investigating air pollution and odour. IAQM guidance1 

states that “odour assessments are almost exclusively undertaken in the UK using the AERMOD or ADMS 

models”. The model uses algorithms for the height-dependence of wind speed, turbulence and stability to 

produce improved predictions. It can predict long-term and short-term concentrations, as well as calculations 

of percentile concentrations. 

6.3.3 The ADMS-Roads model has been comprehensively validated in a large number of studies by the software 

manufacturer CERC (Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants). This includes comparisons with data 

from the UK's Automatic Urban Network (AUN) and specific validation exercises using standard field, laboratory 

and numerical data sets. CERC is also involved in European programmes on model harmonisation, and their 

models have been compared favourably against other EU and US EPA systems. Further information in relation 

to this is available from the CERC web site at www.cerc.co.uk. 

Assessment Scenarios 

6.3.4 The assessment considers three assessment scenarios, all of the scenarios will have the same number and 

type of pigs within the pig buildings. The first scenario predicts odour emissions from the indoor pigs on Belmont 

Farm, the second scenario has indoor pigs and 400 outdoor pigs and the third scenario has indoor pigs and 

750 outdoor pigs.  

Odour Data 

6.3.5 There are four pig buildings on the farm. Each building will have underground slurry storage with slotted floors. 

Appendix B shows the layout of the approved farm buildings. As the livestock buildings will be naturally 

ventilated, the buildings have been input as odour volume sources in the model. All of the buildings are 15 m 

by 30 m and 8.67 m tall. Therefore, the volume of each building is 3901.5 m3. 

http://www.cerc.co.uk/
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6.3.6 The outdoor pigs will be housed in two areas, the south and west section of the farm. The outdoor pig areas 

are highlighted in Appendix A. All of the outdoor pigs will be located in one of the two areas and then will rotate 

to the second area. Therefore, the odour has been assessed with all of the pigs in the west section and all in 

the south section for 365 days allowing the worse case for each scenario to be calculated.  

6.3.7 The outdoor pig areas have been modelled as odour area sources in the model. The outdoor pig areas will be 

15 m from the boundary6. The area of the south section is 1666.23 m2 and the area of the west 5303.32 m2.  

6.3.8 Odour emission rates provided by Joint Research Centre (JRC) and European Commission (EC)7 were used 

within the assessment. The worst predicted odour emission rates per animal (ouE s-1 animal-1) have been used 

to determine the level of odour which will arise from each building, again providing a worse case assessment. 

For instance, the odour emission rate of farrowers ranges from 10 to 1007. Due to complaints to the farm 

regarding odour, the highest emission rate was applied to provide a worse case assessment. The odour 

calculations and overall emissions for each pig building are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4: Odour calculations for each pig building 

Pig type 

Odour emission 

rate per animal  

(ou e s-1)  

Odour emission rate per 

building for each pig type  

(ou e s-1) 

Volume of odour emissions per 

building for each pig type  

(ou e s-1 /m3) 

Sows  16 800 0.205 

Farrowers 100 5000 1.282 

Weaners 7 3850 0.987 

Finishers 29 11600 2.973 

Total odour per building 5.447 

 

6.3.9 Table 5 shows the odour calculations for housing 400 and 750 outdoor pigs on site. 

Table 5: Odour calculations for the outdoor pigs* 

Number of 

pigs outside 

Odour emission 

rate per animal 

(ou e s-1)  

Odour emission rate for each 

outdoor pig section (ou e s-1) 

Area of odour emissions for each 

outdoor pig section (ou e s-1 /m2) 

Southern section  Western section Southern section  Western section 

400 29 11600 11600 4.558 1.958 

750 29 21750 21750 13.053 4.101 

*All outdoor pigs are finisher pigs. 

 

7 EC (2017) JRC Science for Policy Report. Best Available Techniques (BAT) Reference Document for the Intensive Rearing of Poultry or Pigs 
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Meteorological Data  

6.3.10 Manchester Airport meteorological station was deemed the most representative recording station for the 

development site. 

6.3.11 The H4 guidance recommends that “to represent conditions for an “average year” hourly meteorological data 

for a period of at least three, preferably five years should be used” in order to assess inter-year variations.  

6.3.12 Meteorological data for 2014 to 2018 from the Manchester Airport recording station was used in the ADMS-

Roads model. Therefore, five years of weather data, was used to calculate the 98th percentile of the hourly 

mean odour concentrations i.e. the odour concentration which is exceeded for only 2% of all hours (an average 

of 14 hours per month) for each calendar year.  

6.3.13 The wind rose from the Manchester Airport 2017 meteorological file is shown in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1 Manchester Airport 2017 wind rose 

 Sensitive Receptors  

6.3.14 No discrete receptors were used within the assessment.  Instead, odour concentration contour maps have been 

produced for each scenario which show predicted 98th percentile odour concentrations across the development 

site.     
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6.3.15 A 725 m by 515 m regular Cartesian grid has been used to produce the contour maps presented in the results 

of this study. The grid points are defined at a height of 1.5 m above ground level within ADMS. 

Assessment Significance Criteria 

6.3.16 Odour from livestock is described as a moderately offensive odour source1. 

6.3.17 Guidance is provided by IAQM on criteria for determining the impact of odour on receptors1. Table 6 details the 

impact descriptors to be used for individual receptors in relation to odour exposure level in accordance with 

IAQM guidance. The overall significance of impacts is determined using professional judgement. 

Table 6 Proposed odour effects descriptors for impacts predicted by modelling - "Moderately 

Offensive" odours 

Odour Exposure Level C98,ouE/m3 
Receptor Sensitivity 

Low Medium High 

≥10 Moderate  Substantial Substantial 

5-<10 Slight Moderate Moderate 

3-<5 Negligible Slight Moderate 

1.5-<3 Negligible Negligible Slight 

0.5-<1.5 Negligible Negligible Negligible 

<0.5 Negligible Negligible Negligible 

 

6.3.18 In this case the proposed residential receptors are considered to be of high sensitivity.  

7 Odour Assessment 

7.1 Impact Assessment 

7.1.1 IAQM guidance1 states that if the impact from odour is expected to be slight or negligible then the effect can be 

deemed insignificant. Therefore, odour from Belmont Farm which is modelled above 3 ou e/m3/s at high 

sensitivity receptors is deemed significant.  

2017 Meteorological Year  

7.1.2 The 2017 meteorological year provides the highest results out of all the five meteorological years modelled and 

thus these results are discussed below. 

7.1.3 Appendix C shows the 98th percentile odour concentrations, during meteorological year 2017, across the 

proposed development when no outdoor pigs are housed within Belmont Farm and each pig building houses 

1050 pigs, as detailed in Table 3.  
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7.1.4 Appendix D shows the 98th percentile odour concentrations, during meteorological year 2017, across the 

proposed development when Belmont Farm houses indoor pigs and 400 outdoor pigs, where both results from 

the southern and western sections of the farm are combined to show the maximum results across the grid 

square.  

7.1.5 Appendix E shows the 98th percentile odour concentrations, during meteorological year 2017, across the 

proposed development when Belmont Farm houses indoor pigs and 750 outdoor pigs, where both results from 

the southern and western sections of the farm are combined to show the maximum results across the grid 

square.  

Average over 2014-2018 Meteorological Years 

7.1.6 The average 98th percentile odour concentrations over the 5 years, 2014-2018, were also assessed. Appendix 

F shows the average 98th percentile odour concentrations across the proposed development when no outdoor 

pigs are housed within Belmont Farm and each pig building houses 1050 pigs. 

7.1.7 Appendix G shows the average 98th percentile odour concentrations across the proposed development when 

Belmont Farm houses indoor pigs and 400 outdoor pigs, where both results from the southern and western 

sections of the farm are combined to show the maximum results across the grid square, from the meteorological 

years 2014-2018.  

7.1.8 Appendix H shows the average 98th percentile odour concentrations across the proposed development when 

Belmont Farm houses indoor pigs and 750 outdoor pigs, where both results from the southern and western 

sections of the farm are combined to show the maximum results across the grid square, from the meteorological 

years 2014-2018.  

Impact of Belmont Farm on the site and existing residents 

7.1.9 In the scenario for 4200 indoor pigs on Belmont Farm and no outdoor pigs, the impact of odour is expected to 

be negligible across the development site for the meteorological year 2017 and the average odour 

concentrations across the 5 meteorological years 2014-2018. However, existing residents of properties to the 

north of the farm are expected to experience moderate odour concentrations, which is deemed significant1.  

7.1.10 The outdoor pigs considerably increase the odour concentrations associated with the farm and will lead to 

substantial and moderate adverse impacts to the local area. Belmont Farm keeping 400 outside pigs would 

cause a significant impact to approximately 50 existing residential dwellings and 750 outdoor pigs would 

increase the number of affected receptors further.   

7.1.11 Based on the 2017 meteorological year, 6850 m2 of the development site is deemed unsuitable for residential 

use if Belmont Farm houses 400 outdoor pigs and 4200 indoor pigs.     

8 Summary of Impacts and Conclusion 

8.1 Belmont Farm, an established pig farm with planning approval to extend, is in close proximity to the proposed 

development site. The suitability of the site for residential use in terms of odour is considered within this report.  

8.2 A conservative assessment has been undertaken in that worst-case emission rates, in respect of emission rates 

per animal, have been utilised within the model.   
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8.3 The modelling predicts that the 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentrations across the site with only indoor 

pigs at the farm would be below 3.0 ouE/m3, for the five-year mean and the worst-case year of 2017.  Therefore, 

with only indoor pigs housed on Belmont Farm, the development site is suitable for residential use.  However, 

the model indicates that existing residents to the north of the farm are expected to experience significant odour 

concentrations. 

8.4 The introduction of outdoor pigs considerably increases the odour concentrations associated with the farm and 

is expected to lead to substantial and moderate adverse impacts to the local area. The model indicates that 

housing 400 outdoor pigs in addition to the indoor pigs would cause part of the northern section of the 

development to be unsuitable for residential use. Additionally, Belmont Farm keeping 400 outdoor pigs is also 

expected to cause a significant impact to approximately 50 existing residential dwellings. Housing 750 outdoor 

pigs would exacerbate the odour issues within the local area further.    
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Appendix B: Belmont Farm approved buildings 
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Glossary of Terms 
 

AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic flow 

Air Quality Standard Pollutant standards relate to ambient pollutant concentrations in air, set on the basis of medical 

and scientific evidence of how each pollutant affects human health and the environment 

Air Quality Objective Pollutant Objectives incorporate future dates by which a standard is to be achieved, taking into 

account economic considerations, practicability and technical feasibility 

Annual Mean A mean pollutant concentration value in air which is calculated on a yearly basis, yielding one annual 

mean per calendar year. In the UK air quality regulations, the annual mean for a particular substance at a particular 

location for a particular calendar year is: 

(a) in the case of lead, the mean of the daily levels for that year; 

(b) in the case of nitrogen dioxide, the mean of the hourly means for that year; 

(c) in the case of PM10, the mean of the 24-hour means for that year. 

Annoyance (Dust) Loss of amenity due to dust deposition or visible dust plumes, often related to people making 

complaints, but not necessarily sufficient to be a legal nuisance. 

AQAP Air Quality Action Plan 

AQEG Air Quality Expert Group 

AQMA Air Quality Management Area 

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 

AQO Air Quality Objective 

AQS Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 

Background Concentrations The term used to describe pollutant concentrations which exist in the ambient 

atmosphere, excluding local pollution sources such as roads and stacks 

CO Carbon monoxide 

Construction Any activity involved with the provision of a new structure (or structures), its modification or refurbishment. 

A structure will include a residential dwelling, office building, retail outlet, road, etc. 

Construction Impact Assessment An assessment of the impacts of demolition, earthworks, construction and trackout. 

In this Guidance, specifically the air quality impacts. 

Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 



Report No. 102076-2 Halfpenny Lane, Longridge 

Page 29 of 32 7th October 2019  

Demolition Any activity involved with the removal of an existing structure (or structures). This may also be referred to 

as de-construction, specifically when a building is to be removed a small part at a time. 

Deposited Dust that is no longer in the air and which has settled onto a surface. Deposited dust is also sometimes 

called amenity dust or nuisance dust, with the term nuisance applied in the general sense rather than the specific legal 

definition. 

DMRB Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 

DMP Dust Management Plan; a document that describes the site-specific methods to be used to control dust emissions. 

Dust Solid particles that are suspended in air, or have settled out onto a surface after having been suspended in air. 

The terms dust and particulate matter (PM) are often used interchangeably, although in some contexts one term tends 

to be used in preference to the other. In this guidance the term ‘dust’ has been used to include the particles that give 

rise to soiling, and to other human health and ecological effects. Note: this is different to the definition given in BS 6069, 

where dust refers to particles up to 75 µm in diameter. 

Earthworks Covers the processes of soil-stripping, ground-levelling, excavation and landscaping. 

Effects The consequences of the changes in airborne concentration and/or dust deposition for a receptor. These might 

manifest as annoyance due to soiling, increased morbidity or morality due to exposure to PM10 or PM2.5 or plant dieback 

due to reduced photosynthesis. The term ‘significant effect’ has a specific meaning in EIA regulations. The opposite is 

an insignificant effect. In the context of construction impacts any effect will usually be adverse, however, professional 

judgement is required to determine whether this adverse effect is significant based in the evidence presented. 

EPAQS Expert Panel on Air Quality Standards 

EPUK Environmental Protection UK 

HDV Heavy Duty Vehicle 

Impacts The changes in airborne concentrations and/or dust deposition. A scheme can have an ‘impact’ on airborne 

dust without having any ‘effects’, for instance if there are no receptors to experience the impact. 

LAQM Local Air Quality Management 

LDF Local Development Framework 

LDV Light Duty Vehicle 

Μg/m3 Microgrammes (of pollutant) per cubic metre of air. A measure of concentration in terms of mass per unit volume. 

A concentration of 1 μg/m3 means that one cubic metre of air contains one microgramme (millionth of a gramme) of 

pollutant 

NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 

NOx A collective term used to represent the mixture of nitrogen oxides in the atmosphere, as nitric oxide (NO) and 

nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 
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Nuisance The term nuisance dust is often used in a general sense when describing amenity dust. However, this term 

also has specific meanings in environmental law: 

Statutory nuisance, as defined in S79(1) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (as amended from time to time). 

Private nuisance, arising from substantial interference with a person’s enjoyment and us of his land. 

Public nuisance, arising from and act or omission that obstructs, damages or inconveniences the right of the community. 

Each of these applying in so far as the nuisance relates to the unacceptable effects of emissions. It is recognised that a 

significant loss of amenity may occur at lower levels of emission than would constitute a statutory nuisance. 

Note: as nuisance has a specific meaning in environmental law, and to avoid confusion, it is recommended that the term 

is not used in a more general sense. 

PM2.5 The fraction of particles with a mean aerodynamic diameter equal to, or less than, 2.5 μm. More strictly, particulate 

matter which passes through a size selective inlet as defined in the reference method for the sampling and measurement 

of PM2.5, EN 14907, with a 50% efficiency cut-off at 2.5 μm aerodynamic diameter 

PM10 The fraction of particles with a mean aerodynamic diameter equal to, or less than, 10 μm. More strictly, particulate 

matter which passes through a size selective inlet as defined in the reference method for the sampling and measurement 

of PM10, EN 12341, with a 50% efficiency cut-off at 10 μm aerodynamic diameter 

RSS Regional Spatial Strategy 

Running Annual Mean A mean pollutant concentration value in air which is calculated on an hourly basis, yielding one 

running annual mean per hour. The running annual mean for a particular substance at a particular location for a particular 

hour is the mean of the hourly levels for that substance at that location for that hour and the preceding 8759 hours  

Trackout The transport of dust and dirt from the construction/demolition site onto the public road network, where it may 

be deposited and then re-suspended by vehicles using the network. This arises when heavy duty vehicles (HDVs) leave 

the construction/demolition site with dusty materials, which may then spill onto the road, and/or when HDVs transfer 

dust and dirt onto the road having travelled over muddy ground on site. 
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www.adas.co.uk 
 

3 January 2019 
 

 

Dear Ben, 

A REVIEW OF ODOUR MODELLING ASSESSEMENTS FOR TWO PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS ON 

LAND OFF HALFPENNY LANE, LONGRIDGE BY MILLER GOODALL 

Thank you for your instruction to review the odour/air quality modelling reports prepared by Miller Goodall 

(MG) to support applications for residential development of Halfpenny Lane, Longridge.  As far as I can see the 

reports, which are referenced as 102077-2 and 102076-2 and both dated 7 October 2019, seem to be identical 

in the way in which they assess the impact of built and consented building for housing pigs at Belmont Farm.  

Our understanding is that the Council is concerned about the potential for adverse impacts from odours arising 

from pig buildings at Belmont Farm, as well as associated outdoor pig rearing on the two proposed residential 

developments considered by MG. 

I have focused my review on the odour impact of the built and consented pig building at Belmont Farm 

because, as explained below, my opinion is that odour emissions from the pig buildings alone would have a 

significant negative impact on the amenity of the proposed residential developments even without any 

contributions from any outdoor pig rearing activities.    

 

Number and type of pigs houses in built and consented pig buildings 

The drawings at Appendix B in both Miller Goodall (MG) reports 102077-2 and 102076-2 show one building 

approved for farrowing and weaning pigs, one building approved for finishing pigs and dry sows, and an 

additional two approved buildings with slurry pits, but without any type of pigs specified. 

 

Despite the differentiation in the allocation of different types/classes of pigs to at least two of the buildings in 

Appendix B, the MG reports both seem to make the assumption that all four of the individual buildings will be 

used to house a mixture of  dry sows, farrowing sows, weaner pigs and finishing pigs, as set out at Table 3.  It 

is not clear if this allocation of all of the different classes of pig to all four buildings was agreed with the 

operators of Belmont Farm, but these assumptions are not consistent with the layout in Appendix B, and they 

are not typical of general pig industry practice.  On the vast majority of pig farms each building typically houses 

one, or at most two, classes of pigs (e.g. all dry sows, all farrowing sows, all first and second stage weaners in 

one building, or all rearing and/or finishing pigs in one building)     

http://www.adas.co.uk/
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This factor of the mixed stocking regime assumed by MG is potentially important because if a higher proportion 

of finishing pigs are housed in the two unspecified “eastern” buildings in the drawing at Appendix B, then the 

greater weight of pigs and resulting higher rates of odour emissions from heavier pigs in those two buildings 

would potentially mean higher levels of odour emissions from the buildings closest to the proposed 

development to the East of the pig unit.  The untypical, and rather unlikely, stocking regime assumed by MG 

in Table 3 in both of their reports is one of the key factors defining the odour emissions that have been 

modelled by MG.  

 

Even excluding the other “classes” of pigs, the modelling carried out by MG assumes a total of 1,600 finishing 

pigs within the overall total of 4,200 pigs modelled across the four consented buildings, with 400 finishing pigs 

per buildings.  Up to 1,600 finishing pigs is a substantial scale of pig production in relatively close proximity to 

the proposed residential developments, and therefore suggests that odour is a significant concern even from 

the housed finishing pigs, let alone the associated housed sows (farrowing and dry) and weaners, and any 

contribution from outdoor pigs. 

 

Overall Impression of Miller Goodall Modelling Outputs 

Scaling from the drawing in report 102076-2, with the pig buildings each assumed to be 30m long, suggests 

the “centre” of the four consented pig buildings is less than 90m from the closest of the proposed dwellings, 

and separation distances are even less than this from the pig buildings to the gardens of the proposed 

dwellings on the application to the East.   Similarly scaling from the drawing at Appendix B in report 102077-2 

also shows relatively small separation distances.  

 

The odour contours in Appendices C and F of both MG reports concern the odour impacts of pigs housed in 

buildings, without any contributions from the possible outdoor pigs.    There are two fundamental concerns 

about the modelling outputs.  Firstly, It is unclear why the sandy coloured higher odour impact “centre” of the 

MG odour contour plots all seem to be offset to the north west of the odour “centre of gravity” of the four pig 

buildings.  In Figures 1 and 2 below I have tried to illustrate this point by representing the approximate centre 

point of the four pig buildings with a blue “spot” on the MG odour contour maps in Appendix C from reports 

102076-1 and 102077-2.  

 

These representations show that the MG odour contours are centred round an area which is at least 100m to 

the north west of the midpoint of the four pig buildings.  MG provide no commentary or explanation for this 

untypical north westerly displacement of the odour footprint/contours of the pig buildings.  The displacement 

is, as far as I can see, not obviously explained by the “prevailing” wind effects.  Although the Manchester 

Airport wind rose in the MG reports at Figure 1 in the MG reports shows a fairly high proportion of southerly 

winds which may “weight” the odour contours in a northerly direction, it does not provide any explanation for 

a westerly shift of the odour footprint.   Despite the effects of the southerly components of the prevailing 

winds, I would not expect to see the peak odour impact contours to be completely detached from the buildings 

as shown in the MG reports.  

 

The second significant concern about the MG odour contour maps is that the contours in Appendices C and F 

of the MG reports seem to show that the highest odour impacts from the pig buildings would be ≤3.7 ouE/m3.  

It seems inconceivable that, at least in locations immediately adjacent to naturally ventilated pig buildings, 
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98th percentile odour impacts appreciably higher (than 3.7 ouE/m3) would not be experienced.  The MG 

contours show odour exposure adjacent to the pig buildings of between 0.5 to 3.0 ouE/m3 in close proximity 

to the buildings themselves.  This is all the more surprising and inexplicable because MG seems to have 

assumed that emissions are emitted throughout the height profile of the buildings as discussed below.  With 

emissions at low levels the localised odour levels around stocked buildings can be expected to be relatively 

high as there will be minimal dispersion and mixing of odours in close proximity to the buildings.  

 

 
Figure 1 Odour Contour Plot in Appendix C of MG Report 102076-2 with the approximate centre point of the 
four modelled pig buildings marked with the blue circle, and a red “arrow” extending approximately 200m 
from the centre of the pig buildings. (Not to scale) 
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Figure 2 Odour Contour Plot in Appendix C of MG Report 102077-2 with the approximate centre point of the 
four modelled pig buildings marked with the blue circle, and a red “arrow” extending approximately 200m 
from the centre of the pig buildings. (Not to scale)  
 
ADAS Experience of Pig Farm Odour Impacts 

The Environment Agency’s H4 odour guidance recognises that odour modelling is not the only approach to 

assessing the potential odour impacts of odorous installations, and acknowledges there are also merits in 

comparisons with similar sites when assessing the odour impacts of installations such as pig farms, , as set out 

in the guidance on pages 7 and 8:  

 

“For new proposals the expected exposure arising from different options can be estimated through, for 

example: 

 modelling to the standards given in Appendix 3; 

 evidence of other similar operations carried out in similar circumstances - when making these 

comparisons you should take into account the degree of relevance of the comparative sites..” 

 

On this basis I have reviewed some of our experience of odour impact assessments for pig rearing and finishing 

buildings in other locations, where ADAS has used odour modelling studies to support planning applications 

for pig finishing buildings, and in modelling assessments carried out in the context of statutory nuisance cases.  

This experience suggests, that the relatively close proximity of the proposed residential developments to the 

pig unit at Belmont Farm would result in significant adverse impacts on amenity.  In fact our experience 

suggests that there would a significant risk of odour nuisance at both of the proposed residential 

developments when all four consented building are completed and stocked with pigs, even without any 

contribution from outdoor pigs.  
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By way of example, a pig rearing enterprise of similar, but smaller scale to that at Belmont Farm, in Kirby 

Bellars in Leicestershire, caused a nuisance with approximately 1,100 finishing pigs housed in two straw 

bedded, naturally ventilated buildings.  There were two buildings at Kirby Bellars of similar scale (30.48 m x 

15.24m) to the four consented buildings at Belmont Farm (30m x 15m) and they caused off-site nuisance and 

complaints at distances up to 250m to 300m from the centre of the buildings which ultimately resulted in the 

service of a statutory nuisance abatement notice.  Distinct pig building odours were validated by Melton 

Borough Council environmental health officers at distances of up to 300m from the two pig buildings.   

 

The Kirby Bellars pig unit was stocked with a significantly lower numbers of finishing pigs alone than could be 

housed in the consented buildings at Belmont Farms, and the housing there was based on a straw bedding 

system, rather than the slatted floors in use and proposed at Belmont Farm.  The general expectation is that 

straw based systems are less odorous than the slats and slurry system consented at Belmont Farm.  From this 

experience alone, it can be concluded that the two alternative proposed residential developments at 

Halfpenny Lane would be at a very high risk of unacceptable impacts on amenity from pig buildings odours, 

even if only the finishing pigs are considered.   

 

In the absence of any controls on stocking regimes in the consented pig buildings at Belmont Farm it may be 

possible that in future the buildings could be used to house higher numbers of finishing pigs, which would 

have even higher odour emissions than the 1,600 finishing pig places considered by MG.  

 

A further illustration of the potential for adverse odour impacts within 100m to 300m of pig units of the scale 

of that at Belmont Farm can be gained by a review of the odour dispersion modelling carried out by ADAS for 

two proposed buildings to house approximately 1,000 pigs at Brick Hill Farm, as set out in Annex 1.  This 

modelling was based on a similar odour emissions rate (27.4 ouE/s/pig) to the precautionary emission rate of 

29 ouE/s/pig used by MG, but with a lower number of pigs and with natural ventilation augmented with high 

level extraction fans to improve odour dispersion.   Dispersion of odours with at least partial ventilation 

through high level fan chimneys can be expected to provide better initial odour dispersion than the natural 

ventilation regime in use and proposed at Belmont Farm.  Despite that advantage of better dispersion 

arrangements, dispersion modelling in the Brick Hill case showed that even with natural ventilation 

arrangements augmented with fans, and with fewer pigs than at Belmont Farm, the 3 ouE/m3 odour contour 

extended outwards with a radius of approximately 250m from the centre of the two buildings which were 

modelled housing a total of 1,000 pigs.  This can be seen in Figure 5 of the report at Annex 1, and the same 

report shows that Receptors 2 and 3, which are approximately 200-250m from the pig buildings were expected 

to experience odour impacts in excess of the 3.0 ouE/m3 benchmark which is used by MG, and which is widely 

recognised as being appropriate for pig and poultry farm odours.    

 

It also is noted that in the Brick Hill Farm case, which was modelled with “better” dispersion arrangements 

than implied by the use of volume emitting sources by MG, the localised odour impacts around the pig 

buildings themselves were in excess of 20 ouE/m3, which is much higher than the <3.0 ouE/m3 predictions 

around the pig buildings shown by MG in Appendices C and F.  The low odour impacts predicted by MG in the 

immediate area around the pig buildings at Belmont Farm are not consistent with ADAS experience from our 

own modelling and from reviewing other consultants’ reports. 
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The red arrows that I have added to Figures 1 and 2 above provide some indication of the scale of even a very 

optimistic minimum 200m separation distance from the centre of the pig buildings at Belmont Farm into the 

two proposed development sites.    

 

From these two examples our experience leads us to conclude that there would be a very high risk of adverse 

odour impacts on the proposed residential developments when all four of the consented buildings at Belmont 

Farm are built and stocked with 400 finishing pigs each, even without any odour contributions from sows and 

weaners in the buildings, and from outdoor pigs.   For this reason, and because we have concerns about the 

relevance and results of the MG odour modelling studies we strongly recommend that the applications for 

residential developments should not be consented. 

 
Comments on MG Modelling Reports 
Aside from our concerns the proposed close proximity of residential developments to pig buildings, there are 

some omissions from the MG modelling reports in relation to model inputs, and also some associated 

uncertainties.  These “unknowns” and uncertainties may in part, or in combination, explain some of the 

differences between the results and findings of MG and those seen by ADAS and other consultants in modelling 

of pig units of a similar scale elsewhere in relation to the limited extent of the odour contours and odour 

impacts predicted by MG.  In particular, we are unable to comment on the validity or suitability of the following 

model inputs which don’t seem to be reported by MG including: 

 

1. The surface roughness and Monin-Obukhov lengths used within the dispersion model have not been 

specified within the air quality assessment reports; 

2. There are no details about the spacing of the modelled “grid points” within the overall modelling grid 

area.  Unacceptably large or coarse grid spacing may lead to some “peak” odour impacts not being 

represented.  This could be a possible explanation for the relatively low odour impacts shown by MG 

in the immediate area around the pig buildings, although it doesn’t obviously explain the north west 

“shift “ of the building odour contours. 

3. It is not clear whether terrain has been incorporated within the model, or if it is an important factor 

in relation to this location; 

4. There is no explicit explanation about the height of the emission releases modelled, although as set 

out below, it may be possible to derive this.  This is important because low level odour emissions 

releases/sources, such as those from the naturally ventilated pig buildings in this case, can be subject 

to very poor odour dispersion, with odours “drifting” away from their sources towards local receptors 

with very little mixing under low wind speed and calm weather conditions.     

5.  There is no discussion about if, or how, “calms” or low wind speeds have been taken account of within 

the modelling.   The IAQM guidance sets out at section A1.4 in relation to modelling “The treatment 

of calms can have a considerable influence on the predicted 98th percentile from a model and the 

approach selected should be justified within the assessment report.” 

The modelling of calm and low wind speed conditions is a critically important factor with low level 

(height) odour releases because low level outlets compromise initial mixing and dispersion of odours 

in the atmosphere. 
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6. There is no discussion about how the effects of buildings have been taken account of in the modelling.  

The “Influence of buildings/structures on dispersion” is identified as a critical model input in section 

A1.4 of the IAQM guidance.  Buildings can be expected to influence the mixing and dispersion of 

odours, and not least as a result of so-called “downwash” effects.  It may, for example, be necessary 

to model the building odour emissions as “point” sources within the ADMS model to allow downwash 

to be accounted for, at least as a sensitivity analysis.  This approach (of using point sources) is quite 

widely used by other consultants modelling farm building emissions with the ADMS 5 series of models 

to allow building downwash effects to be taken into account. 

    
These factors are important because, as set out above, we are unable to explain why the odour contours for 

the pig buildings presented in Appendices C and F of the MG reports are displaced and “centred” in an area 

which is approximately 100m north west of the location of the four pig buildings.  There is no discussion of this 

phenomenon in the MG report.  We are also very concerned that the MG reports seems to suggest that 98th 

percentile odour impacts or concentrations in the immediate area of the pig buildings are very low, with 

impacts ≤3.0 ouE/m3.   

 

These two aspects of the MG modelling results are inexplicable given the low level of odour emissions which 

can be expected with natural ventilation and the nature of the overall building “volume” odour source 

modelling used by MG.  The MG report implicitly suggests that the odour emissions have been modelled as 

volume sources extending from the ground upward to the full height of the buildings because it seems that 

the volume specific emission rate is based on the entire volume of the buildings.  This assumption does not 

take account of the fact that there will in reality be minimal direct emissions from the “solid” element of pig 

building walls which are understood from the application drawings to be approximately 2m in height.   In that 

case there will be no odour releases below 2m above ground level.   

 

If MG did assume that emissions will extend from the ground level upwards, then it seems illogical that odour 

concentrations/impacts will not be greater than 3 ouE/m3 between and around the buildings because under 

calm and low wind speed weather conditions odorous air will be leaving the buildings at odour concentrations 

of at least several hundreds of odour units per cubic metre (ouE/m3).  For comparison, and more typically, the 

odour contours in Figure 5 of the report at Annex 1 showed odour impacts greater than 10 to 20 ouE/m3 in the 

area immediately around the pig buildings. 

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. The odour emission rates modelled by MG are suitably precautionary. 

2. The odour impact assessment benchmark of 3.0 ouE/m3 used by MG is appropriate.  

3. Scaling from the drawings in the MG report suggests the approximate “centre” of the four consented 

pig buildings is less than 90m from the closest of the proposed dwellings to the east in the report for 

John Holden and Tim Forrest (Report ref 102077-2), and separation distances are even less than this 

from the pig buildings to the gardens of the proposed dwellings on this applications.   These are very 

limited separation distances from a quite substantial pig farm, and this factor alone suggests that there 

would be material risk of adverse odour impacts on amenity.  
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4. The odour contours in Appendices C and F of both MG reports concern the odour impacts of pigs 

housed in buildings, without any contributions from the possible outdoor pigs.  There are two 

fundamental concerns about the modelling outputs.  Firstly, It is unclear why the sandy coloured 

higher odour impact “centre” of the MG odour contour plots all seem to be offset to the north west 

of the odour “centre of gravity” of the four pig buildings by at least 100m.  MG provide no commentary 

or explanation for this inexplicable north westerly displacement of the odour footprint/contours of 

the pig buildings.  This displacement casts doubts about the validity of the some of the model inputs 

and is not consistent with our wider experience of modelling the impact of low levels emissions from 

intensive livestock buildings.  

5. The second significant concern about the MG odour contour maps is that the contours in Appendices 

C and F of the MG reports seem to show that the highest odour impacts from the pig buildings would 

be ≤3.7 ouE/m3.  It seems inconceivable that at least in locations immediately adjacent to naturally 

ventilated pig buildings, appreciably higher 98th percentile odour impacts (than 3.7 ouE/m3) would be 

experienced.  The MG contours show odour exposure adjacent to the pig buildings of between 0.5 to 

3.0 ouE/m3 in close proximity to the buildings themselves.  This is all the more surprising and 

inexplicable because MG seems to have assumed that emissions are emitted throughout the height 

profile of the buildings.  With emissions at low level the localised odour around stocked buildings can 

be expected to be relatively high as there will be minimal dispersion and mixing of odours in close 

proximity to the buildings.  

6. ADAS experience of odour modelling and nuisance cases elsewhere, including two specific examples 

of slightly smaller pig enterprises leads us to conclude that there would be a very high risk of adverse 

odour impacts on any proposed residential developments within 200m to 250m from the pig buildings 

at Belmont Farm when all four of the consented buildings Farm are built and stocked with 400 finishing 

pigs per building.  This conclusion is arrived at even without any consideration of odour contributions 

from sows and weaners housed in the same buildings, and from any outdoor pigs.   For this reason, 

and because we have concerns about the relevance and results of the MG odour modelling studies we 

strongly recommend that the applications for residential development should not be consented. 

Please contact me if you require clarification or have any queries. 

Yours Sincerely 
Steve Peirson,  
Principal Odour Consultant 
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1. Introduction 
The Met Office Rural Environment Team at ADAS has been commissioned by 
Mr John Griffin to conduct a study of the impact of odour emissions from two 
proposed new pig buildings at Brick Hill Farm, near Bruton, in Somerset.  The 
objective was to assess how odour emissions would affect the surrounding area 
if proposals to build the pig buildings were built. 

 

Odour emissions from the proposed pig buildings have been assessed and 
quantified using an emissions ‘blueprint’ developed by ADAS, the Met Office 
and the Silsoe Research Institute.  The emission rates predictions were then 
used in atmospheric dispersion modelling in order to assess the likely impact of 
odour in the area around the site of the proposed pig buildings.  

2. Background 
A map of the surrounding area is presented in Figure 1. The site of the 
proposed pig buildings at Brick Hill Farm is shaded in red. 

2.1 The proposed pig buildings unit 

Under the proposal, two new pig houses would be erected at Brick Hill Farm. 
The proposed new accommodation would be stocked with up to 1,000 pigs. The 
pigs would come onto the farm on a batch system, as weaners, and would be 
finished for bacon 21 weeks later.  There would be two batches of pigs each 
year.  A concrete constructed store would hold manure before it is taken away 
for spreading to land.   
 
It was initially proposed by the Applicant that the pig buildings would be entirely 
naturally ventilated, but preliminary dispersion modelling suggested that the 
impact of odour emissions would be better mitigated by predominantly high 
level dispersion of emissions.   Subsequent modeling has been based on the 
assumption that the pig buildings would be predominantly ventilated by vertical 
discharge ridge mounted fans, although when the pigs are of very low weight 
there would be some natural ventilation. 

2.2 Geography 

Brick Hill Farm is located in a rural setting, approximately 650 m from the 
outskirts of the village of Bruton, in Somerset. The surrounding land is used 
primarily for arable and livestock farming.  The farm is in the Yeovil Scarplands, 
a character area consisting of hills and wide valley bottoms, with rural areas 
interspersed by villages. The land use is predominantly arable in the wide 
valleys, and woodland on the ridges and in the more incised combes. (Natural 
England, 2012).  

 

There are isolated residences in the area around Brick Hill Farm, the closest of 
which, not associated with the farm, is “The Bungalow”, at 200 m to the north-
east of the proposed new buildings.  The denser residential areas of Bruton are 
650 m to the south-east.  
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Figure 1. The area surrounding the proposed pig buildings  

 
This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the 
Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright 
and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. ADAS licence no. AL100020033. November 2012. 

3. Odour emissions and guidelines 
Odour emission rates from pig houses are dependent on odour concentrations 
within the houses and the ventilation rate to the outside atmosphere.  Internal 
odour concentrations depend upon many factors including the number and 
weight of the pigs housed, building design and manure management and 
methods of provision of feed and drinking water.  The minimisation of odour 
production is addressed by Defra in Section 4 of its Code of Good Agricultural 
Practice (Defra, 2009) in which paragraphs 229 and 319 to 328 are especially 
relevant.  

 

Odour emission rates are expressed as European Odour Units per animal per 
second (ouE/animal/s) and odour concentrations as European Odour Units per 
cubic metre of air (ouE/m

3).  The following descriptions of how odour of certain 
odour concentrations might be perceived may be helpful, but is not prescriptive 
as some odours are more or less “intense” than others; 

� 1.0 ouE/m
3 – This is defined as the detection limit in laboratory 

conditions. 

� 2.0 – 3.0 ouE/m
3 – A particular odour may be detectable against 

normal background odour. 

� 5.0 ouE/m
3 – Odour may be detectable and identifiable, but most 

observers would only describe it as faint. 

Proposed pig 

buildings  
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� 10.0 ouE/m
3 – Odours may become distinct. 

� 10+ ouE/m
3 – Most observers would describe the odour intensity as 

moderate or strong. 

3.1 Emissions from the proposed pig unit 

The two proposed new pig houses would comprise concrete panel walling or 
concrete blocks and corrugated cladding to the walls and fibre cement sheeting 
to the roofs.  These buildings should be predominantly ventilated by high air 
speed ridge mounted fans (“Skov” type) discharging air vertically upwards, with 
air flowing in via the clad walls or open doors. 

 

The buildings would be serviced by a concrete manure pad into which the 
manure from the new houses would be scraped.  This manure would be held on 
the pad before being collected and removed for storage in field heaps and land 
spreading. 

3.2 Peak odour emissions and mitigation measures 

Odour emissions are most likely to reach a peak during the period when the pig 
accommodation is being cleared of bedding, or when the manure is collected 
from the muck pad for transport to field heaps.  Little objective information exists 
on the magnitude of odour emission rates during these short term activities, and 
emissions are likely to be variable, and dependent upon the management of the 
activities.  Through the adoption of techniques such as those described in the 
Code of Good Agricultural Practice (Defra, 2009), odour emissions can be 
mitigated and minimised during cleaning out and manure removal. 

3.3 Estimation of odour emission rates 

Based upon many years of research and measurement, ADAS, in conjunction 
with the Silsoe Research Institute and the Met Office, has developed an 
emission ‘blueprint’ which covers odour emissions from a wide range of 
agricultural sources, including pig buildings.  As rearing practices change over 
time, the “blueprint” is constantly under review.  Odour emissions may vary 
seasonally, diurnally and throughout the growing cycle and are also affected by 
manure management and feeding and drinking systems.  All of these factors 
have been taken into account in the calculation of emission estimates.   
 
As the pigs will be taken in on a batch system as weaners and reared to 
finishing weight, an emission factor of 27.4 European Odour Units per animal 
per second (ouE/animal/s) has been used in the modelling. This is a time-
weighted calculated value based on the following emission factors; 

• Weaner pigs (solid flooring with straw) - 10 ouE/animal/s - for 4.3 weeks 

• Grower pigs (solid flooring with straw) - 20 ouE/animal/s - for 3.6 weeks 

• Finisher pigs (solid flooring with straw) – 30 ouE/animal/s - for 12.1 weeks 

The emission figures in the blueprint are obtained from many sources, both 
internal ADAS reports and peer reviewed papers, and the figures used in this 
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study are approximately 50% higher than the median of the various emission 
rates in the blueprint and are therefore considered suitably precautionary. 
 
For the manure pad, an emission factor of 2.25 ouE/m²/s has been used (Valli, 
et al, 2008). A summary of animal numbers, areas, odour emission factors, and 
overall emission rates is provided in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Animal numbers and weights, areas, and odour emission factors  

Source 
Animal 

numbers / 
area (m²) 

Animal 
weight (kg) 

Manure system 
Emission factor 
(ouE/animal/s) 
or (ouE/m²/s) 

Total 
emission 
rate (ouE/s) 

SH1 500 7.5 - 102.5 Solid flooring with straw 27.35 13,675 

SH2 500 7.5 - 102.5 Solid flooring with straw 27.35 13,675 

MUCK     145.25  Concrete manure pad 2.25 327 

    Total 27,677 

 

3.4 Assessment of the impact of odour 

It is important when assessing the potential impact of odours on a local 
community to study both the concentration of odours and their frequency of 
occurrence.  This approach forms part of the most recent guidance from the 
Environment Agency (EA).  In adopting the FIDOR (Frequency, Intensity, 
Duration, Offensiveness and Receptor) protocol, the EA is advocating an 
objective methodology for the assessment of odour nuisance.  The probability of 
off-site impact from odour sources depends on:-  

� Frequency of exposure: Complaints are more likely if the frequency 
of exposure increases. 

� Intensity of the odour: There is a greater probability of complaint 
when the odour concentration exceeds a threshold or guideline.  

� Duration of odour events: Short or fleeting odour events are less 
likely to cause a nuisance than is a prolonged exposure.  

� Offensiveness of the odour: More offensive odours have a higher 
risk of causing complaint. 

� Receptor sensitivity: In particular, the sensitivity of an individual as 
influenced by their context.  As an example, people who live or work 
in suburban areas (large villages or towns) may be relatively 
intolerant of “countryside” odours.  Conversely people living in rural 
areas are generally more tolerant or agricultural odours. 

3.5  Dispersion of odour 

A plume of odour naturally disperses through the turbulent motion of the 
atmosphere as it moves downwind from the point of release. Due to this 
turbulent mixing process, odour concentrations downwind from a source will not 
be uniform.  Characteristically, in any given hour, there are short duration peaks 
in concentration that last for a few seconds, separated by longer periods, when 
the concentrations are low or zero.  Consequently, it is necessary to predict the 
frequency of particular odour concentrations at various points around an odour 
source.   

Once released to the atmosphere, the direction of spread of odours is entirely 
dependent upon the direction of the wind.  The rate of dispersion depends 
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mainly on the wind speed, but other meteorological parameters such as air 
temperature also influence dispersion rates. The stability of the atmosphere 
also plays an important role in atmospheric dispersion.  

There are also non-meteorological factors which influence downwind odour 
concentrations.  

� Distance from odour source: The closer a receptor is to an odour 
source; the higher the likely odour concentration at that location and 
the greater the probability of odour impact or detection.  

� The height of release: Generally, the higher the point of release; the 
lower the odour concentration in the vicinity of the odour source. 

� Emission characteristics: Stronger odour sources tend to affect a 
larger area than weaker sources.  

� Building downwash: Pollutant emissions may be subject to highly 
turbulent wind flows in the wake of buildings.   

3.6 Guideline values and benchmarks 

Minimising waste and pollution is a key component of the National Planning 
Policy Framework.  There is no specific guidance for odour; however, odour is 
defined as pollution within the framework.  It is stated in the framework that 
planning decisions must reflect and where appropriate promote relevant 
obligations and statutory requirements, for example, the Pollution Prevention 
and Control Act and Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2010 (as amended). 
 
The Environment Agency (EA) published draft guidelines on odour regulation, 
assessment and control (IPPC H4: Horizontal Odour Guidance Parts 1 & 2) in 
2002.  The 2002 documents were withdrawn and various updated versions, for 
consultation purposes, were produced in the interim period. The final version 
(H4: Odour management) was published in March 2011. 
 
Odour detection thresholds and consideration of whether or not an odour is 
offensive are discussed in Appendix 2 of the updated H4.  In Appendix 3, 
modelled odour concentration benchmark levels are presented for odours of 
varying degrees of offensiveness.  The benchmarks are based on the 98th 
percentile of hourly average concentrations of odour modelled over an average 
year at the site/installation boundary or at receptor locations.  The benchmarks 
are:  

� 1.5 odour units for most offensive odours;  
� 3 odour units for moderately offensive odours;  
� 6 odour units for less offensive odours. 

Any modelled results that project exposures above these benchmark levels, 
after taking uncertainty into account, indicate the onset of some risk of 
unacceptable odour pollution. 
 
The use of 98th percentile of the hourly mean odour concentrations over an 
average one year period which is now recommended by the EA in H4 and 
ADAS has used the 98th percentile of the hourly mean odour concentrations 
over a five year period.  Five years were used to provide statistically robust 
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results, smoothing out inter-annual variations.  The Environment Agency’s 
guidance provides a very precautionary approach for larger livestock units.   
 
Odours from livestock housing are normally placed in the moderately offensive 
category of the H4 guidance.  The target suggested in H4 for moderately 
offensive odours is an hourly mean odour concentration of 3.0 ouE/m

3 at the 98th 
percentile.  Therefore, as a precautionary measure, particularly so if annual 
average periods are considered, this level is used in this study as a guideline. 
This standard is, however, only directly relevant to larger pig units that are 
regulated by the Environment Agency under the Environmental Permitting 
Regulations, that holdings with more than 2,000 finishing pigs or more than 750 
sows.  It is therefore not directly applicable to the buildings considered in this 
report but provides some general guidance. 
 
ADAS has generally found that a range of odours, including those from 
livestock housing are unlikely to cause unacceptable odour impacts with 98th 
percentile odour concentrations of less than 5.0 ouE/m

3 over a five year 
period.  However, once exposure exceeds 5.0 ouE/m

3 at the 98th percentile, 
then there is an increasing risk of odour impact, and above 10.0 ouE/m

3 at the 
98th percentile; some complaints would normally be expected.  These 
observations are consistent with an empirical standard of 5.0 ouE/m

3 at the 
98th percentile, used in the landfill and waste-water industries in the UK and 
elsewhere, to assess the likelihood of community annoyance.  This 
assessment level was derived from a 1990s planning appeal decision relating 
to an appeal by Northumberland Water for the construction of a WwTW at 
Newbiggin-by-the-Sea in Northumberland in which evidence on potential off-
site odour impacts was presented using odour dispersion modelling.  The 
decision in this appeal case was the origin of the now well-established 
“Newbiggin” criteria that has been used, and still is used to this day, for odour 
impact assessments. 
 
Therefore, it is suggested that suitable assessment levels for the odour impact 
from livestock buildings to avoid unacceptable odour impact in rural areas lie in 
the range to 3 to 5 ouE/m

3 (expressed as long term annual average 98th 
percentile hourly means odour concentrations).  
 
It should be noted that the prediction that a particular property lies above the 
guideline concentration does not necessarily imply that a loss of residential 
amenity (or a nuisance) will follow. However, it is suggested that the probability 
of such an occurrence is increased in proportion to the exceedances of the 
guideline. 
 

4. Dispersion modelling methodology 

4.1 Model description 

The choice of model for this study is UK Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling 
System (ADMS) Version 4.2. ADMS is a steady-state atmospheric dispersion 
model that is based on modern atmospheric physics.  It can include treatment of 
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both surface and elevated sources and both simple and complex terrain.   
ADMS is one of the few models capable of simulating all the important 
atmospheric processes.  Importantly, ADMS 4.2 can take into account spatially 
varying deposition of pollutants and consequent plume depletion.  The model 
calculates downwind pollutant concentration in the surrounding area for each 
hour of the day and night over an appropriate period.  Statistics on the 
frequency and concentration of pollutants at the receptor sites are based upon 
the hourly calculations.  A grid referencing system within the computer model 
allows the location of both sources and receptors to be specified to an accuracy 
of within 1m.  If necessary, the model also incorporates the effects of buildings 
on the pollutant plume, known as building downwash. 
 
ADMS has been chosen because it is “fitted for the purpose of the modelling 
procedure” as defined by the guidelines published by the Royal Meteorological 
Society (Britter et al, 1995 and Ireland et al, 2006).  The group that leads the 
development of ADMS is Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants 
(CERC), but the UK Met Office and others have made additional contributions.  
The model has been extensively validated against site measurements.  Details 
of these validation studies and the formulation of the ADMS are available on the 
CERC website. 
 
Published studies have shown that atmospheric dispersion models are reliable 
at predicting the pattern of downwind pollutant concentrations and deposition 
rates (as statistical distributions) over a period of time (H.R. Olesen, 1997).  The 
ADAS modelling study reported here is based on calculations made over a 
period of 43,800 hours (5 years) and represents a suitably long period for such 
a statistical study. 
 

4.2 Meteorology 

A statistical dispersion modelling run requires hourly meteorological records, 
preferably over a minimum of five years.  There is a requirement to limit the 
amount of missing records through station selection and pre-processing the 
weather file (Defra, 2009).  Where only a small number of missing records arise, 
Defra recommends a procedure of ‘in-fill’ by interpolation or near-neighbour 
substitution.  The occurrence of calm conditions must also be considered so 
that they are not unnecessarily excluded from the modelling study.   
 
The nearest meteorological station to Brick Hill Farm, Bruton, which regularly 
records all the weather elements required for dispersion modelling is at 
Yeovilton, Somerset, approximately 17 km to the north-east.  The Met Office 
meteorological station at Yeovilton is at an altitude of 20 m, and is likely to have 
similar weather to the application site.  In our opinion the weather records from 
Yeovilton provide a good representation of the meteorological conditions in the 
area around Brick Hill Farm, near Bruton. 
 
The ADAS/Met Office method of dealing with calm periods in the modelled 
weather files is to set a wind speed of 1.0 m/s and use the last known “good” 
wind direction (or the direction of known katabatic winds if appropriate).  Many 
of the periods of calms reported in the traditional climatological data are not true 
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calms, but represent wind speeds below the minimum recording capabilities of 
the anemometers, or below the start up speed of the anemometers.  This is part 
of the justification for our standard treatment of calms.  Atmospheric dispersion 
models have internal procedures for dealing with calm periods; however our 
experience has been that the ADAS method results in the prediction of a larger 
exposure footprint in the surrounding area than the model’s calms procedures.  
The ADAS/Met Office calms treatment also produces more cautious outcomes 
than the alternative of not modelling for hours when there is a calm recorded. 
 
In this modelling study, the ADMS model was run using a complete 5-year 
sequential meteorological file from 2006 to 2010 inclusive.  The relative 
frequencies of winds blowing from different directions at different speeds are 
illustrated in the wind rose shown in Figure 2.  Note that the wind speeds and 
directions are modified by FLOWSTAR within ADMS, to reflect effects of the 
terrain.  
 
Figure 2. Wind rose, derived from Yeovilton meteorological station (2006 -2010) 
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4.3 Model parameters 

4.3.1 Odour emissions 

Emissions from the proposed new pig accommodation are represented by one 
volume sources per house within ADMS to represent fugitive emissions, and 
three point sources per house to represent emissions from the high speed ridge 
mounted fans.  Fugitive emissions, that is element of natural ventilation which 
may occur when the fans are off with very light pigs, are assumed to account for 
20% of the total emissions from the pig houses, with the remaining 80% being 
emitted by the high speed ridge mounted fans.  Further details of the source 
parameters for the pig accommodation are provided in Table 2a for the volume 
sources, and Table 2b for the point sources.  Emissions from the proposed 
muck pad are represented by one area source within ADMS.  The area source 
(MUCK) is defined at a height of 1.5 m, and has an area of 145.25 m², and a 
specific emission of 2.25 ouE/m².  The position of the modelled volume and area 
sources can be seen in Figure 3, shaded red. 

Table 2a.  Volume source parameters  

Source ID 
Base Height 

(m) 
Depth (m) Volume (m³) Emission (ouE/s) 

Specific Emission 
(ouE/m³/s) 

SH1 5.3 2.0 927.2 2734.978 2.94972  
1
 

SH2 5.3 2.0 9272 2734.978 2.94972  
1
 

1.  20% of the total emissions 

Table 2b.  Point source parameters  

Source ID  Height (m) 
 Diameter 

(m) 

Efflux 
velocity 
(m/s) 

Temperature 
(°C) 

 Emission 
Rate  

(per source) 
(ouE/s) 

SH1 a,b&c 6.5 0.7 7 22 3646.6  
2
 

SH2 a,b&c 6.5 0.7 7 22 3646.6  
2
 

2.  80% of the total emissions 

4.3.2 Buildings 

The structure of the pig houses will have a significant effect on the behaviour of 
the odour plumes from the point sources.  Therefore, the proposed buildings are 
modelled as rectangular blocks within ADMS, with a height of 6 m.  The position 
of the modelled buildings can be seen in Figure 3, located in the same position, 
and with the same extents, as the volume sources representing the pig 
buildings, SH1 and SH2, shaded red. 

4.3.3 Discrete receptors 

Twenty-two discrete receptor points have been defined within the model to 
represent a selection of nearby residential and commercial properties.  These 
discrete receptors are defined at 1.5 m above ground level and their positions 
are shown in Figure 4, marked by enumerated purple rectangles.  The exact 
positions of the discrete receptors are given in Table 3, in Section 5. 
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Figure 3. The positions of modelled volume and area sources  

 
This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the 
Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown 
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. ADAS licence no. AL100020033. November 2012. 
 

4.3.4 The nested Cartesian grid 

A nested grid has been used to produce the contour maps presented in the 
results of this study.  In this case a 40 m x 40 m area around the farm was 
defined at a 20 m horizontal resolution; a 50 m resolution grid extends 100 m 
from the central grid; a 100 m grid extends a further 100 m and beyond this the 
resolution is reduced to 400 m.  The nested grid points are defined at a height 
of 1.5 m above ground level within ADMS.  Details of the nested grid can be 
seen in Figure 4, the grid points are marked by green crosses. 

4.3.5 Terrain and roughness length 

Brick Hill Farm is in a locale of significant terrain, being in a valley between two 
hills, one of which is named Chorley Hill.  Therefore, terrain data has been 
included in the modelling.  These data are based on the SRTM3 data which are 
derived from Space Shuttle mission RADAR measurements and have a 
resolution of approximately 90 m.  These data have been re-sampled at a 
horizontal resolution of 150 m for use within ADMS.  A fixed roughness length of 
0.2 m has been has defined within ADMS. 
 

MUCK 

SH1 

SH2 
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Figure 4. The discrete receptors and nested Cartesian grid used in ADMS 

 
This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the 
Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright 
and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. ADAS licence no. AL100020033. November 2012. 
 

5. Modelling results 
ADMS calculates hourly average odour concentrations at the nested Cartesian 
grid points and the discrete receptor points for each hour over a five-year 
period.  From these calculations, statistics have been produced of the predicted 
maximum annual 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentrations, for the 
proposed piggery. 

 

For each discrete receptor, the maximum annual 98th percentile hourly mean 
odour concentrations are shown in Table 3. Values in excess of the 
Environment Agency’s guideline (3.0 ouE/m

3) but below 5.0 ouE/m
3 are coloured 

blue and those that are in the range where ADAS has previously found that 
there is an increasing risk of impact or complaint are coloured orange and those 
above this range are coloured red.  Contour plots of the maximum predicted 
annual 98th percentile concentrations at all grid points in the area surrounding 
the farm is shown in Figure 5.  For each discrete receptor, the number of, and 
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percentage of time, that the Environment Agency’s guideline (3.0 ouE/m
3) is 

exceeded are shown in Table 4. 

Table 3. Maximum annual 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentration at 
the discrete receptors 

Rec X (m) Y (m) Description 
Distance from 
centre of 

development (m) 

Maximum 98th 
Percentile Odour 
Concentration 
(ouE/m³) 

1 367241 134860 Brick Hill Farm 147 7.02 

2 367303 134927 The Bungalow, Wyke Road 205 3.93 

3 367354 134883 Residence, Wyke Road 255 3.55 

4 367290 135005 Residence, off Wyke Road 217 2.74 

5 367566 134619 New Lake Farm 544 1.31 

6 366797 135130 Mobby House, Wyke Road 380 1.80 

7 366705 135099 Combe Croft, Wyke Road 442 2.35 

8 366426 134896 Combe Croft Bungalow 674 1.13 

9 366495 134710 Whitehouse Farm 634 1.19 

10 366307 134669 Manor Farm 826 0.92 

11 366085 134883 Pillar Cottage 1,015 0.65 

12 366185 134401 Farm, Wyke Road 1,042 0.34 

13 366215 134121 Champflower House 1,179 0.32 

14 366599 134063 Farm, Wyke Lane 975 0.57 

15 366962 133892 Colestile Farm 1,017 0.45 

16 367427 134280 Gants Mill 701 0.81 

17 367762 134716 Turnpike Cottage, Shute Lane 687 1.35 

18 367891 134933 Business, Tolbury Lane 792 1.03 

19 368055 135468 Coombe Farm 1,111 0.41 

20 367051 135728 Creech Hill Farm 829 0.12 

21 366089 135752 Hill Track View 1,322 0.21 

22 368359 134915 Bruton 1,259 0.69 

 

At the receptor representing Brick Hill Farmhouse, receptor 1, occupied by the 
Applicant, the predicted maximum annual 98th percentile hourly mean odour 
concentration of 7.0 ouE/m³ is in the range where ADAS would expect 
increasing risk of odour impact.  
 
At the receptors located at The Bungalow and the nearest residence on Wyke 
Road, that is receptors 2 and 3, the predicted maximum annual 98th percentile 
hourly mean odour concentrations are marginally in excess of the 3.0 ouE/m³ H4 
benchmark.  These properties are not associated with Brick Hill Farm, and the 
modelled odour exposure is predicted to be in excess of the 3.0 ouE/m³  
benchmark for 3.4% and 3.5% of the time respectively, marginally more 
frequent than the 2.0% guideline.   
 
However the predicted impacts are below “Newbiggin” the 98th percentile 
5.0 ouE/m³ threshold.  These predicted impacts are, therefore, below the levels 
where ADAS and other odour specialists have previously found that there is an 
increasing risk of unacceptable odour impacts.  
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At all more distant receptors, the predicted maximum annual 98th percentile 
hourly mean odour concentrations are below the Environment Agency’s H4 
guideline (3 ouE/m

3) for moderately offensive odours. 

 
Figure 5. Maximum annual 98th percentile hourly mean odour concentration 
(2006 - 2010)  

 
This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the 
Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright 
and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.  ADAS licence no. AL100020033. November 2012. 
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Table 4. Number and percentages of threshold exceedance 
Maximum annual 

exceedance of 3 ouE/m³ Rec X (m) Y (m) Description 

Distance from 
centre of 

development 
(m) 

Number of 
hours 

Percentage 
of hours 

1 367241 134860 Brick Hill Farm 147 973 11.1 

2 367303 134927 The Bungalow, Wyke Road 205 294 3.4 

3 367354 134883 Residence, Wyke Road 255 306 3.5 

4 367290 135005 Residence, off Wyke Road 217 154 1.8 

5 367566 134619 New Lake Farm 544 7 0.1 

6 366797 135130 Mobby House, Wyke Road 380 46 0.5 

7 366705 135099 Combe Croft, Wyke Road 442 77 0.9 

8 366426 134896 Combe Croft Bungalow 674 3 0.0 

9 366495 134710 Whitehouse Farm 634 3 0.0 

10 366307 134669 Manor Farm 826 0 0.0 

11 366085 134883 Pillar Cottage 1,015 0 0.0 

12 366185 134401 Farm, Wyke Road 1,042 0 0.0 

13 366215 134121 Champflower House 1,179 0 0.0 

14 366599 134063 Farm, Wyke Lane 975 0 0.0 

15 366962 133892 Colestile Farm 1,017 0 0.0 

16 367427 134280 Gants Mill 701 3 0.0 

17 367762 134716 Turnpike Cottage, Shute Lane 687 0 0.0 

18 367891 134933 Business, Tolbury Lane 792 0 0.0 

19 368055 135468 Coombe Farm 1,111 0 0.0 

20 367051 135728 Creech Hill Farm 829 0 0.0 

21 366089 135752 Hill Track View 1,322 0 0.0 

22 368359 134915 Bruton 1,259 0 0.0 
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6. Summary and Conclusions 
 
The Met Office Rural Environment Team at ADAS has been commissioned by 
Mr John Griffin, the Applicant, to conduct a study of the impact of odour 
emissions from two proposed new pig buildings to accommodate up to 2000 
pigs at Brick Hill Farm, near Bruton, in Somerset.  The objective was to assess 
how odour emissions would affect the surrounding area if the proposed 
buildings are built. 
 
Odour emissions from the two proposed new pig buildings piggery have been 
assessed and quantified using an emissions ‘blueprint’ developed by ADAS, the 
Met Office and the Silsoe Research Institute. The emission figures obtained 
were then used in atmospheric dispersion modelling in order to assess the likely 
impact of odour in the area around the site of the proposed piggery.  
 
Preliminary modelling demonstrated that the impact of odour emissions should 
be mitigated by predominantly high level dispersion of emissions.   Subsequent 
modeling has been based on the assumption that the pig buildings will be 
predominantly ventilated by vertical discharge ridge mounted fans, although 
account has also been taken of the fact that when the pigs are of very low 
weight there would be some natural ventilation. 
 
At the receptor representing Brick Hill Farmhouse, receptor 1, occupied by the 
Applicant, the predicted maximum annual 98th percentile hourly mean odour 
concentration of 7.0 ouE/m³  is in the range where ADAS would expect 
increasing risk of odour impact.  
 
At the receptors located at The Bungalow and the nearest residence on Wyke 
Road, that is receptors 2 and 3, the predicted maximum annual 98th percentile 
hourly mean odour concentrations are marginally in excess of the H4 
precautionary 3.0 ouE/m³ target.  The exceedance of the 3.0 ouE/m³ threshold is 
predicted to occur 3.4% and 3.5% of the time respectively, marginally more than 
the 2.0% guideline.  The predicted odour exposures are, however below the 
5.0 ouE/m³ threshold, above which ADAS has previously found that there is an 
increasing risk of complaints.  
 
At all more distant receptors, the predicted maximum annual 98th percentile 
hourly mean odour concentrations are below the Environment Agency’s 
guideline for moderately offensive odours.  It is therefore concluded that the 
proposed pig buildings would not have any significant detrimental odour impact 
on amenity in the local area. 
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Summary 

This odour report is submitted in relation to an outline planning application for a proposed residential development of 48 

dwellings on land at Halfpenny Lane, Longridge. Belmont Farm, which houses pigs, is in close proximity to the proposed 

development site.  The farm has planning approval to extend its operations. 

The suitability of the development site for residential use in terms of the impact of odour from the farm on the proposed 

development is considered within this report.  

A conservative assessment has been undertaken in that worst-case emission rates, in respect of emission rates per 

animal, have been utilised within the model.   

Within two of the scenarios modelled, indoor pigs only and indoor pigs in addition to 400 outdoor pigs, a proportion of 

the development site is suitable for residential use. However, in the scenario of 750 outdoor pigs in addition to the 

proposed 4200 indoor pigs, the development site only has a small area suitable for residential use.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Record of changes 

Version Date Change Initials 

D 3rd June 2019 Draft issue MH 

1 10th June 2019 First issue MH 

2 7th October 2019 Updated due to alterations in the number and type of indoor pigs and 
the introduction of outdoor pigs MH 

3 29th January 2020 Update to modelling parameters MH 

Prepared By Melody Horan Reviewed By Lesley Goodall 

Signed 

 

Signed  

Date 29th January 2020 Date 29th January 2020 



Halfpenny Lane, Longridge Community Gateway Association 

Page 0 of 34 29th January 2020  

Contents 

Summary .............................................................................................................................. 1 

Contents ............................................................................................................................... 0 

1 Introduction.................................................................................................................... 1 

2 Site Description ............................................................................................................. 1 

3 Proposed Development ................................................................................................ 1 

4 Planning Policy .............................................................................................................. 1 

4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) .................................................................... 1 

5 Odour Emissions and Guidelines ................................................................................ 2 

5.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 2 

5.2 H4 Odour Management ..................................................................................................... 2 

5.3 IAQM Odour Guidance ...................................................................................................... 2 

5.4 EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC ................................................................................... 3 

6 Methodology .................................................................................................................. 3 

6.1 Data Sources .................................................................................................................... 3 

6.2 Consultation ...................................................................................................................... 4 

6.3 Dispersion Modelling Methodology ................................................................................... 5 

7 Odour Assessment ....................................................................................................... 9 

7.1 Impact Assessment ........................................................................................................... 9 

8 Summary of Impacts and Conclusion ....................................................................... 10 

APPENDICES ..................................................................................................................... 12 



Report No. 102076-3 Halfpenny Lane, Longridge 

29th January 2020  Page 1 of 34 

1 Introduction 

1.1 This odour report is submitted in relation to an outline planning application for a residential development at 

Halfpenny Lane, Longridge. The site lies within the administrative boundary of Preston City Council (PCC). It is 

an updated report following review of the original assessment by ADAS with some updated inputs. 

1.2 This report provides a review of the impact of odour emissions from Belmont Farm, once the extant planning 

permission is implemented and with and without the introduction of pigs in outdoor areas, on the proposed 

development.  

1.3 There are a number of existing residential dwellings in close proximity to the farm. The Whittingham Parish 

Council have responded to Belmont Farm’s planning applications (06/2018/0694; 06/2018/0337; 06/2018/0336) 

and within all of these responses they have highlighted that locals have complained about the smell of the farm. 

2 Site Description 

2.1 The site is located on Halfpenny Lane, Longridge, approximately 500 m to the north west of Longridge town 

centre and is currently unused land.   

2.2 Belmont Farm, an established pig farm, is located to the north of the site. Newly built dwellings are located to 

the east of the site, these dwellings were granted planning permission in 2016 (application number 

06/2016/0408). Agricultural land is located to the west of the site. A residential dwelling and open field lie to the 

south of the main site, beyond which is Halfpenny Lane. Directly to the north of Belmont Farm lies a care home.  

2.3 The site location and its relation to Belmont Farm is shown in Appendix A. 

3 Proposed Development 

3.1 The proposed development consists of 48 residential properties with associated car parking. The site access 

road joins Halfpenny Lane. 

4 Planning Policy 

4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

4.1.1 The NPPF advises that the planning system has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and 

need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains across 

each of the different objectives). One of these is an environmental objective which is described as follows;  

“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.”  

4.1.2 At paragraph 170 we are advised that  

“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  
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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. 

5 Odour Emissions and Guidelines 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 Odour emission rates are expressed as European Odour Units per second (ouE/s), odour concentration as 

European Odour Units per metre cubed of air (ouE/m3) and odour concentration as European Odour Units per 

square metre of air (ouE/m2). Perception of odour at different concentrations can be described as follows:  

• 1.0 ouE/m3 – This is defined as the detection limit in laboratory conditions.  

• 2.0 - 3.0 ouE/m3 – A particular odour may become detectable against normal background odour.  

• 3.0 - 5.0 ouE/m3 – Odour is detectable and identifiable, but most observers would only describe it as 

faint.  

• 5.0 - 10.0 ouE/m3 – Odour levels in this range may become annoying, if persistent and/or unpleasant.  

• 10+ ouE/m3 – Most observers would describe the odour intensity as moderate or strong.  

 

5.2 H4 Odour Management  

5.2.1 In March 2011, the Environment Agency (EA) published guidelines on odour assessments. Intensive livestock 

rearing is classified as moderately offensive within H4. H4 states that: 

“The benchmarks are based on the 98th percentile of hourly average concentrations of odour modelled over a 

year at the site/installation boundary. The benchmarks are: 

• 1.5 odour units for most offensive odours; 

• 3 odour units for moderately offensive odours; and 

• 6 odour units for less offensive odours. 

Any modelled results that project exposures above these benchmark levels, after taking uncertainty into 

account, indicates the likelihood of unacceptable odour pollution. You should also take evidence from other 

assessment methods and site specific influences into account when drawing final conclusions.” 

5.3 IAQM Odour Guidance  

5.3.1 In July 2018, IAQM also published guidelines on odour assessments1, this document concurs with H4 guidance 

that intensive livestock rearing is classified as moderately offensive. It also provides a methodology to assess 

odour impacts. 

 

1 IAQM (July 2018) Guidance on the assessment of odour for planning 
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5.4 EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC  

5.4.1 The EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC2 lays down minimum standards for the protection of pigs, including 

space requirements.  It states that:  

“The total unobstructed floor area available to each gilt after service and to each sow when gilts and/or sows 

are kept in groups must be at least 1,64 m2 and 2,25 m2 respectively. When these animals are kept in groups 

of fewer than six individuals the unobstructed floor area must be increased by 10 %. When these animals are 

kept in groups of 40 or more individuals the unobstructed floor area may be decreased by 10 %.” 

5.4.2 The EU Council Directive 2008/120/EC also states the unobstructed floor area required per weaner or rearing 

pig kept in a group, shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 Unobstructed floor area available to each weaner or rearing pig kept in a group* 

Live weight (kg) m2 

Not more than 10 0.15 

More than 10 but not more than 20 0.20 

More than 20 but not more than 30 0.30 

More than 30 but not more than 50 0.4 

More than 50 but not more than 85 0.55 

More than 85 but not more than 110 0.65 

More than 110 1.00 

* excluding gilts after service and sows 

6 Methodology 

6.1 Data Sources 

6.1.1 The air quality assessment of the proposed development was undertaken with reference to information from a 

number of sources, as detailed in Table 2.  

 

2 Council, E.U. (2009) Council Directive 2008/120/EC of 18 December 2008 laying down minimum standards for the protection of pigs (Codified 
version). Official Journal of the European Communities L, 47, pp.5-13. 
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Table 2: Key Information Sources 

Data Source Reference 

Environment Agency (EA) EA (2011) H4 Odour Management.  

Institute of Air Quality 

Management (IAQM) 

IAQM (July 2018) Guidance on the assessment of odour for planning 

Joint Research Centre (JRC) 

and European Commission (EC) 

EC (2017) JRC Science for Policy Report. Best Available Techniques (BAT) 

Reference Document for the Intensive Rearing of Poultry or Pigs 

 

6.2 Consultation 

6.2.1 Consultation in respect of the scope of this assessment and the methodology to be used was undertaken with 

Louise Purdy of PCC. Louise confirmed that the proposed methodology was suitable3. It was agreed that the 

assessment of odour across the site would be undertaken for the proposed development. The types of 

assessments to be undertaken and approach to modelling odour sources were also agreed and are detailed in 

the following sections. The Manchester Airport meteorological station was agreed PCC4 as the most 

representative meteorological station for this area. 

6.2.2 The number of pigs on Belmont Farm was confirmed by Belmont Farm, via PCC5. Each pig building will house 

the same number and type of pigs as detailed in Table 3. During a meeting6, Belmont Farm stated that 400 

outdoor pigs was a realistic number of the pigs they would house outside but the maximum number that could 

occupy the outdoor space is 720 outdoor pigs. However, in the latest correspondence Belmont Farm stated 750 

pigs would be kept outdoors5. Belmont Farm confirmed all of the outdoor pigs will be finishers5.    

 

3 Email Miller Goodall Ltd. to Louise Purdy (PCC) 30th April 2019. Phone call between Miller Goodall Ltd. to Louise Purdy (PCC) on 2nd May 2019. 

4 Phone call between Miller Goodall Ltd and Chris Hodson of PCC on the 22nd May 2019, followed up with an email from Miller Goodall Ltd to PCC 
on the 22nd May 2019. 

5 Email Miller Goodall Ltd. to Louise Purdy (PCC) 5th September 2019. Email Keith Davies (Belmont Farm) to Franc Genley (PCC) on 16th September 
2019. 

6 The meeting took place on 12th August 2019. Attendees consists of PCC, Belmont Farm, Miller Goodall Ltd. and Paul Walton Associates Limited. 
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Table 3: Number of each pig type per building 

Pig Type Number of pigs per building 

Sows 50 

Farrowers 50 

Weaners 550 

Finishers 400 

Total 1050 

 

6.3 Dispersion Modelling Methodology 

Air Dispersion Model   

6.3.1 The Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling System for Roads (ADMS-Roads) v4.1.1.0 was used to assess the 

impact of odour emissions from Belmont Farm, on the proposed development and to assess the suitability of 

the site for residential use.  

6.3.2 The ADMS-Roads model is a comprehensive tool for investigating air pollution and odour. IAQM guidance1 

states that “odour assessments are almost exclusively undertaken in the UK using the AERMOD or ADMS 

models”. The model uses algorithms for the height-dependence of wind speed, turbulence and stability to 

produce improved predictions. It can predict long-term and short-term concentrations, as well as calculations 

of percentile concentrations. 

6.3.3 The ADMS-Roads model has been comprehensively validated in a large number of studies by the software 

manufacturer CERC (Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants). This includes comparisons with data 

from the UK's Automatic Urban Network (AUN) and specific validation exercises using standard field, laboratory 

and numerical data sets. CERC is also involved in European programmes on model harmonisation, and their 

models have been compared favourably against other EU and US EPA systems. Further information in relation 

to this is available from the CERC web site at www.cerc.co.uk. 

Assessment Scenarios 

6.3.4 The assessment considers three assessment scenarios, all of the scenarios will have the same number and 

type of pigs within the pig buildings. The first scenario predicts odour emissions from the indoor pigs on Belmont 

Farm, the second scenario has indoor pigs and 400 outdoor pigs and the third scenario has indoor pigs and 

750 outdoor pigs.  

Modelling Parameters 

6.3.5 The parameters and inputs within the model are outlined in Table 4. 



Halfpenny Lane, Longridge Community Gateway Association 

Page 6 of 34 29th January 2020  

Table 4: Modelling Parameters 

Parameter Input 

Height of emissions released (m) Volume sources: 4.336 

Area sources: 0 

L1 (m) height of volume source 8.67 

Velocity (m/s) of area sources 0.1 

 

6.3.6 Terrain data was not included in the model as the farm and its surroundings are relatively flat. 

6.3.7 Calms were dealt with by the ADMS software whereby, if wind speed at 10 m is less than 0.75 m/s, the model 

will reset the value to 0.75 m/s. 

6.3.8 Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants (Cerc), the company who produce the ADMS modelling 

software used within this assessment, have examined the model and the modelling parameters and have 

confirmed they are acceptable7.  

Odour Data 

6.3.9 There are four pig buildings on the farm. Each building will have underground slurry storage with slotted floors. 

Appendix B shows the layout of the approved farm buildings. As the livestock buildings will be naturally 

ventilated, the buildings have been input as odour volume sources in the model. All of the buildings are 15 m 

by 30 m and 8.67 m tall. Therefore, the volume of each building is 3901.5 m3. 

6.3.10 The outdoor pigs will be housed in two areas, the south and west section of the farm. The outdoor pig areas 

are highlighted in Appendix A. All of the outdoor pigs will be located in one of the two areas and then will rotate 

to the second area. Therefore, the odour has been assessed with all of the pigs in the west section and all in 

the south section for 365 days allowing the worse case for each scenario to be calculated.  

6.3.11 The outdoor pig areas have been modelled as odour area sources in the model. The outdoor pig areas will be 

15 m from the boundary6. The area of the south section is 1666.23 m2 and the area of the west 5303.32 m2.  

6.3.12 Odour emission rates provided by Joint Research Centre (JRC) and European Commission (EC)8 were used 

within the assessment. The worst predicted odour emission rates per animal (ouE s-1 animal-1) have been used 

to determine the level of odour which will arise from each building, again providing a worse case assessment. 

For instance, the odour emission rate of farrowers ranges from 10 to 1008. Due to complaints to the farm 

regarding odour, the highest emission rate was applied to provide a worse case assessment. The odour 

calculations and overall emissions for each pig building are shown in Table 5.  

 

7 Cerc emailed Miller Goodall Ltd on the 16th January 2020.  

8 EC (2017) JRC Science for Policy Report. Best Available Techniques (BAT) Reference Document for the Intensive Rearing of Poultry or Pigs 
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Table 5: Odour calculations for each pig building 

Pig type 

Odour emission 

rate per animal  

(ou e s-1)  

Odour emission rate per 

building for each pig type  

(ou e s-1) 

Volume of odour emissions per 

building for each pig type  

(ou e s-1 /m3) 

Sows  16 800 0.205 

Farrowers 100 5000 1.282 

Weaners 7 3850 0.987 

Finishers 29 11600 2.973 

Total odour per building 5.447 

 

6.3.13 Table 6 shows the odour calculations for housing 400 and 750 outdoor pigs on site. 

Table 6: Odour calculations for the outdoor pigs* 

Number of 
pigs outside 

Odour emission 

rate per animal 

(ou e s-1)  

Odour emission rate for each 

outdoor pig section (ou e s-1) 

Area of odour emissions for each 

outdoor pig section (ou e s-1 /m2) 

Southern section  Western section Southern section  Western section 

400 29 11600 11600 6.96 2.19 

750 29 21750 21750 13.05 4.10 

*All outdoor pigs are finisher pigs. 

Meteorological Data  

6.3.14 Manchester Airport meteorological station was deemed the most representative recording station for the 

development site. 

6.3.15 The H4 guidance recommends that “to represent conditions for an “average year” hourly meteorological data 

for a period of at least three, preferably five years should be used” in order to assess inter-year variations.  

6.3.16 Meteorological data for 2014 to 2018 from the Manchester Airport recording station was used in the ADMS-

Roads model. Therefore, five years of weather data was used to calculate the 98th percentile of the hourly mean 

odour concentrations i.e. the odour concentration which is exceeded for only 2% of all hours (an average of 14 

hours per month) for each calendar year.  

6.3.17 The meteorological inputs are shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7: Meteorological inputs 

Parameter Input  for the proposed development site Input  for the meteorological site 

Surface roughness 0.3 0.2 

Monin Obukhov length 10 30 

 

6.3.18 The wind rose from the Manchester Airport 2018 meteorological file is shown in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1 Manchester Airport 2018 wind rose 

Sensitive Receptors  

6.3.19 No discrete receptors were used within the assessment.  Instead, odour concentration contour maps have been 

produced for each scenario which show predicted 98th percentile odour concentrations across the development 

site.     

6.3.20 A 725 m by 515 m regular Cartesian grid has been used to produce the contour maps presented in the results 

of this study. The spacing of the grid points is 9.33 m. The grid points are defined at a height of 1.5 m above 

ground level within ADMS. 

Assessment Significance Criteria 
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6.3.21 Odour from livestock is described as a moderately offensive odour source1. 

6.3.22 Guidance is provided by IAQM on criteria for determining the impact of odour on receptors1. Table 8 details the 

impact descriptors to be used for individual receptors in relation to odour exposure level in accordance with 

IAQM guidance. The overall significance of impacts is determined using professional judgement. 

Table 8 Proposed odour effects descriptors for impacts predicted by modelling - "Moderately 

Offensive" odours 

Odour Exposure Level C98,ouE/m3 
Receptor Sensitivity 

Low Medium High 

≥10 Moderate  Substantial Substantial 

5-<10 Slight Moderate Moderate 

3-<5 Negligible Slight Moderate 

1.5-<3 Negligible Negligible Slight 

0.5-<1.5 Negligible Negligible Negligible 

<0.5 Negligible Negligible Negligible 

 

6.3.23 In this case the proposed residential receptors are considered to be of high sensitivity.  

7 Odour Assessment 

7.1 Impact Assessment 

IAQM guidance1 states that if the impact from odour is expected to be slight or negligible then the effect can be 

deemed insignificant. Therefore, odour from Belmont Farm which is modelled above 3 ou e/m3/s at high 

sensitivity receptors is deemed significant.  

2018 Meteorological Year  

7.1.1 The 2018 meteorological year provides the highest results out of all the five meteorological years modelled and 

thus these results are discussed below. 

7.1.2 Appendix C shows the 98th percentile odour concentrations, during the meteorological year 2018, across the 

proposed development when no outdoor pigs are housed within Belmont Farm and each pig building houses 

1050 pigs, as detailed in Table 3.  

7.1.3 Appendix D shows the 98th percentile odour concentrations, during the meteorological year 2018, across the 

proposed development when Belmont Farm houses indoor pigs and 400 outdoor pigs, where both results from 

the southern and western sections of the farm are combined to show the maximum results across the grid 

square.  
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7.1.4 Appendix E shows the 98th percentile odour concentrations, during the meteorological year 2018, across the 

proposed development when Belmont Farm houses indoor pigs and 750 outdoor pigs, where both results from 

the southern and western sections of the farm are combined to show the maximum results across the grid 

square.  

Average over 2014-2018 Meteorological Years 

7.1.5 The average 98th percentile odour concentrations over the 5 years, 2014-2018, were also assessed. Appendix 

F shows the average 98th percentile odour concentrations across the proposed development when no outdoor 

pigs are housed within Belmont Farm and each pig building houses 1050 pigs. 

7.1.6 Appendix G shows the average 98th percentile odour concentrations across the proposed development when 

Belmont Farm houses indoor pigs and 400 outdoor pigs, where both results from the southern and western 

sections of the farm are combined to show the maximum results across the grid square, from the meteorological 

years 2014-2018.  

7.1.7 Appendix H shows the average 98th percentile odour concentrations across the proposed development when 

Belmont Farm houses indoor pigs and 750 outdoor pigs, where both results from the southern and western 

sections of the farm are combined to show the maximum results across the grid square, from the meteorological 

years 2014-2018.  

Impact of Belmont Farm on the site and existing residents 

7.1.8 In the scenario for 4200 indoor pigs on Belmont Farm and no outdoor pigs, the impact of odour is expected to 

be slight for approximately 4,360 m2 of the southern section of the development for the meteorological year 

2018.  Therefore, this area of land is deemed suitable for residential use.  The average odour concentrations 

predicted over the five year period for this scenario increases the amount of land suitable for residential use to 

approximately 6,730 m2 

7.1.9 It should be noted that the proposed development site is the least affected by the odour from Belmont Farm 

compared to the existing neighbouring residential dwellings in the area. Existing residents to the north and east 

of the farm are expected to experience substantial odour concentrations, which is deemed significant1.  

7.1.10 The outdoor pigs increase the odour concentrations associated with the farm. Belmont Farm keeping 400 

outside pigs in addition to the 4200 indoor pigs will cause the northern section of the proposed development to 

be unsuitable for residential use. Approximately 2,330m2 of the southern section of the development is deemed 

suitable for residential use, based on the meteorological year 2018. The average odour concentrations 

predicted over the five year period for this scenario increases the amount of land suitable for residential use to 

approximately 4,560 m2.   

7.1.11 The odour emissions per m2 are considerably higher within the scenario of 750 outdoor pigs.  The contours for 

750 outdoor pigs in addition to the 4200 indoor pigs are not provided. Based on the contours from the 750 

outdoor pigs with 4200 indoor pigs, the development has a small area suitable for residential use.  

8 Summary of Impacts and Conclusion 

8.1 Belmont Farm, an established pig farm with planning approval to extend, is in close proximity to the proposed 

development site. The suitability of the site for residential use in terms of odour is considered within this report.  



Report No. 102076-3 Halfpenny Lane, Longridge 

29th January 2020  Page 11 of 34 

8.2 A conservative assessment has been undertaken in that worst-case emission rates, in respect of emission rates 

per animal, have been utilised within the model.   

8.3 Within the two scenarios, indoor pigs only and indoor pigs in addition to 400 outdoor pigs, a proportion of the 

development site is suitable for residential use. However, in the scenario of 750 outdoor pigs in addition to the 

proposed 4200 indoor pigs, the development site only has a small area suitable for residential use  
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APPENDICES 
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Appendix B: Belmont Farm approved buildings 
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Glossary of Terms 

 

AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic flow 

Air Quality Standard Pollutant standards relate to ambient pollutant concentrations in air, set on the basis of medical 

and scientific evidence of how each pollutant affects human health and the environment 

Air Quality Objective Pollutant Objectives incorporate future dates by which a standard is to be achieved, taking into 

account economic considerations, practicability and technical feasibility 

Annual Mean A mean pollutant concentration value in air which is calculated on a yearly basis, yielding one annual 

mean per calendar year. In the UK air quality regulations, the annual mean for a particular substance at a particular 

location for a particular calendar year is: 

(a) in the case of lead, the mean of the daily levels for that year; 

(b) in the case of nitrogen dioxide, the mean of the hourly means for that year; 

(c) in the case of PM10, the mean of the 24-hour means for that year. 

Annoyance (Dust) Loss of amenity due to dust deposition or visible dust plumes, often related to people making 

complaints, but not necessarily sufficient to be a legal nuisance. 

AQAP Air Quality Action Plan 

AQEG Air Quality Expert Group 

AQMA Air Quality Management Area 

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 

AQO Air Quality Objective 

AQS Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 

Background Concentrations The term used to describe pollutant concentrations which exist in the ambient 

atmosphere, excluding local pollution sources such as roads and stacks 

CO Carbon monoxide 

Construction Any activity involved with the provision of a new structure (or structures), its modification or refurbishment. 

A structure will include a residential dwelling, office building, retail outlet, road, etc. 

Construction Impact Assessment An assessment of the impacts of demolition, earthworks, construction and trackout. 

In this Guidance, specifically the air quality impacts. 

Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
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Demolition Any activity involved with the removal of an existing structure (or structures). This may also be referred to 

as de-construction, specifically when a building is to be removed a small part at a time. 

Deposited Dust that is no longer in the air and which has settled onto a surface. Deposited dust is also sometimes 

called amenity dust or nuisance dust, with the term nuisance applied in the general sense rather than the specific legal 

definition. 

DMRB Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 

DMP Dust Management Plan; a document that describes the site-specific methods to be used to control dust emissions. 

Dust Solid particles that are suspended in air, or have settled out onto a surface after having been suspended in air. 

The terms dust and particulate matter (PM) are often used interchangeably, although in some contexts one term tends 

to be used in preference to the other. In this guidance the term ‘dust’ has been used to include the particles that give 

rise to soiling, and to other human health and ecological effects. Note: this is different to the definition given in BS 6069, 

where dust refers to particles up to 75 µm in diameter. 

Earthworks Covers the processes of soil-stripping, ground-levelling, excavation and landscaping. 

Effects The consequences of the changes in airborne concentration and/or dust deposition for a receptor. These might 

manifest as annoyance due to soiling, increased morbidity or morality due to exposure to PM10 or PM2.5 or plant dieback 

due to reduced photosynthesis. The term ‘significant effect’ has a specific meaning in EIA regulations. The opposite is 

an insignificant effect. In the context of construction impacts any effect will usually be adverse, however, professional 

judgement is required to determine whether this adverse effect is significant based in the evidence presented. 

EPAQS Expert Panel on Air Quality Standards 

EPUK Environmental Protection UK 

HDV Heavy Duty Vehicle 

Impacts The changes in airborne concentrations and/or dust deposition. A scheme can have an ‘impact’ on airborne 

dust without having any ‘effects’, for instance if there are no receptors to experience the impact. 

LAQM Local Air Quality Management 

LDF Local Development Framework 

LDV Light Duty Vehicle 

Μg/m3 Microgrammes (of pollutant) per cubic metre of air. A measure of concentration in terms of mass per unit volume. 

A concentration of 1 μg/m3 means that one cubic metre of air contains one microgramme (millionth of a gramme) of 

pollutant 

NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 

NOx A collective term used to represent the mixture of nitrogen oxides in the atmosphere, as nitric oxide (NO) and 

nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 
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Nuisance The term nuisance dust is often used in a general sense when describing amenity dust. However, this term 

also has specific meanings in environmental law: 

Statutory nuisance, as defined in S79(1) of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (as amended from time to time). 

Private nuisance, arising from substantial interference with a person’s enjoyment and us of his land. 

Public nuisance, arising from and act or omission that obstructs, damages or inconveniences the right of the community. 

Each of these applying in so far as the nuisance relates to the unacceptable effects of emissions. It is recognised that a 

significant loss of amenity may occur at lower levels of emission than would constitute a statutory nuisance. 

Note: as nuisance has a specific meaning in environmental law, and to avoid confusion, it is recommended that the term 

is not used in a more general sense. 

PM2.5 The fraction of particles with a mean aerodynamic diameter equal to, or less than, 2.5 μm. More strictly, particulate 

matter which passes through a size selective inlet as defined in the reference method for the sampling and measurement 

of PM2.5, EN 14907, with a 50% efficiency cut-off at 2.5 μm aerodynamic diameter 

PM10 The fraction of particles with a mean aerodynamic diameter equal to, or less than, 10 μm. More strictly, particulate 

matter which passes through a size selective inlet as defined in the reference method for the sampling and measurement 

of PM10, EN 12341, with a 50% efficiency cut-off at 10 μm aerodynamic diameter 

RSS Regional Spatial Strategy 

Running Annual Mean A mean pollutant concentration value in air which is calculated on an hourly basis, yielding one 

running annual mean per hour. The running annual mean for a particular substance at a particular location for a particular 

hour is the mean of the hourly levels for that substance at that location for that hour and the preceding 8759 hours  

Trackout The transport of dust and dirt from the construction/demolition site onto the public road network, where it may 

be deposited and then re-suspended by vehicles using the network. This arises when heavy duty vehicles (HDVs) leave 

the construction/demolition site with dusty materials, which may then spill onto the road, and/or when HDVs transfer 

dust and dirt onto the road having travelled over muddy ground on site. 

 

  



 

 

 



APPEAL STATEMENT 

LAND NORTH OF OLD RIB FARM 

 

APPENDIX O – Officer’s Report Associated with application 06/2016/0022 
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