
PRESTON CITY COUNCIL 
PLANNING COMMITTEE meeting 13th February 2020 (SESSION 2) 
LATE CHANGES LIST 
 

Listed below are changes to the list of planning applications made as a result of additional 
information received since the publication of the agenda. 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Housing provision section and conclusions of reports 
The reports that to refer paragraph 12 of the Framework state that where a planning 
application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan, permission should not be 
granted.  However, the word ‘usually’ is missing from that sentence. Paragraph 12 actually 
states: “permission should not usually be granted”.    
 
The reports refer to an appeal decision in the administrative area of South Ribble, a Council 
that shares its housing supply policy, being Core Strategy Policy 4, with Preston and 
Chorley. The appellant in that appeal has applied to the high court to challenge the appeal 
decision. The appellant, now the Claimant, contends that the decision is flawed and 
contains multiple errors. Notably, amongst other things, the Claimant considers the 
Inspector should have applied the tilted balance for very much the same reasons this 
Council had been doing prior to 20th December 2019. The Claimant considers the decision 
should be quashed. It is therefore up to the Committee how much weight it attaches to the 
South Ribble appeal decision. It could take the view it should be given limited weight in view 
of the challenge or alternatively it could take the view it should be given full weight until the 
challenge has been resolved. The committee report was prepared before the challenge was 
issued and so the South Ribble appeal decision is given full weight in it. The 
recommendation is made on that basis. Officers consider that is how the Committee should 
proceed.  
 
A legal representation has been received in connection with item 4m) but the points therein 
would apply generally to all of the applications on the Agenda. It is claimed that reliance on 
the decision in connection with Land to the South of Chain House Lane would be perverse, 
irrational and potentially subject to legal challenge for the following reasons: the Council 
cannot adopt a revised five year housing land supply in advance of the emerging local plan; 
that decision relates to an appeal in a separate administrative district; the tilted balance still 
applies if CS Policy 4 is out of date and the decision has been challenged. 
 
Officer comment: 

•   The Council does not accept that its approach in bringing the matters on the 
Agenda back to the Committee is legally flawed. The Council’s five year supply 
position prior to 20th December 2019 was based on the Broughton appeal decisions 
issued in April 2018. The Council, at that point, based their decision on five year 
supply on a single Inspector’s interpretation of the status of Core Strategy Policy 4 
and the 2017 Memorandum of Understanding. At no point since that time have 
applicants, developers or agents suggested that was a legally flawed position to 
take. Indeed, the Council believe that was the most credible and robust position to 
take at that time, based on the most up-to-date relevant appeal decision. The 
Council now seeks to take the same approach, based on the most up-to-date 
relevant appeal decision and the introduction of the standard methodology in 
national policy; 

•   The Council does not accept that its position is legally flawed because it relates to 
an appeal decision in a separate administrative district. The suggestion here 
therefore, the Council assumes, is that this makes it of less relevance and 
significance. The Council fundamentally disagrees with this position. The legal 
representation fails to set out the full facts in this regard. Not only is the appeal 
decision within a neighbouring local authority, it is a neighbouring authority which is 
within the same housing market area as Preston, and which is a partner authority in 
strategic plan-making and has been for a considerable time. The conclusions made 
by the Inspector in the Chain House Lane appeal decision relate to a joint strategic 



policy, Core Strategy Policy 4, adopted by both Preston and South Ribble Council’s 
(as well as Chorley) in July 2012. As confirmed in paragraph 33 of the appeal 
decision, the Inspector made her conclusions fully in the knowledge that there may 
be consequential impacts on decision-taking by neighbouring authorities. Indeed, 
the Council believes that to not give the appeal decision necessary weight in 
decision-taking would be a legally, and ethically, flawed approach; 

•   The Council’s five year housing land supply is fluid, it’s updated annually. The 
Council do not ‘adopt’ it, it’s a monitoring arrangement. In terms of the figure the 
Council is assessing its supply against, the Council is following the guidance in the 
National Planning Policy Framework, which confirms that the Local Housing Need 
figure should be used when the strategic housing land supply policies are more than 
five years old; 

•   The Council has not sought to conduct a wholesale review of its approach to 
decision making as suggested or to pre-empt the review of the local plan; 

•   When initially considering the applications on this Agenda, some members of the 
Planning Committee expressed their frustration that they could not give the relevant 
policies of the development plan the weight they would have preferred to give them.  
However, they were advised that it would be difficult to defend reasons for refusal 
based on the policies of the development plan because the Council could not 
demonstrate a five year housing land supply and having regard to the ‘tilted 
balance’.  They were also referred to a couple of appeal decisions in 2018, in 
connection with two prior refusals by the Council;  

•   The rationale for the appeal decision in connection with Land to the South of Chain 
House Lane can be contrasted with how the Committee was advised previously.  
Had the Committee been advised that there was a reasonable argument that 
following the change in circumstances since those earlier appeal decisions in 2018, 
most notably the introduction of the standard method, the Council could 
demonstrate a five year housing land supply, there is a reasonable prospect the 
Committee might have come to a different decision on some of the applications on 
this Agenda; 

•   Accordingly, the appropriate course is for the applications to be referred back to the 
Planning Committee so that the Committee can be advised that there was and is a 
reasonable option available to them;   

•   There is a real danger that if the applications were not to be reported back to the 
Planning Committee in these circumstances, the planning permissions based on the 
earlier resolutions might be subject to legal challenge by interested third parties.  
Moreover, there is a reasonable prospect those challenges would succeed if the 
Council had ignored a material consideration; 

•   The Council has never made the concession that CS Policy 1, CS Policy 4 and LP 
Policy EN1 are in conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework. CS Policy 1 
and LP Policy EN1 accord with the general principles of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. From the Council’s perspective CS Policy 4 also does as the housing 
requirement exceeds the Local Housing Need figure, that perhaps is not the case 
for Chorley, but the aggregate figure for Central Lancashire exceeds the aggregate 
Local Housing Need figure;  

•   Officers do not accept the “tilted balance” continues to apply because the figures in 
CS Policy 4 are out of date.  That is not the position taken by the Inspector in 
connection with Land to the South of Chain House Lane.  Further, and more 
importantly, the planning system remains plan-led, a point reiterated in the National 
Planning Policy Framework; 

•   So far as the legal challenge to the decision letter is concerned, the Council is 
entitled to have regard to the decision until it is set aside.  The Council cannot 
simply ignore the appeal decision or hold its own decision making in abeyance 
pending the outcome of a challenge that may or may not succeed.  The applications 
are being referred back to the Planning Committee because the decision suggests 
there is a reasonable argument that the Council is able to demonstrate a five year 
housing land supply.  That is considered to be something the members of the 
Planning Committee should be made aware of as there is a reasonable prospect, 



had they been made aware of it when considering the applications the first time, it 
might have had a material impact on the decision making of the Committee. 
 

Agenda Item 4g: 06/2018/0811 
Goosnargh Cottage, 826 Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh 
Pages 141 - 162 
 
Changes: 
Section 3.5 Consultation responses 
 
Whittingham Parish Council – Object to the application, details of which can be summarised 
as follows: 

•   The benefits of increasing the five year supply did not significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the loss of rural villages; 

•   The application is contrary to Policy 1 of the Core Strategy; 

•   Whittingham is not a sustainable location due to the lack of supporting infrastructure; 

•   The proposal is contrary to Policy EN1 of the Local Plan and would harm the rural 
character of the countryside; and 

•   Whittingham Hospital should be completed in its entirety before other sites are 
considered for future development. 

 
A supplementary statement supporting the application has also been received from the 
applicant, the contents of which can be summarised as follows: 

•   The application has been subject to delay, the Section 106 agreement is “secured” 
and there is no reason to withhold the decision notice; 

•   The Council did not formally notify the applicant of the date of the additional 
planning committee; 

•   The application of the standard method to calculate housing supply is being done on 
a nil adjustment basis; 

•   The applicants do not agree with the position adopted by the Council in relation to 
the proposed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) and Co-operation, and the 
recommendations to the planning committee are fundamentally flawed; 

•   The reduced housing requirement of 241 dwellings per annum would have an 
impact on the delivery of the City Deal; 

•   The standard method does not take into account City Deal status or actual need; 

•   Policies 1 and 4 of the Core Strategy were considered out of date in December 2018 
when the application was originally considered and were still considered out of date 
until December 2019. As such, the original position should prevail; 

•   County Highways consider the access to the site is suitable and there would be no 
significant adverse impact on the network as a result of the development;  

•   The development would contribute towards improving the sustainable transport 
network by way of a financial contribution; 

•   No ecological impacts are anticipated and an additional ecological strip/buffer would 
be provided and existing ponds maintained; 

•   The proposal is for a sensitive scheme that is a natural extension to the village and 
would have minimal impact on the open countryside with the impact on landscape 
character, visual amenity and residential amenity found to be acceptable; 

•   There would be no impact on heritage assets; 

•   Sustainable drainage would be provided on site; 

•   The proposal would exceed Building Regulation energy efficiency standards; 

•   The scheme would provide 22 on-site affordable dwellings; 

•   The site is ready to be developed after initial terms have been agreed with a local 
developer; 

•   Two of the plots on the site would be reserved for self-build dwellings; and 

•   The tilted balance should still be applied to this proposal either by virtue of the 
absence of a full review of housing requirements through a local plan process, or if it 
were deemed appropriate for the Council to base the housing requirement on the 
unadjusted housing need this would render the policies which are most important for 



determining the application out of date. The presumption in favour of sustainable 
development should therefore apply. 

 
Officer comment 

•   As outlined in the main committee report, the Council has prevented from granting 
planning permission in line with the original recommendation of December 2018 due 
to the holding direction imposed by the Secretary of State; 

•   The agent for the application was made aware of the date of the additional planning 
committee on 20th December 2019; 

•   The Council’s updated five year supply position is not based on the proposed re-
distribution contained within the revised Memorandum of Understanding (rMOU). 
The Council issued statement includes a five year supply calculation against the 
rMOU for information and to provide applicants and developers with all the 
information available. The objections to the rMOU are therefore considered 
irrelevant to the consideration of this planning application, as they will be considered 
as part of the Council decision to adopt, or otherwise, the rMOU; 

•   The Council’s position remains that Policy 4 is more than five years old, and is no 
longer a true reflection of Preston’s minimum housing requirement; 

•   The Council has, since April 2018, been acting in accordance with the 
consequences of the Broughton appeal decisions, when it was decided that the 
Council could not demonstrate a five year supply of housing land. The Chain House 
Lane appeal decision has necessitated the Council to reflect on its position. There is 
now a reasonable argument the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of 
housing land using the standard method and this is material to the decision making 
process.  Further, it conflicts with the advice given to the Committee previously; 

•   Whilst the Council remain committed to the City Deal, this is unrelated to the 
Council’s five year housing land supply position. National policy and guidance is 
clear that the standard method does not provide the Council with a housing 
requirement, merely a baseline to measure five year supply against, much like it is 
used to measure the Council’s performance through the Housing Delivery Test. The 
Council has not, at any point, suggested that adopting the standard method to 
calculate its five year supply position is a declaration that this figure is the Council’s 
housing requirement; 

•   The Council considers the agent to be incorrect in suggesting that the development 
plan policies are out of date, requiring the application of the tilted balance. 
Paragraph 11 (and footnote 7) are engaged in circumstances where a Council 
cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land. Equally, 
Paragraph 73 (and footnote 37) does not suggest that a housing land supply policy 
which is over 5 years old creates a situation whereby the development plan as a 
whole is out-of-date. The planning system is still plan-led as set out in the 
Committee Report. This is reiterated in the Framework.  Moreover, the position as 
put by the agent conflicts with the position taken by the Inspector in the Chain 
House Lane decision;   

•   It is considered, the tilted balance is not currently engaged and a standard planning 
balance exercise is engaged; 

•   It is acknowledged there would be site specific benefits of the proposal as 
mentioned in the committee report and the supplementary supporting statement. 
However, those benefits are not considered to outweigh the conflict with the most 
important policies of the development plan as set out in the report. 

 
No change to the recommendation.  
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Agenda Item 4h: 06/2018/0867 
Land north of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh 
Pages 163 - 184 
 
Changes: 
Section 3.5 Consultation responses 



 
Whittingham Parish Council – Object to the application, details of which can be summarised 
as follows: 

•   The benefits of increasing the five year supply did not significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the loss of rural villages; 

•   The application is contrary to Policy 1 of the Core Strategy; 

•   Whittingham is not a sustainable location due to the lack of supporting infrastructure; 

•   The proposal is contrary to Policy EN1 of the Local Plan and would harm the rural 
character of the countryside; and 

•   Whittingham Hospital should be completed in its entirety before other sites are 
considered for future development. 

 
One further letter of objection has been received however the issues raised are not material 
planning considerations and as such are not considered further. 
 
Three letters in support of the application have been received, details of which can be 
summarised as follows: 

•   Refusing the application would deprive the local economy of a significant planned 
investment and creation of construction jobs; 

•   The appeal decision in South Ribble represents an interpretation of policy by an 
Inspector based upon the evidence presented in that case, and the appeal decision 
is not determinative as to the housing land supply position in Preston; 

•   The 2012 Core Strategy remains out of date and the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development should be applied irrespective of the land supply position; 

•   Basing housing delivery upon a Local Housing Need calculated against the current 
standard method will mean the Council will be unable to achieve its targets under 
the 2013 Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal, and its wider economic 
ambitions; 

•   The site would contribute to boosting the supply of housing, as well as the shortfall 
in delivery locally against City Deal obligations; 

•   No objections have been received from statutory consultees; 

•   There is a lack of consistency in decision making (Item 4c) – a site on the same 
agenda which has an objection from a statutory consultee is recommended for 
approval whereas this application has no objections from statutory consultees and is 
recommended for refusal; and 

•   The site is ready to be delivered which is an important material consideration and 
represents a logical extension to the village; 

•   There are no constraints in terms of access or impact on heritage assets or the 
wider landscape; 

•   The site would be bordered by residential development on three sides following the 
issue of outline planning permission for up to 26no. dwellings to the north of the site; 

•   The site would deliver 35% on-site affordable housing, new allotments and 
community orchard and £250,000 towards improving the bus service between the 
village and the city centre; 

•   The proposal would also contribute towards the new primary school at Whittingham 
Hospital and pedestrian links to the public right of way network and wider 
countryside; and 

•   There would be a net gain in biodiversity and the existing harsh settlement edge 
would be softened. 

 
Officer comment 

•   The Council’s position remains that Policy 4 is more than five years old, and is no 
longer a true reflection of Preston’s minimum housing requirement; 

•   The Council has, since April 2018, been acting in accordance with the 
consequences of the Broughton appeal decisions, when it was decided that the 
Council could not demonstrate a five year supply of housing land. The Chain House 
Lane appeal decision has necessitated the Council to reflect on its position. There is 
now a reasonable argument the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of 



housing land using the standard method and this is material to the decision making 
process.  Further, it conflicts with the advice given to the Committee previously; 

•   Whilst the Council remain committed to the City Deal, this is unrelated to the 
Council’s five year housing land supply position. National policy and guidance is 
clear that the standard method does not provide the Council with a housing 
requirement, merely a baseline to measure five year supply against, much like it is 
used to measure the Council’s performance through the Housing Delivery Test. The 
Council has not, at any point, suggested that adopting the standard method to 
calculate its five year supply position is a declaration that this figure is the Council’s 
housing requirement; 

•   The Council considers the agent to be incorrect in suggesting that the development 
plan policies are out of date, requiring the application of the tilted balance. 
Paragraph 11 (and footnote 7) are engaged in circumstances where a Council 
cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land. Equally, 
Paragraph 73 (and footnote 37) does not suggest that a housing land supply policy 
which is over five years old creates a situation whereby the development plan as a 
whole is out-of-date. The planning system is still plan-led as set out in the 
Committee Report. This is reiterated in the Framework.  Moreover, the position as 
put by the agent conflicts with the position taken by the Inspector in the Chain 
House Lane decision;   

•   It is considered, the tilted balance is not currently engaged and a standard planning 
balance exercise is engaged; 

•   It is acknowledged there would be site specific benefits of the proposal as 
mentioned in the committee report and the supplementary supporting statement.  
However, those benefits are not considered to outweigh the conflict with the most 
important policies of the development plan as set out in the report; 

•   In relation to the applicant’s comments regarding Item 4c there are material 
considerations that exist why that particular proposal can be supported contrary to 
the Development Plan. 

 
No change to the recommendation. 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Agenda Item 4i: 06/2019/0311 
Land south of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh 
Pages 185 - 206 
 
Changes: 
Section 3.5 Consultation responses 
 
Whittingham Parish Council – Object to the application, details of which can be summarised 
as follows: 

•   The benefits of increasing the five year supply did not significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the loss of rural villages; 

•   The application is contrary to Policy 1 of the Core Strategy; 

•   Whittingham is not a sustainable location due to the lack of supporting infrastructure; 

•   The proposal is contrary to Policy EN1 of the Local Plan and would harm the rural 
character of the countryside; and 

•   Whittingham Hospital should be completed in its entirety before other sites are 
considered for future development. 

 
No change to the recommendation.  

__________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Agenda Item 4j: 06/2019/0772 
Land north east of Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane 
Pages 207 - 228 
 
Changes: 



Section 3.5 Consultation responses 
 
Whittingham Parish Council – Object to the application, details of which can be summarised 
as follows: 

•   The benefits of increasing the five year supply did not significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the loss of rural villages; 

•   The application is contrary to Policy 1 of the Core Strategy; 

•   Whittingham is not a sustainable location due to the lack of supporting infrastructure; 

•   The proposal is contrary to Policy EN1 of the Local Plan and would harm the rural 
character of the countryside; and 

•   Whittingham Hospital should be completed in its entirety before other sites are 
considered for future development. 
 

A supplementary statement supporting the application has also been received from the 
applicant, the contents of which can be summarised as follows: 

• The period for submitting representations expired after the publication of the 
committee report, therefore all representations have not been duly considered; 

• The Council has determined it has a five year supply of housing without any 
consultation as required by the Framework and the NPPG and as such, this decision 
does not have any weight in decision making; 

• The appeal decision in South Ribble should not be used for the purposes of 
determining planning applications in Preston as the Inspectors conclusions are 
considered to be flawed; 

• The consultation on the revised Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) only 
concluded on Monday 13th January 2020 and it is premature to apply its conclusion 
for development management purposes as representations need to be duly 
considered; 

• The application should not be re-considered at the 13th February committee and 
should continue to be handled in accordance with the previous resolution to approve 
until the three Council’s (Preston, South Ribble and Chorley) have taken the 
necessary consultation on the emerging local plan and it has the necessary weight to 
be used for decision making in accordance with paragraph 48 of the Framework; 

• The Council has continued to apply Policy 4 and the 2017 MoU following the 
Broughton appeals in April 2018 and there is no reason why the conclusions of the 
Inspector in the South Ribble appeal now justify or should change the position 
adopted by Preston until 20th December 2019; 

• The City Deal is a significant material consideration and has been used to justify the 
continued use of Policy 4 of the Core Strategy (Housing Supply) despite the 
introduction of Local Housing Need (LHN). Applying the LHN ignores the obligation 
the City Deal has placed on the City Council and its commitment to it. The housing 
requirements of Policy 4 (Housing Supply) must therefore continue to apply;  

• The Council is applying a “policy on” housing requirement without having undertaken 
the necessary consultation, sustainability assessment, assessing reasonable 
alternatives and independent examination. Dealing with strategic matters via a 
Memorandum of Understanding is directly contrary to the Framework and PPG; 

• If the Council was to adopt the “policy off” requirement (241 dwellings per annum) 
Policies 1 and 4 are out of date due to the significant change in distribution from that 
in the adopted Development Plan. Therefore even with a five year supply based on 
LHN the titled balance is engaged; 

• The development would not introduce harm to the semi-rural character of Goosnargh 
and would comprise an extension of the existing built form; 

• The scheme would deliver affordable and market housing, green infrastructure and 
biodiversity enhancements; 

• There would be no site-specific harm in terms of the local road network, highway 
safety, residential amenity, ground conditions, air quality, flood risk and drainage, 
education provision, energy efficiency and waste management; and 

• A draft Section 106 agreement has been submitted and could be executed swiftly 
after a resolution to grant planning permission. 



 
Officer comment 

•   All representations received by the Council up until the publication of late changes 
have been fully considered and addressed; 

•   The recently updated five year supply position issued by the Council has not, at any 
point, been suggested to be in the form of an annual position statement. Such a 
process, as prescribed in national policy and guidance, must be ultimately 
determined by the Secretary of State, and carries with it a 12 month protection 
period whereby an authorities five year supply position cannot be challenged. The 
Council has not pursued this approach, as such, its five year supply position is 
challengeable; 

•   The South Ribble decision is the most recent appeal decision issued by the 
Planning Inspectorate in Central Lancashire which has a significant bearing on the 
housing land supply position of all three authorities, as the Inspector states in 
Paragraph 34 of the Appeal Decision. Paragraph 37 of the Appeal Decision sets out 
the Inspector’s reasons for arriving at the conclusion that the standard method of 
calculating local housing. Until this appeal decision is set aside by a Court Decision 
the Council is entitled to have regard to it;  

•   The Council’s updated five year supply position is not based on the proposed re-
distribution contained within the revised Memorandum of Understanding (rMOU). 
Therefore the Council is not acting prematurely in this regard. The Council issued 
statement includes a five year supply calculation against the rMOU for information 
and to provide applicants and developers with all the information available. The 
objections to the rMOU are therefore considered irrelevant to the consideration of 
this planning application, as they will be considered as part of the Council decision 
to adopt, or otherwise, the rMOU; 

•    The Council’s position remains that Policy 4 is more than five years old, and is no 
longer a true reflection of Preston’s minimum housing requirement; 

•   The Council has, since April 2018, been acting in accordance with the 
consequences of the Broughton appeal decisions, when it was decided that the 
Council could not demonstrate a 5 year supply of housing land. The Chain House 
Lane appeal decision has necessitated the Council to reflect on its position. There is 
now a reasonable argument the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of 
housing land using the standard method and this is material to the decision making 
process.  Further, it conflicts with the advice given to the Committee previously; 

•   Whilst the Council remain committed to the City Deal, this is unrelated to the 
Council’s five year housing land supply position. National policy and guidance is 
clear that the standard method does not provide the Council with a housing 
requirement, merely a baseline to measure five year supply against, much like it is 
used to measure the Council’s performance through the Housing Delivery Test. The 
Council has not, at any point, suggested that adopting the standard method to 
calculate its five year supply position is a declaration that this figure is the Council’s 
housing requirement; 

•   The Council considers the agent to be incorrect in suggesting that the development 
plan policies are out of date, requiring the application of the tilted balance. 
Paragraph 11 (and footnote 7) are engaged in circumstances where a Council 
cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land. Equally, 
Paragraph 73 (and footnote 37) does not suggest that a housing land supply policy 
which is over 5 years old creates a situation whereby the development plan as a 
whole is out-of-date. The planning system is still plan-led as set out in the 
Committee Report. This is reiterated in the Framework.  Moreover, the position as 
put by the agent conflicts with the position taken by the Inspector in the Chain Hall 
Lane decision;   

•   It is considered, the tilted balance is not currently engaged and a standard planning 
balance exercise is engaged; 

•   It is acknowledged there would be site specific benefits of the proposal as 
mentioned in the committee report and the supplementary supporting statement. 
However, those benefits are not considered to outweigh the conflict with the most 
important policies of the development plan as set out in the report.  



 
No change to the recommendation.  

 
 

Agenda Item 4k: 06/2019/0773 
Land at Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane 
Pages 229 - 248 
 
Changes: 
Section 3.5 Consultation responses 
 
Whittingham Parish Council – Object to the application, details of which can be summarised 
as follows: 

•   The benefits of increasing the five year supply did not significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the loss of rural villages; 

•   The application is contrary to Policy 1 of the Core Strategy; 

•   Whittingham is not a sustainable location due to the lack of supporting infrastructure; 

•   The proposal is contrary to Policy EN1 of the Local Plan and would harm the rural 
character of the countryside; and 

•   Whittingham Hospital should be completed in its entirety before other sites are 
considered for future development. 

 
Two further letters of objection have been received. These letters raise a number of points 
already reported in the main committee report, however the additional points raised can be 
summarised as follows: 

•   Loss of open countryside and farmland; 

•   Now the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land, the 
policies which are most important for determining the planning application are not to 
be considered out of date and can therefore be afforded full weight; 

•   No evidence has been provided to show the scheme meets a local need; and 

•   Harmful to the surrounding rural character of the area. 
 

A supplementary statement supporting the application has also been received from the 
applicant, the contents of which can be summarised as follows: 

• The period for submitting representations expired after the publication of the 
committee report, therefore all representations have not been duly considered; 

• The Council has determined it has a five year supply of housing without any 
consultation as required by the Framework and the NPPG and as such, this decision 
does not have any weight in decision making; 

• The appeal decision in South Ribble should not be used for the purposes of 
determining planning applications in Preston as the Inspectors conclusions are 
considered to be flawed; 

• The consultation on the revised Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) only 
concluded on Monday 13th January 2020 and it is premature to apply its conclusion 
for development management purposes as representations need to be duly 
considered; 

• The application should not be re-considered at the 13th February committee and 
should continue to be handled in accordance with the previous resolution to approve 
until the three Council’s (Preston, South Ribble and Chorley) have taken the 
necessary consultation on the emerging local plan and it has the necessary weight to 
be used for decision making in accordance with paragraph 48 of the Framework; 

• The Council has continued to apply Policy 4 and the 2017 MoU following the 
Broughton appeals in April 2018 and there is no reason why the conclusions of the 
Inspector in the South Ribble appeal now justify or should change the position 
adopted by Preston until 20th December 2019; 

• The City Deal is a significant material consideration and has been used to justify the 
continued use of Policy 4 of the Core Strategy (Housing Supply) despite the 
introduction of Local Housing Need (LHN). Applying the LHN ignores the obligation 



the City Deal has placed on the City Council and its commitment to it. The housing 
requirements of Policy 4 (Housing Supply) must therefore continue to apply;  

• The Council is applying a “policy on” housing requirement without having undertaken 
the necessary consultation, sustainability assessment, assessing reasonable 
alternatives and independent examination. Dealing with strategic matters via a 
Memorandum of Understanding is directly contrary to the Framework and PPG; 

• If the Council was to adopt the “policy off” requirement (241 dwellings per annum) 
Policies 1 and 4 are out of date due to the significant change in distribution from that 
in the adopted Development Plan. Therefore even with a five year supply based on 
LHN the titled balance is engaged; 

• The development would not introduce harm to the semi-rural character of Goosnargh 
and would comprise an extension of the existing built form; 

• The scheme would deliver affordable and market housing, green infrastructure and 
biodiversity enhancements; 

• There would be no site-specific harm in terms of the local road network, highway 
safety, residential amenity, ground conditions, air quality, flood risk and drainage, 
education provision, energy efficiency and waste management; and 

• A draft Section 106 agreement has been submitted and could be executed swiftly 
after a resolution to grant planning permission. 

 
Officer comment 

•   All representations received by the Council up until the publication of late changes 
have been fully considered and addressed; 

•   The recently updated five year supply position issued by the Council has not, at any 
point, been suggested to be in the form of an annual position statement. Such a 
process, as prescribed in national policy and guidance, must be ultimately 
determined by the Secretary of State, and carries with it a 12 month protection 
period whereby an authorities five year supply position cannot be challenged. The 
Council has not pursued this approach, as such, its five year supply position is 
challengeable; 

•   The South Ribble decision is the most recent appeal decision issued by the 
Planning Inspectorate in Central Lancashire which has a significant bearing on the 
housing land supply position of all three authorities, as the Inspector states in 
Paragraph 34 of the Appeal Decision. Paragraph 37 of the Appeal Decision sets out 
the Inspector’s reasons for arriving at the conclusion that the standard method of 
calculating local housing. Until this appeal decision is set aside by a Court Decision 
the Council is entitled to have regard to it;  

•   The Council’s updated five year supply position is not based on the proposed re-
distribution contained within the revised Memorandum of Understanding (rMOU). 
Therefore the Council is not acting prematurely in this regard. The Council issued 
statement includes a five year supply calculation against the rMOU for information 
and to provide applicants and developers with all the information available. The 
objections to the rMOU are therefore considered irrelevant to the consideration of 
this planning application, as they will be considered as part of the Council decision 
to adopt, or otherwise, the rMOU; 

•   The Council’s position remains that Policy 4 is more than five years old, and is no 
longer a true reflection of Preston’s minimum housing requirement; 

•   The Council has, since April 2018, been acting in accordance with the 
consequences of the Broughton appeal decisions, when it was decided that the 
Council could not demonstrate a five year supply of housing land. The Chain House 
Lane appeal decision has necessitated the Council to reflect on its position. There is 
now a reasonable argument the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of 
housing land using the standard method and this is material to the decision making 
process.  Further, it conflicts with the advice given to the Committee previously; 

•   Whilst the Council remain committed to the City Deal, this is unrelated to the 
Council’s five year housing land supply position. National policy and guidance is 
clear that the standard method does not provide the Council with a housing 
requirement, merely a baseline to measure five year supply against, much like it is 
used to measure the Council’s performance through the Housing Delivery Test. The 



Council has not, at any point, suggested that adopting the standard method to 
calculate its five year supply position is a declaration that this figure is the Council’s 
housing requirement; 

•   The Council considers the agent to be incorrect in suggesting that the development 
plan policies are out of date, requiring the application of the tilted balance. 
Paragraph 11 (and footnote 7) are engaged in circumstances where a Council 
cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land. Equally, 
Paragraph 73 (and footnote 37) does not suggest that a housing land supply policy 
which is over five years old creates a situation whereby the development plan as a 
whole is out-of-date. The planning system is still plan-led as set out in the 
Committee Report. This is reiterated in the Framework.  Moreover, the position as 
put by the agent conflicts with the position taken by the Inspector in the Chain 
House Lane decision;   

•   It is considered, the tilted balance is not currently engaged and a standard planning 
balance exercise is engaged; 

•   It is acknowledged there would be site specific benefits of the proposal as 
mentioned in the committee report and the supplementary supporting statement. 
However, those benefits are not considered to outweigh the conflict with the most 
important policies of the development plan as set out in the report.  

 
No change to the recommendation.  

__________________________________________________________________________ 
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(This appendix contains the 
complete versions of all 

representations received between 
20th December 2019 and 12th 

February 2020, which have been 
summarised in late changes)   

 


