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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION 
PLANNING COURT 

Claim No. CO/1962/2020  

   
B E T W E E N: 
  

  

THE QUEEN  
(on the application of GERALD GORNALL) 

 
  Claimant 

 -and-  
  

 
 

PRESTON CITY COUNCIL 
 

Defendant 
-and- 

 
(1) SENTANTII HOLDINGS LIMITED 

(2) COMMUNITY GATEWAY ASSOCIATION LIMITED 
(3) TIM FORREST AND JOHN HOLDEN 

(4) WAINHOMES (NORTH WEST) LIMITED 
(5) MICHAEL WELLS 

(6) SOUTH RIBBLE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
(7) CHORLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL  

Interested Parties 
 
 DETAILED GROUNDS OF RESISTANCE ON BEHALF 

OF THE SEVENTH INTERESTED PARTY 
 

 

The abbreviations and references used here are the same as those used by the Defendant in its Detailed 

Grounds of Resistance unless otherwise indicated. 

I. INTRODUCTION  

1. By this claim, the Claimant challenges the decision of the Defendant (“PCC”) to 

approve MOU2.  The Seventh Interested Party (“CBC”) was also a party to MOU2, 

along with the Sixth Interested Party (“SRBC”).  

2. CBC approved MOU2 on 25 February 2020.  No claim for judicial review has been 

brought in respect of that decision. 

3. In light of the considerable joint working between the Councils on the production of 

MOU2 and the fact that the effective operation of MOU2 is relevant to development 

control decisions in CBC’s area, this is a claim which directly affects CBC. 
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4. CBC relies on the evidence of Stefanie Leach which accompanies these Detailed 

Grounds of Reistance (“DGR”). 

II. SUBMISSIONS 

5. CBC contests this claim.  CBC has been provided with a copy of PCC’s DGR.  CBC 

agrees with the matters stated therein and adopts PCC’s submissions without 

repetition.  Similarly, CBC has been provided with a copy of SRBC’s DGR and agrees 

with the matters stated therein.  

6. Accordingly, CBC’s DGRs address three additional issues: 

(a) the relevant planning policy framework in CBC’s area; 

(b) the joint working between the Councils; and 

(c) CBC’s experience of MOU2 in the determination of planning applications and 

appeals. 

(a) Relevant planning policy framework 

7. The Chorley Local Plan 2012-26 Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies DPD (July 2015) Policy HS1 (Housing Site Allocations) lists 52 sites (292 ha) for 

housing or housing led development. Further provision for housing is made at 

Policies HS8 (Rural Exception Sites), HS10 (Agricultural Worker’s Dwellings in 

Countryside), and  HS11 (Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople). See Exhibit 

SL1 to Ms Leach’s first witness statement. 

(b) The joint working between the Councils 

8. As MOU2 notes, there is a long history of joint working between the Councils.  MOU2 

is but one example of this approach. 

9. See MOU2 at [1.2] – [1.4]: 

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

1.3 Overall, the Councils cover an area of some 458km2 (177 square miles) with a 
combined population of 367,518. 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.” [6/174 – 177]   

10. See also the CLCS at [1.5]: 

“The Core Strategy covers the three local authority districts of South Ribble, Chorley 
and Preston which had an estimated combined population of 344,000 people in 2008. 
The combined area functions as one integrated local economy and travel to work area. 
It is a single housing market area; nearly 80% of house moves take place within it. It 
is appropriate and efficient to consider the similar issues facing Central Lancashire in 
a collaborative way and so better plan for the future of the area.” [16/330 – 338] 

11. MOU1 was the product of joint working between the Councils.  MOU2 seeks to 

continue that approach.  This is particularly clear from the Housing Study, which was 

produced by Iceni for the Councils jointly. 

12. CBC’s position is that strategic joint working is essential between the Councils given 

the nature of Central Lancashire, as set out in the passages quoted above. 

(c) CBC’s experience of MOU2 in the determination of planning applications and 

appeals.  

13. CBC have taken MOU2 into account for the purposes of determination of its five year 

housing land supply since it was approved by the Councils.   

14. CBC have also been involved in a recent planning appeal in which MOU2 and the 

requirement for assessment of the five year housing land supply were in issue. This 

concerned the development of up to 180 dwellings including 30% affordable housing 

etc on land at Pear Tree Lane, Euxton.  This appeal was heard at an inquiry held 

virtually between 22 June – 2 July 2020. The Inspector’s decision is programmed to be 

issued by 11 August 2020. 
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15. The Appellant, Gladman Development Limited, took issue with the housing land 

requirement that CBC relied upon at that inquiry in accordance with MOU2, 

presenting evidence instead in support of a requirement for corresponding to the 

output of the standard method formula without distribution. CBC did not suggest in 

that appeal that MOU2 formed part of the development plan, such that it should 

benefit from the statutory presumption in s. 38(6) PCPA 2004 – and that the housing 

requirement should not therefore be subject to challenge on appeal. 

16. These matters are before the court in respect of the Claimant’s arguments that MOU2 

is a DPD.  First, CBC agrees with PCC’s submissions as to why MOU2 is not a DPD as 

a matter of law.  Secondly, CBC considers it important to illustrate that this holds good 

in practice, as the example above illustrates.  

 

SIMON PICKLES 

MATTHEW HENDERSON 

11 August 2020 

Landmark Chambers 

180 Fleet Street 

London, EC4A 2HG 


