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Executive Summary

Preamble

i. I am Stuart Carvel. I hold a Masters in Town and Country Planning from the University of Manchester

and I am a Chartered Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute.

ii. My evidence deals with national and local planning policy and other material considerations

including the benefits of the appeal proposals.

iii. The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal is true to the best of my knowledge

and belief, and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of the RTPI and I

confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.

iv. I recognise my duties to the Inquiry are to provide my professional view irrespective of by whom I am

employed.

The Application the Subject of the Appeal

v. The planning application now subject of this appeal is for 145 dwellings and associated infrastructure

including 35% affordable housing.

vi. It was submitted by Gladman Developments Ltd. to Preston City Council in October 2020 and refused

by notice in January 2021.

Relevant Planning History

vii. Gladman submitted a planning application to Preston City Council that was validated on 7 August

2018 and allocated reference 06/2018/0867. This planning application was exactly the same in

substance to this application.

viii. Application 06/2018/0867 was reported to the Council’s Planning Committee on 6 December 2018

with a recommendation for approval, which Members voted in favour of and a resolution to grant

subject to Section 106 was given. At the time, Preston City Council considered that it was unable to

demonstrate a five year housing land supply when measured against the Central Lancashire Core

Strategy housing requirement.

ix. The Council resolved to refuse application 06/2018/0867 in February 2020 (with notice given in March

2020) whilst a Section 106 obligation was waiting to be signed and the application was subject to a

holding direction by the Secretary of State.

The Suitability of the Appeal Site and Goosnargh for Development

x. Goosnargh lies approximately 6.6km to the north east of Preston City Centre. It has a range of local

services and facilities including shops, leisure facilities, schools and public transport services to key

employment, retail and leisure destinations.
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xi. Goosnargh is noted as ‘ flourishing village’ within the Central Lancashire Core Strategy.

xii. There are no technical objections from any statutory consultee, Officers or Members of the Council

regarding development of this site.

xiii. Officers and Members have accepted the suitability of the appeal site and Goosnargh to

accommodate new development even though no Greenfield sites are allocated in the Development

Plan.

xiv. Members have resolved to grant permission for this site previously and all the sites subject to this

conjoined inquiry.

The Development Plan and Five Year Housing Land Supply

xv. The Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply against the adopted  Development Plan’s

requirement, with supply at best of 4.95 years as confirmed by Inspector Dakeyne’s in his decision at

Cardwell Farm.

xvi. Mr Pycroft in his evidence also demonstrates that, at best, the Council can only demonstrate a supply

of 4.95 years.

xvii. Preston City Council seeks to address its lack of five year supply against the Plan Led requirement by

adopting a position by calculating supply against its Local Housing Need. By virtue of this lower

requirement, it now says it can demonstrate a five year supply and the tilted balance is not engaged.

xviii. I consider the tilted balance is engaged as the Council cannot demonstrate a supply against the plan

led requirement but on the alternative, as suggested by the Council, it is still engaged if need is

assessed against Local Housing Need as the adopted Development Plan does not seek to distribute

development in the same way.

xix. Each local planning authority of Central Lancashire currently seeks to assess the current planning

policy situation differently, as such the spatial strategy is fundamentally broken across the Housing

Market Area and is out-of-date.

Reasons for Refusal

xx. The Council seeks to rely upon two reasons for refusal given in the Decision Notice.

Reason for Refusal 1

xxi. I accept that the appeal proposals conflict with policies for the location of housing in the

Development Plan, as the proposal is not a form of development supported outside of settlement

development limits.

xxii. However, I consider, based on the evidence of Mr Pycroft and the decision of Inspector Dakeyne, that

the Council cannot demonstrate a deliverable five year housing land supply against the plan led

requirement.
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xxiii. The Council has not pointed to any harm caused by the appeal proposal. The only tangible harm

identified by the Council is that of policy harm but this is a trite argument given the Council cannot

demonstrate a five year supply and such the presumption of favour sustainable development is

engaged.

xxiv. If the Council does have a supply, it is only against Local Housing Need and for the reasons set out in

my Proof of Evidence this means the spatial strategy across Central Lancashire is out-of-date and thus

again the tilted balance is engaged.

xxv. Significant weight should be given to the delivery of housing irrespective of any five year housing

land supply position. There are number of other material considerations that this Reason for Refusal

does not deal with and I refer to these in my overall planning balance.

Reason for Refusal 2

xxvi. In Reason for Refusal 2 the Council claims there is unacceptable cumulative impacts as a result of all

appeal proposals considered as part of this Public Inquiry.

xxvii. Despite clarification sought by the Appellant(s) to the Council on what this cumulative harm is, none

has been evidenced to date.

xxviii. The evidence of Mr Holliday and Mr Hindle demonstrate that Goosnargh and Whittingham have

already evolved since its origins a small settlement. There is no evidence of any cumulative landscape

or townscape impacts as a result cumulatively of any of the appeals considered as part of this Inquiry.

xxix. All the detail in applications now subject to appeal at this conjoined Inquiry, has previously received

resolutions to grant from Members of Preston City Council’s Planning Committee.

xxx. No cumulative impacts were raised by Members when granting resolutions on these applications

when first considered. Preston City Council has sought to retrospectively give cumulative reasons for

refusal without evidencing what cumulative harm there is.

Planning Balance and Other Material Considerations

xxxi. In summary, I consider the following material considerations constitute the appropriate balancing

exercise in this case:

• The evidenced deliverability of up to 145 dwellings, with all of these being able to be

delivered during the next 5 years which is a significant benefit weighing in favour of the

scheme.

• The provision of 35% affordable dwellings (51 no.) in the context of such a substantial unmet

need is a substantial benefit weighing in favour of the scheme.

• The proposal would create a high quality sustainable development with strong green

infrastructure, on site open space. This will include the retention and enhancement of trees
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and hedgerows as well providing a community orchard, allotments, upgrades and improved

access to the Public Right of Way Network through the site and to the countryside beyond.

The framework set out in the outline application would ensure these qualities were secured

through the reserved matters application and represent a positive factor in the planning

balance.

• The appeal site will create additional choice and competition in the authority for market

housing.  This attainment of a key aim of the NPPF should be afforded significant weight.

• The shortfall in the housing land supply against the plan led requirement is a material

consideration to which I would invite the Inspector to attach considerable weight.

• Whilst the proposal constitutes a loss of open countryside, the NPPF does not endorse a

blanket protection of the countryside and the site is visually contained at the local level.

There is no objection on landscape grounds to development of the appeal site by the

Council.

• Goosnargh is a sustainable settlement with a range of services and facilities. The appeal site

is a suitable location for development as acknowledged by the Council in previously

granting a resolution (subject to Section 106) on this site with facilities in the village easily

accessible by sustainable modes of transport including walking.

• The considerable economic benefits of the scheme constitute substantial benefits in favour

of the proposal including through job creation during construction and spend generated by

new residents of the appeal site.

• Delivery of new housing in accordance with at least the minimum growth identified in the

Development Plan is important to Preston City Council in order to achieve the objectives of

the Preston and Lancashire City Deal.

xxxii. I consider the following weight should be given to matters in this appeal:

• Affordable Housing – substantial weight

• Development at a sustainable settlement as acknowledged by the Council – positive weight

• Delivery of new open space including improvements to Public Right of Way Network –

significant weight

• Ecology, including a net gain in biodiversity – moderate weight

• Economic benefits, including delivering aims of Preston and Lancashire City Deal –

significant weight

• Improvements to settlement edge through design and landscape – positive weight
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• Market Housing – significant weight

Overall Balance and Conclusions

xxxiii. As outlined throughout my Proof of Evidence it is my professional opinion, supported by the

evidence of Mr Pycroft and Inspector Dakeyne in the Cardwell Farm decision , that the Council cannot

demonstrate a five year housing land supply against the requirement of the development plan.

Therefore the provisions of paragraph 11 of the Framework should apply and the tilted balance is

engaged.

xxxiv. However, if this were proven not to be the case and the LPA were in a position to demonstrate that it

had a five year supply of housing land it can only be done against the Local Housing Need

requirement. I therefore consider, the tilted balance is engaged and that these proposals should still

be granted as the appeal proposals will deliver significant benefits through new market and

affordable housing.

xxxv. There are identifiable real and tangible benefits in terms of job creation in delivering housing and

the financial benefits of the development are set out in my evidence.

xxxvi. Delivery of housing against the Council’s Local Housing Need Requirement will not achieve the

Council’s objectives in delivering the Preston and Lancashire City Deal.

xxxvii. Very significant weight should be given to these benefits, irrespective of any conclusions on five year

housing land supply.

xxxviii. In considering this position, the proposals accord with the pro-growth agenda contained within the

NPPF and Government aims of boosting economic recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic.

xxxix. I conclude that approving the proposals would not cause such adverse harm as to outweigh the

benefits of the scheme.

xl. As set out in my evidence even if a five year supply can be demonstrated this only against the Local

Housing Need and permission should still be granted to achieve the objectives of the Development

Plan and support delivery of the Preston and Lancashire City Deal.

xli. I respectfully request that the Inspector allows the Appeal subject to Community Infrastructure Levy

Regulation compliant Section 106 obligations and appropriate planning conditions
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1 PREAMBLE

1.1 Qualifications and Experience

I am Stuart Carvel. I hold a Master’s degree in Town and Country Planning from the University of

Manchester and I am a Chartered Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI).

I am employed as a Planning Director by Gladman Developments Ltd. (Gladman), which I joined in

2013. Prior to joining Gladman I worked at Manchester City Council and thus have experience in the

public and private sector.

I am responsible for overseeing strategic housing development sites through the development plan

and planning application processes for Gladman Developments Ltd.

My evidence deals with national and local planning policy and other material considerations

including the benefits of the appeal proposals. I rely on the evidence of Mr Pycroft (five year housing

land supply), Mr De Pol (strategic policy), Mr Stacey (affordable housing) and Mr Holliday and Mr

Hindle (cumulative harm).

I have no legal qualification and where references are made to Court Judgments, my evidence does

not represent legal submissions but sets out my professional understanding of such judgments in

so far as they clarify the correct interpretation of policy.

Whilst I am providing expert evidence to the Inquiry in support of the appeal on behalf of my

employer, I nonetheless fully recognise my duties are to provide my professional views to the

Inquiry, irrespective of by whom I am employed.

1.2 Statement of Truth

The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal is true to the best of my knowledge

and belief. This Proof of Evidence (PoE) has been prepared and is given in accordance with the

guidance of the RTPI and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional

opinions.

1.3 Scope of my Evidence

Having regard to my duties to the Inquiry and in the interest of ensuring the Inspector is presented

with a full consideration of the planning issues my evidence is set out as follows:

• Section 2 – The Planning Application Process

• Section 3 – The Appeal Site and Suitability for Development

• Section 4 – The Development Plan, Spatial Strategy and Five Year Housing Land Supply
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• Section 5 – Responding to the Reasons for Refusal

• Section 6 – Site Specific Benefits

• Section 7 - Deliverability of the Scheme and Gladman Track Record

• Section 8 – Planning Balance and Conclusions

1.4 Supporting Evidence

In support of this appeal, evidence has also been prepared by the following witnesses:

• Affordable Housing – James Stacey (Tetlow King Planning)

• Five Year Housing Land Supply – Ben Pycroft (Emery Planning)

• Landscape and Visual Impacts – Gary Holiday (FPCR)

• Planning Policy – Alexis De Pol (De Pol Associates)

• Sustainability – Rob Hindle (Rural Solutions)1

The above evidence has been prepared in support of a number of appeals co-joined for this Inquiry:

• Appeals A & B - APP/N2345/W/20/3258890 & 3258894

• Appeals C & D - APP/N2345/W/20/3258896 & 3258898

• Appeal E - APP/N2345/W/20/3258912

• Appeal F - APP/N2345/W/20/3257357

All of the above appeals are at Whittingham Goosnargh, save for Appeal F which is at Longridge

and has a number of its own site specific considerations and associated evidence.

Appended to my Proof of Evidence is the following site specific statement:

• Landscape Assessment prepared by CSA

I refer to the above evidence where appropriate and rely upon the professional expertise of the

authors on the matters which they address.

I refer to Core Documents (CDs) and other appendices throughout my evidence to support my case.

1.5 Case Management Conference

A Case Management Conference (CMC) was held on 18 January 2021 considering appeals A-F.

1 Appended to Mr De Pol’s evidence
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This was held prior to the submission of this appeal on 22 January 2021. Following submission it

was decided by the Planning Inspectorate to conjoin this appeal with Appeals A-F. Gladman

therefore did not attend the above Conference and no site specific CMC has been held for this

appeal.

The Post CMC note produced by the Inspector for Appeals A to E noted the main issues for the sites

at Goosnargh are:

a. whether the proposal conflicts with the development plan;

b. whether the development plan policies most important for determining the appeal are

out-of-date, with reference to (a) whether the local planning authority (lpa) can show a

5-year supply of deliverable housing sites and (b) consistency with the National Planning

Policy Framework;

c. whether the conclusions on matters a and b or any other material consideration would

justify allowing the appeal;

d. the effect on the character of the village.

Although the above was not referencing this appeal, I consider these main topics are equally

applicable to this site and appeal being held as part of this conjoined inquiry and my evidence

is based upon these considerations.

A separate list of considerations was given for Appeal F at Longridge. I do not consider these as part

of my evidence.

At the CMC the Local Planning Authority confirmed that for Appeals A to E, its concerns regarding

cumulative relate to the character of Goosnargh and do not relate to harm in respect of, (a) the

capacity of infrastructure; (b) the character of the landscape and visual amenity and (c) townscape

character and visual amenity.

Subsequently to the CMC, the Council issued an Addendum Statement of Case in relation to

Appeals A-E that noted issues around cumulative impacts stating (CD HD2):

2.5 The Council considers that given that the proposals are all being considered at the same inquiry

and there is a prospect that the Inspector may grant planning permission simultaneously for

some or all five proposals, the cumulative impact of adding up to an extra 412 new dwellings to

all edges of the rural village of Goosnargh cannot be ignored and it is appropriate to assess the

cumulative impact of all five proposals upon the character of the adjacent village. As a

consequence, and whilst the Council’s approach has been criticised by the appellants, the Council

considers that this is a point that will inevitably be addressed as part of the inquiry process and it

is reasonable for the Council to present its position to the Inspector.
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2.6 For the avoidance of doubt, the Council is not seeking to make a cumulative impact case based

on any technical matter such as lack of infrastructure, landscape/visual amenity or access to

services; its case is that the overall character of Goosnargh village (that being of a small rural

settlement as described in paragraph 6.24 of the Statement of Case and paragraph 2.2 above)

would change should more than one (or more than one) of the appeals be allowed. The Council

does not intend on calling any additional witnesses to defend this issue and is satisfied it can be

dealt with by the planning witness(es).

Despite clarification sought by the Appellant(s) to the Council’s case, it is not clear what its

cumulative impact concerns are given it has clearly stated these are not technical (e.g. infrastructure

capacity) or cumulative landscape impacts.

I however attempt to consider this point in response to the reasons for refusal as set out in my

evidence below.
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2 THE PLANNING APPLICATION PROCESS

2.1 Background to the Appeal

This Proof of Evidence (PoE) relates to an appeal by Gladman Developments Ltd. against the refusal

of a planning application (06/2020/1136) by Preston City Council (PCC or the Council) for:

“Outline planning application seeking approval for access only for residential development

up to 145no. dwellings with access from Whittingham Lane and other associated

infrastructure (all other matters reserved).”

The site is located to the west of Goosnargh, adjacent to its existing urban edge.

2.2 Relevant Planning History

Gladman submitted a planning application to Preston City Council that was validated on 7 August

2018 and allocated reference 06/2018/0867.

The planning application being considered as part of this appeal  is a resubmission of this previously

considered planning application, as discussed in this section.

Application 06/2018/0867 was reported to the Council’s Planning Committee on 6 December 2018

with a recommendation for approval, which Members voted in favour of and a resolution to grant

subject to Section 106 was given. At the time, PCC considered that they were unable to demonstrate

a five year housing land supply when measured against the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CLCS)

housing requirement.

However, following the resolution to grant planning permission, the application was subject to a

third party request to the Secretary of State (SoS) to call in the application for his own determination.

While negotiations with the Council progressed in respect of the Section 106 agreement, a Holding

Direction issued by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG)

prevented the Council from issuing the planning permission in line with the Committee’s

resolution.

In December 2019, while the application was still subject to the holding direction from the SoS, an

appeal decision was issued in South Ribble2 which had implications for the way in which the Central

Lancashire Authorities considered their housing requirement for the purposes of the five year

housing land supply assessment. It found that, contrary to PCC’s stated position at the time, Policy

4 of CLCS (which contains the housing requirements for the 3 boroughs) had not been subject to a

review in 2017 and that therefore, in line with paragraph 73 of the Framework, as the strategic

2 Land off Chain House Lane, Whitestake (APP/F2360/W/19/3234070) (CD HB2)
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policies in CLCS were over five years old, five year housing land supply should be calculated against

Local Housing Need (LHN) derived from the government’s standard method.

Following the decision in the Chain House Lane case, PCC issued a statement confirming that they

now considered that they were able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply against their

LHN requirement. In light of this assertion, the Council proposed that a number of planning

applications which had received positive resolutions but where decisions had not been issued,

including the application at Land north of Whittingham Lane, be returned to planning committee

for re-determination in light of the cited material change in circumstances.

Having been informed of the Council’s intentions in this regard, Gladman wrote to the Council to

outline its position that if the standard method is used to calculate the housing need for the City,

this would result in a marked change compared to the Council’s own housing requirement and

spatial strategy. This would therefore deem the strategic policies of CLCS out-of-date, triggering the

tilted balance irrespective of the ability to demonstrate a five year housing land supply.

However, in January 2020, the officer’s revised report for application 06/2018/0867 was published,

confirming that in light of the claimed five year land supply position, the scheme was now

recommended for refusal as a departure from the development plan. The Applicant’s argument

regarding the application of the tilted balance for reasons other than the lack of a five year land

supply were rejected.

During the period prior to the second committee, it emerged that the appellant in the Chain House

Lane case had applied to the High Court to challenge the decision under section 288 of the Town &

Country Planning Act. However, the Council proceeded to report the application to committee on

13 February 2020 where the application received a resolution to refuse planning permission.

Prior to the issue of the decision notice confirming refusal, the SoS consented to judgment in the

Chain House Lane Judicial Review on the basis that the inspector had failed to take into account the

argument advanced by the applicant in this case: that the application of the standard method for

the purpose of assessing housing land supply would result in the strategic policies of the plan being

out-of-date and the tilted balance engaged. Nevertheless, South Ribble Borough Council (SRBC)

continued to contest the case and on 6 March 2020, PCC issued the decision notice confirming the

refusal of the application.

The judgment in the Wainhomes v SSHCLG & South Ribble BC case was handed down on 21 August

2020. The appeal decision which the Council had sought to rely upon to justify the re-determination

of the application was quashed.

Despite the intervening legal wrangling, it must be noted that exact same details contained within

this planning application have already been voted on favourably by members of PCCs

Planning Committee and a resolution to grant given.
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PCC clearly considers that this site is a sustainable location for development, irrespective of conflict

with the development plan and subsequent decisions.

The OR for the first application stated (CD GD1, paginated page 61-62):

Given that the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable

housing land and Adopted Core Strategy Policy 4 is therefore considered to be

out-of-date, this means that planning permission should be granted for this

proposal unless the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and

demonstrably outweigh the benefits or the application of policies in the

Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provide a clear

reason for refusing the proposed development.

…

It is considered that there would be no adverse impacts as a result of the

proposed development that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh

the benefits of the scheme or direct the Local Planning Authority to refuse the

application. It is therefore considered that the proposal is in accordance with

the Framework and that planning permission should be granted.

(my emphasis)

This position is true again at the time of writing following the Cardwell Farm decision (CD HB23). I

consider further the ramifications of this decision later in my evidence.

It is clear however that the Council finds the site acceptable and sustainable when it cannot

demonstrate a five year supply of residential land as it resolved to grant consent in December 2018

to the first, and identical, development.

2.3 Determination of the Planning Application Subject of this Appeal

The planning application for the proposed development was validated by Preston City Council on

16 October 2020 (Application ref: 06/2020/1136). The application was supported by a

comprehensive suite of technical reports in accordance with the Council’s planning application

validation requirements.

The application went before Planning Committee on 7 January 2021. The Planning Committee

resolved to refuse permission, which the Council confirmed by notice on 12 January 2021.

The application was refused for two reasons, in summary these relate to:

1. Site being in the open countryside and being unplanned development not in accordance

with the Spatial Strategy due to a loss of countryside.
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2. The cumulative impacts of the proposal and other proposals adjacent to Goosnargh, which

are the subject of current planning applications/appeals, would result in a radical change

to the character of the rural village. The sites location in combination with other proposals

would not bring forward development in the right place, accessible to services.

The Reasons for Refusal are set out in full in the Decision Notice a copy of which is at CD GC3.

This planning application subject to this appeal is a second application and is identical in substance

to 06/2018/0867 as noted in Section 2.2 above.

The Council resolved to grant planning permission on application 06/2018/0867 at a time it could

not demonstrate a five year supply of housing. Following the Cardwell Farm (CD HB23) decision,

the same situation is now present.

This second application now before the Inspector is the same scheme, in the same location, in the

same policy situation and there are no other material change in circumstances as with the first

application. The Council with reference this particular application, and retrospectively for Appeals

A-E, submitted a second reason for refusal relating to cumulative harm.

This second reason cannot and has not been substantiated to date.

As discussed in Section 5.3 all appeals subject of this conjoined inquiry have already had resolution

to grant.

The proposals as part of this appeal were the first in the series to be considered and given a

resolution to grant. The Council should concede that the appeal proposals are appropriate and

sustainable, irrespective of, but particularly when it cannot demonstrate a five year supply position

against the CLCS Policy 4 requirement.

The Council should now conclude that the Inspector would be correct to grant planning permission

for these appeal proposals and follow Officer’s recommendation and the Members decision on

application 06/2018/0867.



Land north of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh Stuart Carvel, Proof of Evidence

11

3 THE APPEAL SITE AND SUITABILITY FOR DEVELOPMENT

3.1 Introduction

In this section of my evidence I assess the suitability of both Goosnargh as a location for

development and demonstrate why the appeal site itself is a suitable housing site.

In coming to my conclusions, in this and following sections, I rely upon the evidence of Mr Holliday

and Mr Hindle, as well as comments in the Officer’s Report(s)3 and consultation responses.

There are no technical matters which are disputed between the Council and the Appellant about

the suitability of the appeal site and Goosnargh to accommodate development.

3.2 Site Description

The 7.89ha site lies adjacent to the existing residential development on the western edge of

Goosnargh, in the parish of Whittingham and comprises three fields in use as pasture. The northern

field is separated from the southern fields by a ditch to the south west and south east, along with a

treed hedgerow.

The northern boundary of the top field is marked by an existing hedgerow and public footpath (6-

5-FP 4), beyond which lie properties along Oakleaf Close and a further pastoral field which is subject

to an approved planning application for up to 26 dwellings (ref. 06/2018/1356).

To the east, the field is bounded by an existing hedgerow which separates the Site from the

adjoining field.

The eastern boundary of the southern field parcels abuts existing residential development along

Highgate, Churchgate and Parkgate. The southern boundary is formed by 5 mature trees, several of

which are covered by Tree Preservation Orders, with Whittingham Lane immediately beyond. The

southern field parcels are separated internally by gapped hedgerow with a small number of internal

trees.

The western boundary of the site is marked by a mature treed hedgerow, with footpath 6- 9-FP 7

partially within the boundary of the site to the south before exiting the boundary at the top of the

southern field.

3 For application 06/2018/0867 and 06/2020/1136
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3.3 Suitability of Goosnargh as a Location for Development

Goosnargh lies approximately 6.6km to the north east of Preston City Centre.

Goosnargh has a range of local services, as well as public transport services, which will be improved

by the appeal proposals4. Access to these services is discussed in further detail below.

Central Lancashire Core Strategy Spatial Strategy

The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CLCS) Policy 1 does not identify Goosnargh as a settlement

and as such is considered in part (f) of the policy. Which states:

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.

Goosnargh albeit not identified in the list of settlements allocated for development, it is specifically

identified on Figure 6 of the CLCS (CD HA1) recognising its clearly not an insignificant settlement in

the context of the wide geographic area covered by the CLCS.

The supporting text in Chapter 3 of the Core Strategy (Spatial Portrait The Character of Local Places

and the Roles they Play) also specifically identifies Goosnargh as a successful and sustainable

settlement:

Main Places within Central Lancashire

…

3.5 As well as the larger settlements there are a variety of flourishing villages throughout

Central Lancashire including: Broughton, Grimsargh and Goosnargh in Preston

(my emphasis)

As I explain in Section 4, outside of the City of Preston all other settlements within the PCC area sit

in the same tier in the settlement hierarchy. It is clear however Goosnargh is one of the larger and

more strategically important settlements than those that are not noted.

Policy 19: Areas of Separation and Major Open Space identifies that the policy will:

Protect the identity, local distinctiveness and green infrastructure of certain

settlements and neighbourhoods by the designation of Areas of Separation

and Major Open Space, to ensure that those places at greatest risk of merging

are protected and environmental/ open space resources are safeguarded.

4 Subject to details of confirmation of funds requested for a Section 106 Obligation
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Areas of Separation will be designated around the following northern

settlements:

(a) Broughton;

(b) Goosnargh/Whittingham; and

(c) Grimsargh; …

Identification of the Area of Separation at Goosnargh/Whittingham was left to the Preston Local

Plan, a daughter document to the CLCS.

Preston Local Plan (2012-2026)

Goosnargh within the Preston Local Plan (2012-2026) Site Allocations & Development Management

Policies Adopted 2 July 2015 (CD HA2) allocated development adjacent to Goosnargh at the former

Whittingham Hospital site for 650 homes.

This site has not yet come forward for development for housing but has been granted a planning

permission for 750 dwellings.

As noted above, the CLCS left the area to be identified as the Area of Separation to the Preston Local

Plan. This was set through Policy ENV4 and shown on the Proposals Map accompanying the Local

Plan (CD HA3-HA5).

Albeit the site falls within the area identified as the Area of Separation, the Council concluded in the

OR (CD GC1), and I agree, that the development of the appeal site would not compromise the

separation of settlements and there is no conflict with the policy. I discuss this matter further below.

3.4 Suitability of the Site for Development

The site is considered to be a suitable option for development and the following factors have been

considered and demonstrate this suitability. There are no reasons for refusal relating to any of the

technical matters set out below.

Affordable Housing, Conditions, CIL and Section 106 Obligations

Policy 7 of the CLCS requires sites to deliver 35% affordable housing in rural area on sites in or

adjoining villages.

The appeal proposals will deliver the policy requirements which will be secured through a Section

106 obligation.

The document submitted to the Inquiry also secures the contributions requested by different

Statutory Consultees including a contribution to public transport services and primary school place

provision.



Land north of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh Stuart Carvel, Proof of Evidence

14

Preston City Council operate a CIL policy, for which this development will be liable. Dwelling Houses

(excluding apartments) are charged at £65 per sq. m set in 2013 and indexed from this date.

The Council’s last Annual Infrastructure Funding Statement (1 April 2019-31 March 2020) identifies

projects to be funded from CIL contributions (see Appendix 5). Markedly this notes the importance

of the Preston and Lancashire City Deal:

A total £434m new investment will lead to the expansion and improvement of

the transport infrastructure in Preston and South Ribble at an unprecedented

rate, enabling a forecast 20,000 new jobs and 17,420 new homes to be created.

It will provide a huge boost to the local economy, which is expected to grow by

£1 billion over the next ten years.

The Statement goes on to highlight the schemes that will be delivered as part of the City Deal. This

is an important policy consideration for the level of housing growth required across the Central

Lancashire authorities. Supported by the evidence of Mr De Pol, I consider this further in section 5.

The Appellant will endeavour to agree an appropriate list of planning conditions with the Local

Planning Authority prior to the Inquiry opening.

Lancashire County Council (LCC) has requested contributions to improvements to bus services, this

is detailed further below.

Contributions are requested for primary school places by LCC and are secured in the Section 106

Obligation.

There is no funding requested for secondary education places unlike many of the other appeal sites

at this conjoined inquiry. When assessing the need for an education contribution LCC considers

secondary school provision within a 3 mile radius of the proposed site. Details of the schools

relevant to this site are provided below:
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Figure 1 - Projected Pupils on Roll at Catchment Secondary Schools

There is expected to be significant capacity at Corpus Christi Catholic High School in Jan 2025. Latest

projections for the local secondary schools by LCC show there is to be 35 places available in 5 years

time, with additional planning approvals expected to generate a demand for a further 3 school

places. With an expected pupil yield of 22 pupils from this development, LCC are not seeking a

contribution from the developer in respect of secondary places as confirmed in CD GF17.

Public bus service 45 provides regular close connections, including at school times, to Corpus Christi

Catholic High School.

Access, Highways and Public Transport

The proposed access strategy (CD GB4) for the appeal site will provide:

• Priority controlled access point onto Whittingham Lane;

• A footway which connects the site access point to the existing footway on the northern

side of Whittingham Lane;

• New tactile paving to provide a crossing point to the southern side of Whittingham Lane;

• New pedestrian and cycle connections on the site’s eastern boundaries allowing for easy

accessibility for new and existing residents of Goosnargh to reach services in the centre of

the village as well as connecting/linking to footpaths for access to the wider countryside

around the village.

Site Access by vehicles

The junction would have a carriageway width of 5.5m with 2m wide footways on either side. The

access drawings (CD GB4) show that visibility splays extending 43m east and west from the

proposed access could be achieved. The proposed site access off Whittingham Lane and

subsequent visibility splays are considered acceptable by County Highways subject to a condition
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requiring a detailed site access scheme to be submitted prior to development commencing. As

confirmed in the OR (CD GC1, page 12), subject to this condition, it is considered the proposed

access complies with Policy ST2 of the Local Plan and the Framework.

The site is in a sustainable location as confirmed in the OR which regard to access to services in the

village (CD GC1, page 13):

Given the sites location adjacent to the existing village, it is considered the

development would [sic] within walking distance of existing facilities within

the village, albeit limited in range and employment opportunities.

Additional Access by Sustainable Modes to Village Services and Facilities

New pedestrian/cycle connections to the east of the site onto Churchgate and Highgate will actively

encourage people to access the centre of Goosnargh by sustainable modes given the desire line to

the centre of the village and longer route by road.

These locations are identified on the Development Framework Plan (CD GB3) and one where this

will be achieved is shown below in Figure 2.

As well providing a short connection to the centre of Goosnargh for new residents these new

connections will improve connectivity/reduce the distance the village centre for residents on

Whittingham Lane near to the site as well as providing new connections to the footpath network

on the site and to the countryside beyond for all residents of Goosnargh.

The majority of services are within an easy walk from the site in less than 10 mins to all services in

the village that may be required on a daily basis as shown in Table 1 below.
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Table 1 - Extract of Table 5.5 of Transport Assessment (CD GB8)

Public Transport

Preston Bus service No.45 serves Goosnargh , which operates hourly between Preston – Royal

Preston Hospital – Broughton – Goosnargh – Longridge – Ribchester - Blackburn, in both directions.

Figure 2 - Churchgate where new pedestrian/cycle connections will be made into the site
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As per current timetabling this offers services to both Preston and Blackburn with two services

reaching these larger centres, where extensive employment, leisure and retail opportunities are

available, before 9am Monday-Saturday. Similarly there are early evening services to allow return

journeys to be made.

There is a 2 hourly service on Sunday.

Service 45 links Goosnargh to Preston’s College and Corpus Christi Catholic High School.

The OR notes there is only one bus service for Goosnargh, and does not appear to recognise that

service 46 which also currently provides services between Longridge and Preston through

Goosnargh.

In combination with service 45 this provides an approximately half hourly service to Preston and

Longridge.

There nearest bus stop is at Goosnargh Village Green which can be reached in under 400m via the

new connections as noted above.

Services are currently provided by Preston Bus/Diamond Bus with services utilising accessible

buses.

Figure 3 – Accessible Service 45 at Goosnargh Lane/Goosnargh Green

A financial request of approx. £210k has been requested by the Council for improvements to local

services as part of the application process.
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This contribution secured through the UU submitted to the appeal will be able to contribute to an

improved frequency to an already good service.

School buses 585, 586 and 676 also serve Goosnargh to local schools.

Arboriculture

No comments were provided on this application by the Council’s Arborist when considered at

Planning Committee, the OR (CD GC1, page 5) for this appeal site stated in response to the previous

application (06/2018/0867) that protected trees lining Whittingham Lane would need removing,

but no objection due to enough trees remaining on the other side of the lane to mitigate against

the loss.

The proposed vehicle access retains and protects the large Category A English Oak (T5). The

proposed vehicle access will also require the removal of two Category B trees (moderate quality).

This impact is a consequence of establishing a vehicle access whilst at the same time safeguarding

the Category A English Oak (T5) and retaining the integrity of the prominent group of trees to the

east of T5. The loss of these two trees can be appropriately mitigated as part of the detailed

landscape design for the Site.

Given the limited number of trees to be removed, their quality, and in the context of the mitigation

within landscape proposals for the wider Site (that can be delivered as part of the detailed design

and implementation) this impact is considered acceptable from an Arboricultural perspective.

A small amount of hedgerow (72m) may also be necessary to be removed to accommodate the

internal road network and pedestrian access points on the perimeter of the Site.

Any losses to provide access and more than mitigated throughout the development proposals as

acknowledged by the Council’s Arborist.

Ecology and Designated Sites

The application subject of this appeal was accompanied by an Ecological Impact Assessment (CD

GB10) which establishes the ecological conditions on the site. It also identifies any compensation

measures required or ecological enhancements that could be delivered, stating that the site

consists of grassland pasture fields bounded by hedgerows with mature trees and contains three

onsite ponds and a network of ditches. As noted above, the proposal would result in the removal of

sections of hedgerow and trees on the southern boundary with Whittingham Lane to facilitate the

proposed access.

In mitigation the submitted assessment proposes a range of measures which include:

• Strengthening of existing boundary hedgerows with native planting;

• Management of public open space for biodiversity gain;
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• New habitat creation for bats and ensuring a sensitive lighting strategy;

• Capture and exclusion of great crested newts under licence; and

• Protection of retained trees and hedgerows during construction.

Greater Manchester Ecology Unit have raised no objections to the proposal (CD GF15), subject

to conditions requiring the submission of a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan, a Great

Crested Newt Mitigation Strategy and the restriction on site clearance during bird nesting season.

Subject to these 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 Core

Strategy, Policies EN10 and EN11 of the Local Plan and the Framework.

Flood Risk, Drainage and Waste

The developable area of the site is entirely in Flood Zone 1 and therefore is in the area at least risk

of flooding (less than 0.1% chance from fluvial sources).

Surface water would be managed via attenuation on site so that it does not exceed the existing

greenfield run-off rates and foul water would be discharged into the existing foul sewer which runs

through the site. The FRA concludes that the proposed development would be able to manage the

surface water it generates and would not increase flood risk at the site or downstream of the site.

United Utilities raise no objections to the proposal, subject to a condition that requires the

development to be carried out in accordance with the submitted FRA, and have provided

comments relating to the existing sewer as referenced in the FRA which  state a 3m easement either

side of the centre line of the sewer will be required (CD GF13).

The OR (CD GC1, Page 18) agrees that is it considered the proposed development would be unlikely

to lead to an increase in flooding and would comply with the relevant policies of the Development

Plan and the Framework.

Heritage and Archaeology

There are no designated or non-designated heritage assets within the appeal site or immediately

adjacent.

There is a cluster of listed buildings to the north east of Goosnargh. There is no visual or setting link

between these buildings and the appeal site:



Land north of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh Stuart Carvel, Proof of Evidence

21

Figure 4 - Historic England Listed Buildings Map (Accessed March 2021)

LCC Historic Environment Team stated that the site is considered to have little or no archaeological

potential to contain evidence for settlement of the prehistoric, Roman or medieval periods, as such

pre-determination archaeological investigation was not required (CD GF14).

Any archaeology likely to be found would be post-medieval or later and would not be of such

significance as to form a constraint on development, but could be dealt with by a condition relating

to the submission of a suitable scheme of mitigation (archaeological excavation and recording).

There is no objection on any heritage or archaeological grounds.

Landscape and Visual Impact

The application is accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) (CD GB7)

which describes the site as part of “Undulating Low-Land Farmland: Goosnargh/Whittingham”. The

character of the ‘Goosnargh/Whittingham’ landscape tract is composed of hedgerows, irregular

fields, winding lanes, a scattered settlement pattern of farm houses and cottages. The site is a

relatively flat green field.

Whilst the impact of built development on the landscape and visual amenity would be significant

in the early years of development (as an inevitable result of changing an agricultural/pastoral field

into residential development), it is considered that substantial landscaping buffers could be

conditioned, as shown on the Development Framework Plan (CD GB3), which would ensure that

the development can be accommodated within the landscape.

The submitted Development Framework Plan demonstrates how the site could be laid out whilst

retaining important landscape features such as the boundary hedgerows, mature trees and ponds.

Site location
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The Council’s Landscape Architect and Arborist raise no objections to the findings of the submitted

LVIA and consider the retention of the existing vegetation, including key hedgerows, should be

welcomed and encouraged. Whilst the proposal would result in the loss of protected trees to

facilitate the proposed access, three are dead and one displays signs of dieback. Despite the loss of

these trees, it is considered there would be sufficient tree cover remaining on both sides of the

proposed access. 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 policies of the Development Plan and the Framework

The proposed development will be able to assimilate naturally into the urban edge of Goosnargh

and improve its current abrupt and harsh urban edge.

The Landscape Statement prepared by CSA at Appendix 1 explains the different character areas in

Goosnargh. Immediately to the east of the site, on its boundary, is a 1970s housing estate. These

properties side/back onto the adjoining countryside, creating an abrupt settlement edge which

little interaction with the adjoining countryside.

The second Reason for Refusal states that Goosnargh has ‘an intimate relationship with the

surrounding countryside’. As demonstrated in the Landscape Statement this is not currently the

case with respect to this site; it is not a sympathetic edge.

There clearly will be some landscape impacts when greenfield sites change to that of development

including highways infrastructure however for the reasons above supported by the evidence in the

planning application, I consider this will naturally assimilate into the existing townscape and

landscape surrounding Goosnargh. The appeal site will create a sympathetic edge to Goosnargh

and creating a connection/transition between the urban and edge the countryside whilst not

extending development any further west than the settlement already extends.

Any harm in the change in character of the site is more than outweighed by the benefits provided

by the scheme.

Open Spaces

The Development Framework Plan indicates 3.79 hectares of the site would be allocated for open

space consisting of parks and gardens, semi-natural greenspace, amenity greenspace, a locally

equipped area of play, allotments and community orchard.

The equipped area of play would be located in the centre of the site with the allotments and

community orchard located to the north west of the site. The maintenance and management of

amenity greenspace and active play space is secured by the Section 106 Obligation. Subject to

further reserved matters submissions, conditions and a planning obligation the proposal has
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demonstrated a capacity to satisfy the principle of Policies 17, 18 and 24 of the CLCS and Policy HS3

of the Preston Local Plan. Full details will be provided at Reserved Matters stage.

Public Health Considerations

The Council’s Environmental Health team has no objection in principle to the appeal proposals

planning application however requested conditions are attached to any planning permission.

The Appellant has no objections to appropriate conditions.

Whilst not directly linked to the consultation responses, as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic we

have seen an even greater rise in the importance of local green space to people living in this

country. Whilst, as noted below, there is some limited public access to the site already, the site will

provide extensive areas of public open space for local people to enjoy.

Existing residents of Goosnargh in roads immediately east of the site currently do not have

convenient access to the countryside despite the Public Right of Way (PRoW) on the site being in

close proximity. Development of the appeal site will open us new access routes to the PRoW on-site

which links to the wider countryside around Goosnargh.

New and existing residents of Goosnargh will be able to experience greater interaction and direct

connection to the countryside with development of the appeal site.

Public Rights of Way

County Highways have indicated that should planning permission be granted, it would be expected

that the PRoW to the north be upgraded with street lighting and surfacing to ensure it is available

for use at all times. Should planning permission be granted, such off-site highway works would be

secured via a Section 278 Agreement.

There is a public right of way running through the site on its western boundary. This PRoW through

the site can be upgraded within the development proposals.

The footpath running through the site ends at the location shown in Figure 5. There is currently a

stone to prevent access by other than foot by those who are very mobile. As part of the appeal

proposals this will be improved and accessibility onto the site and from the site to the wider

countryside and local footpath network will be improved for all by removal of this stone and

upgrades to path through the site.
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Figure 5 - Access Point/Public Right of Way on Site's Eastern Boundary (looking south east toward Whittingham Lane)
to be improved.

Residential Amenity

The Committee Report (CD GC1) notes that 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 indicative Development Framework Plan demonstrates

that the proposed development could be satisfactorily accommodated on site without having any

unacceptable adverse impacts on the amenities of properties which border the site. On this basis,

it is considered by the Council, and I agree, the proposed development would not conflict with

policies Policy 17 of the Core Strategy and Policy EN9 of the Local Plan.

3.5 Conclusion on Suitability of the Site and Goosnargh for New

Development

As demonstrated through this section of my PoE, the Committee Report (CD GC1) and the site’s

previous resolution to grant, despite not being in a location specifically identified for development

within the Development Plan it is a sustainable location for new development.
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There are no technical objections to the scheme being implemented. The site is in close proximity

to the existing services and facilities in Goosnargh.

All services within Goosnargh can be accessed from all areas of the appeal site in under 10 minutes

walking time, including public transport services.  There is good quality footpaths to all services and

it is a pleasant, flat walk. There is nothing to detract residents from accessing services by foot or

cycle through new connections provided.
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4 THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN, SPATIAL STRATEGY, FIVE

YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY AND WEIGHT TO BE

AFFORDED TO HOUSING

4.1 Introduction

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that applications for

planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material

considerations indicate otherwise.

The Development Plan comprises (so far as relevant):

• The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CLCS), adopted July 2012 and covers the period

2010-2026.

o This is a joint Core Strategy between Preston City Council, South Ribble Borough

Council and Chorley Borough Council and covers the three administrative

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

strategic policies for the HMA.

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

DPD), which was adopted in July 2015.

o This document sets out development management policies for the City and

allocates sites within the City of Preston Area.

The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) sets out the Development Plan context and relevant

policies.

Mr De Pol gives evidence and sets out the strategic polies of the Development Plan and I do not

seek to repeat his evidence but summarise in so far is relevant to this appeal proposal.

Policy 1 of the CLCS (Locating Growth) seeks to concentrate growth in the Preston/South Ribble

Urban Area, Key Service Centres, strategic sites and Urban and Rural Local Service Centres. In other

places, including small villages of which Goosnargh is one, development is to be typically small scale

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

Within the Preston City Council administrative area, Preston is in the top tier of the Preston/South

Ribble Urban Area (part a). None of the settlements listed in parts (b) to (e) are in Preston. Longridge,

is a Key Service Centre which is in Ribble Valley and not formally part of Central Lancashire. The plan

recognises that some growth within Central Lancashire may be required to support development

there.
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All other settlements within the City’s boundaries are within part ‘(f)’ of Policy 1.

The development plan housing requirement for Preston is for a minimum of 507 dwellings per

annum (dpa) is set out in Policy 4 of the CLCS.

The 2004 Act and national policy of the Framework inform us that the starting point is the

Development Plan and decisions should be made in accordance with it unless material

considerations indicate otherwise. The delivery of housing is central to the success of the CLCS and

in particular in Preston in delivering 507 units per annum over the plan period.

Mr De Pol in his evidence also goes on to explain the relevance of the City Deal signed just over one

year after the adoption of the CLCS. This was entered into to enable funding to be generated for

infrastructure projects in the area. This funding is reliant upon appropriate amount of housing being

delivered.

In October 2017, the Central Lancashire authorities entered into a Joint Memorandum of

Understanding and Statement of Co-operation relating to the provision of Housing Land (MOU 1).

MOU 1 agreed that the housing requirement in the CLCS should be applied until the adoption of a

replacement plan.

MOU 1 noted that continuing to apply the CLCS housing requirement would reflect the spatial

pattern of development set out in Policy 1 of the CLCS, including directing housing growth to

priority areas to deliver significant new housing in accordance with the City Deal.

Although it was entered into before the publication of the 2018 Framework, the MOU is a ‘Footnote

37’ review as agreed at the Cardwell Farm appeal. This is true irrespective of whether this appeal is

challenged or not but at the time of writing Inspector Dakeyne’s Decision Letter is a lawful decision.

In April 2020 the Central Lancashire LPAs entered into a second MOU (MOU 2) based on the Central

Lancashire Housing Study (CD HA10). However following the Pear Tree Lane decision, PCC

withdrew from MOU 2. The Council’s decision has not indicated on what basis the housing

requirement or the five-year supply will be derived as an alternative to MOU 2, albeit the Central

Lancashire LPAs are in the process of reviewing the Local Plan which will consider the matter of

distribution of housing.

I consider the above position with reference to the decision to withdraw from MOU 2 by the LPA

and the Cardwell Farm Decision (and the evidence of Mr Pycroft) that the Council cannot

demonstrate a five year supply against the plan led requirement at a maximum of 4.95 years.

Irrespective of the five year supply position through the City Deal as Mr De Pol explains in his

evidence there is a clear commitment to increase housing delivery beyond that set out in the

adopted Development Plan.
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4.2 Five Year Supply Against Central Lancashire Core Strategy

The 2019 Framework requires local planning authorities to identify and update annually a supply of

specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing. As I stated earlier in this

PoE, a lack of a five year supply is an important material consideration, as it has implications upon

the weight to be given to the most important policies for determining the appeal proposals.

As set out in the evidence of Mr Pycroft, his evidence is that the Council can demonstrate only a

supply of 4.95 years. This position was affirmed by Inspector Dakeyne in the Cardwell Farm decision.

It is my understanding at the time of writing, PCC has not sought to challenge the Cardwell Farm

decision and therefore it should be accepted that the maximum supply is 4.95 years against the

CLCS requirement.

In PCCs last Housing Land Position Statement (November 2020, CD HA24) it did not consider its

position against the CLCS requirement and only that the LHN requirement.

The CLCS requirement is the appropriate measure to determine the five year supply against, given

the only standing policy to consider the housing requirement against is Policy 4 of the CLCS

following the Footnote 37 review in 2017.

As noted above the City Deal aspired that the Central Lancashire authorities would deliver growth

beyond the CLCS requirements in order to assist in the delivery of critical infrastructure as well as

significant amount of housing from affordable to executive housing.

If there is no five year housing land supply, then the Framework is clear that relevant policies for the

supply of housing must be deemed to be out-of-date, and the tilted balance in paragraph 11 is

engaged.

I set out my reasons and implications on the consideration that the Council cannot demonstrate a

five year supply in response to the Reasons for Refusal in the next section.

4.3 Implications if the Plan Led Requirement is not Followed for the

Purposes of this Appeal and the policy consideration across Central

Lancashire Authorities

There has been a number of different decisions and approaches taken by inspectors, and the local

planning authorities themselves within Central Lancashire, as national policy has evolved since the

adoption of the CLCS in 2012.

As I set out above and in the evidence of Mr De Pol, the Central Lancashire authorities are reliant

upon housing delivery to achieve the objectives of the City Deal to release funding for significant

infrastructure projects across the region.
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At the time of writing the Cardwell Decision has not been challenged and is therefore a lawful

decision. Between the issuing the of the decision and submission of my evidence there has been

ample time for PCC to lodge papers for a Judicial Review of the decision. I am aware under Section

288 of the TCPA 1990 there is a 6 week challenge period and therefore a challenge could be lodged

after the submission of my evidence.

In the event that PCC do not agree with the Cardwell Farm decision, it can only reasonably do so

and present different evidence to this Inquiry if it challenges that decision. However if PCC elects to

either challenge that decision and/or present different evidence to this Inquiry, it shows a

divergence of approaches taken by all of the Central Lancashire authorities.

Following the Cardwell Farm decision, Chorley Borough Council in its Statement of Case for appeal

APP/D2320/W/20/3265785 at Lower Burgh Way Chorley (Appendix 2), submitted on 11th March

2021 stated:

1.3 The Appellant has contended that there is no 5 year housing land supply. The Council

disagrees and the approach it adopts was confirmed to be correct in a decision in

Preston dated 9th March 2021. The Council adopts the inspector’s reasoning. There is

a 5 year land supply.

PCC has pointed to the fact that a different approach was taken by Inspector Hayden at the Pear

Tree Lane appeal also in Chorley Borough (CD HB1). It is clear from that decision and summarised

clearly by Inspector Dakeyne in the Cardwell Farm decision, different considerations on the policy

situation were put to Inspector Hayden, as such he was not able to determine an alternative or the

one presented in the Cardwell Farm case.

Both Inspector’s followed the correct approach based upon the evidence before them.

The CLCS, its daughter document the Preston Local Plan and the City Deal (albeit not part of the

development plan) are predicated upon the delivery of housing within the different local planning

authority areas as set out in Policy 4 of the CLCS.

Should this approach not be followed and an alternative approach used there should be an

appropriate reason for doing so. Given the fact the Council has elected itself to remove itself from

MOU 2 and has signed a consent order in High Court litigation that states it will no longer rely on

MOU 2 for development management purposes, means MOU 2 is legally irrelevant even if it could

have constituted a footnote 37 review. The only review that has happened is that in MOU 1 in 2017

which seeks to continue the CLCS approach to distribution of development.

PCC seek to say that as it can demonstrate a supply against the LHN, the tilted balance is not

engaged. This approach is not consistent across the HMA as Mr Ireland on behalf of South Ribble

Borough Council (SRBC), at the Chain House Lane appeal in his proof of evidence (CD HA25)
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accepted the tilted balance was engaged even though SRBC had a claimed 12.7 year supply (against

the LHN).

The distribution of development and locations identified within the CLCS and PCC do not address

the LHN across the HMA.

If PCC seeks to address its needs on the solus LHN figure for Preston and does not agree with the

Cardwell Farm decision, the tilted balance is engaged in any event as the Spatial Strategy of the

Development Plan is out-of-date as the central basis for which planning in Central Lancs. The

housing requirements and spatial strategy is being considered differently by each of the local

planning authorities within the HMA is no longer fit for purpose and evidently is out-of-date.

4.4 Weight to be Afforded to Housing Delivery

Given it now appears to be accepted that PCC cannot demonstrate a five year supply of housing

against the plan led requirement, and the Council still seeks to defend the appeals on the basis of

LHN, the other matter affected by the dispute over this site (and others to be considered as part of

this Inquiry) is the weight to be attached to both the delivery of housing and policies most

important for determining the appeal proposals.

Irrespective of whether there is a five year housing land supply it is my view that a significant

amount of weight must be attached to the delivery of housing. There are clearly social and

economic benefits that are resultant by the delivery of new homes and clearly this is even more

important for the Central Lancashire authorities to achieve their commitment to the City Deal and

unlock the associated infrastructure, in significant part through contributions the Council is seeking

from developers through CIL obligations.

The Government also places great weight on the delivery of housing. The Secretary of State

concluded at Belper5 (CD HB29) that even where a site did not comply with the development plan,

affected the setting of a World Heritage Site (WHS), and resulted in the loss of BMV land that the

benefits of the site to the delivery of housing outweighed any such harm:

56. The proposal would provide 65 homes, with 30% affordable, and this carries significant weight

in favour of the proposal. Together, the open space, footway improvements, and the health and

education contributions carry moderate weight in favour of the proposal.

57. The proposal would result in the loss of loss of BMV agricultural land, which carries limited weight

against the proposal.

58. The Secretary of State has considered whether the identified ‘less than substantial’ harm to the

significance of the heritage assets, including the Derwent Valley Mills WHS is outweighed by the

5 APP/M1005/W/17/3198996 (29 July 2020)
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public benefits of the proposal. In accordance with the s.66 duty, he attributes considerable

weight to the harm, especially in light of the international importance of the asset.

59. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR173 that the benefits of the appeal scheme

are collectively sufficient to outweigh the identified ‘less than substantial’ harm to the

significance of the Derwent Valley Mills WHS. He considers that the balancing exercise under

paragraph 196 of the Framework is therefore favourable to the proposal.

60. In the light of this conclusion the Secretary of State considers that there are no protective policies

which provide a clear reason for refusing the development proposed. He further 9 considers that

the adverse impacts of granting permission would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh

the benefits.

61. Overall, the Secretary of State considers that the material considerations in this case indicate a

decision which is not in line with the development plan. He therefore concludes that the appeal

should be allowed, and planning permission should be granted.

Furthermore the Secretary of State (SoS) at Long Melford (CD HB28, issued 1 April 2020) considered

that a five year housing land supply is a minimum and even where a supply could be demonstrated

and the tilted balance was not engaged permission should still be granted:

53. The proposal would provide up to 150 new homes, including around 53 affordable homes.

Although the local authority can now demonstrate a supply of housing land above 5 years, this

figure is a baseline and not a ceiling. Relevant to this appeal, the appellant has demonstrated

there is a local need in this settlement, in line with the expectations of the development plan, for

both market and affordable housing. The Secretary of State recognises that there is now a five-

year supply of housing land supply. However, in the light of the identified local need, and the

Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes (Framework paragraph

59), he considers that the housing delivery should carry significant weight

The delivery of new homes is also crucial to support economic recovery from the COVID-19

pandemic. For the reasons above, the SoS clearly gives significant weight to the delivery of housing

even where there is a five year housing land supply.

As in the Long Melford decision, the SoS was clear that a five year supply is a baseline and not a

ceiling. The ability of a Council to demonstrate a supply is not a requisite reason to dismiss an appeal

or a planning application. The 38(6) test in any event allows for material considerations to be

considered in the decision making process.

I draw further support for my position from a recent Secretary of State decision into an appeal made

by Muller Property Group (CD HB5) against Cheshire East Council, in respect of a site at Nantwich.

The Secretary of State concluded that Cheshire East could demonstrate a supply of 5.7-6.6 years.

The Secretary of State clearly considers that the delivery of additional market housing in these
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circumstances is a significant benefit notwithstanding the Council could demonstrative a supply.

The Decision Letter (DL)(paragraph 28) states:

“…the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the delivery of significant numbers of market

housing in a sustainable location is a significant benefit. While the Secretary of State has concluded that

the Council can demonstrate a 5YHLS, he has taken into account that nationally it is a government policy

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

that this benefit should be afforded significant weight.”

I draw further support for this approach in the decision of Inspector Raygen in the Brundall decision

(CD HB31, issued 11th November 2020). She finds that there is conflict with the spatial strategy in

documents adopted post Framework (2012). In considering the location of the site the  DL states:

57. I have already found that the appeal site is within a very accessible location, irrespective of its

location outside of the settlement limits. Furthermore, the location of the appeal site in Brundall

means that it is well linked and related to existing development services and facilities. The

proximity of the site to bus and rail links means that it is well related to employment opportunities

elsewhere.

58. Nevertheless, for the reasons above, I conclude that the proposal would be in conflict with the

identified strategy for growth for the district and would be contrary to Policies 14 of the JCS and

Policy GC2 of the DMDPD.

72. The proposal would provide 170 market houses in an accessible location. The Council considers

that it is able to demonstrate a 5.56 year housing land supply, while the appellant is of the view

it is 4.46 years. Even if, for the purposes of this appeal, I was to adopt the Council’s figure, the

provision of 170 homes within an accessible location would support the Government’s

objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes contained within the Framework.

I therefore give the provision of market housing significant weight.

99 To develop the appeal site as proposed would be contrary to Policy 14 of the JCS and Policy GC2

of the DMDPD regarding the spatial strategy of the development plan. I am mindful that the

Framework recognises that the planning system should be genuinely plan led. However, I have

found in this instance that the aims of the spatial strategy regarding directing growth to

locations depending on their sustainability and capacity would not be unacceptably harmed.

103. Drawing all of the above together, any harm caused by the conflict with the development plan

as a whole would be minor.

104. Planning law requires that applications be determined in accordance with the development plan,

unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this case I have found that the provision of

the Village Green and Country Park on the site as proposed would be a significant benefit, as

would the delivery of affordable housing, market housing and economic benefits.
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Furthermore, the opportunity to enhance Wittons Run and deliver most of Project 10 would

attract moderate weight. Moreover, there would be limited biodiversity and highway benefits.

On a straightforward development plan balance, I am firmly of the view that the provision

of the benefits I have described above are significant material considerations which, in

this instance, outweigh the development plan conflict.

105. Some time was spent at the Inquiry discussing which were the most important policies for

determining the appeal and whether or not they were out-of-date, and whether or not the

Council is able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply for the purposes of paragraph 11d

of the Framework. However, given my findings regarding the development plan balance I have

not considered these matters further.

106. For the reasons given above I conclude that, on balance, the appeal should be allowed.

Significant weight should be given to the delivery of housing before any other benefits are even

considered as highlighted by a number of SoS DLs and in the Brundall decision.

Included within my consideration of this, supported by the evidence of Mr Stacey, substantial

weight should be given to the delivery of affordable housing in particular.

I consider this matter further in the next section in relation to the appeal site specifically.
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5 RESPONDING TO THE REASONS FOR REFUSAL

5.1 Case for the Local Authority

When determining an application, a local authority must in accordance with Article 22 of the Town

and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 1995/419 (as amended) give in full

its reason for refusal.

The main focus of the first Reason for Refusal (RfR) is that the proposed development is not in

compliance with the adopted development plan. At the time of the decision the Council considered

it had a five year supply of housing.

Following the Cardwell Farm decision, the LPA can only demonstrate a 4.95 year supply of housing

against the plan led requirement. The tilted balance is therefore engaged as set out above and in

the evidence of Mr De Pol.

RfR 2 relates to cumulative impacts regarding appeals A-E and the appeal subject of this Statement,

Appeal G.

5.2 Reason for Refusal 1

Reason for Refusal 1 alleges conflict with Policy 1 of the CLCS and Policy EN1 of the Preston Local

Plan.

I set out in Section 4 a summary of these policies and this is also covered in the evidence of Mr De

Pol.

Policy 1 directs growth to the tiers of settlements within its hierarchy. Goosnargh sits in the lowest

tier as a ‘smaller village’ and no growth is specifically directed to it. It is directed through the CLCS

that development in these locations will 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.

It is accepted that the appeal proposals do not meet with the requirements of this policy.

Whilst Goosnargh sits in the lowest tier within the hierarchy of the CLCS, in the Preston City Council

administrative area all settlements outside of the City itself are within this tier. Should the

Development Plan not being working effectively, there is a need to look outside of the top tier

settlement in this local planning authority.

The site is not allocated for development in the Preston Local Plan and therefore the site is

designated as Open Countryside. Within the Open Countryside there are only a very limited number

of exceptions that will allow for (small scale) development. It is accepted that the appeal proposals

are not in compliance with the requirements of policy EN1.
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The site is also in an Area of Separation but it is confirmed in the OR that the site is not in conflict

with this policy.

The Cardwell Farm decision considers development at the village of Barton. Barton has an

extremely limited number facilities reflecting its position in the settlement hierarchy (primarily set

in a linear format alongside the A6) as noted by Inspector Dakeyne.

Inspector Dakeyne found Barton to be a sustainable location for new housing, despite conflicts with

the development plan. Goosnargh however benefits from a greater range of services and facilities

than that of Barton, including a number of shops as I set out in Section 3. Goosnargh is in the same

tier as Barton however is specifically identified on Figure 6 of the CLCS (CD HA1) and so is of greater

spatial significance. As noted above, outside the City of Preston, all other settlements within this

LPA sit in lowest tier of the overall settlement hierarchy.

Goosnargh and this site in particular is a sustainable location for growth, despite the fact that no

greenfield sites are allocated for growth within the Development Plan. The findings of Inspector

Dakeyne apply equally at Goosnargh and as Members of Planning Committee previously resolved

in granting a resolution on application 06/2018/0867. Though the application site is not allocated

for development in the Development Plan it is still a sustainable location for development.

The first planning application committee’s report concluded (CD GD1, Page 63):

The proposal would also make an important contribution to the supply of

housing. In terms of the social objective, the proposal would provide

affordable housing on the site. In terms of the environmental objective, the

proposed development would result in the loss of an existing field and would

introduce built development into what has been identified as open

countryside that has local value. The site is not however of any notable

landscape value in terms of its character and appearance and the impact of the

proposal is therefore not considered to be significant.

The proposed development is also considered acceptable in terms of its impact

on the Area of Separation, visual and residential amenity, drainage, flooding,

energy efficiency, air quality, ground conditions and waste management

subject to the conditions imposed. The proposed development would not have

a severe impact on the operation of the road network or an unacceptable

impact on highway safety. Therefore in applying the tilted balance for the

determination of the proposal, it is considered that the harm of the proposed

development would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the

benefits.
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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.

(my emphasis)

The second planning committee report for the application now subject to this appeal does not

come to same overall conclusion. It does however note there is compliance with the same

objectives of the local plan and relevant matters, including compliance with, but not limited to,

policies on highways, ecology, infrastructure, residential amenity and sustainability.

When the Council determined this application in January 2021, PCC assessed its needs against the

LHN figure of 250 dwellings per annum. This figure is substantially lower than that of the 507 dpa

figure of Policy 4 of the CLCS. It is my understanding that the Council considers that as its policies

for development management enable a much higher growth than is necessary for it to deliver LHN,

it concludes that the tilted balance is not engaged.

It is accepted by the Appellant(s) that against the LHN requirement, the Council would be able to

demonstrate a five year housing land supply. However following PCCs decision to withdraw from

MOU 2, and all the considerations of the plan led requirement and the City Deal that the Central

Lancashire authorities signed up to, it falls that the five year supply should be evaluated against the

CLCS target following the review that took place in 2017 (the footnote 37 review).

The OR (CD GC1/GD1 in its conclusions considered statutory consultee comments and

representations received on the planning application. The conclusions of this assessment can easily

be summarised as:

• No technical objection from any statutory consultee;

• No landscape or visual objections including no harm to the effectiveness of the Area of

Separation (Policy EN4) nor loss of any valued or distinctive landscape; and

• No objections from Officers or Members of the Council beyond locational policies (only as

determined when the LPA considered it had a five year supply following the original

resolution to grant in December 2018)

The Council considered in the OR (CD GC1) it can demonstrate a five supply. It also considered that

even if policies are out-of-date the ‘the overriding need to boost significantly boost the supply of

housing no longer carries significant weight’ and therefore adverse impacts of granting permission

contrary to the development plan would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of

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



Land north of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh Stuart Carvel, Proof of Evidence

37

The presumption in favour of sustainable development remains at the ‘heart’ of the Framework

(paragraph 10/11) as does its requirement to significantly boosting the supply of housing

(paragraph 59).

The Council considers that even if the tilted balance is engaged the adverse impacts would

outweigh the benefits. The Council hasn’t pointed to one single tangible impact with regard to this

application, other than that there is a conflict with the locational policies of the development plan.

The Council hasn’t manifested what this harm is on the ground. This position is completely contrary

to the position it took in December 2018 and no alternative reasoning is provided.

Given the situation the Council now finds itself in, where the is no five year supply against the plan

led requirement, the Council must point to some tangible harm as to why development should be

refused and it cannot.

I draw support for this consideration from Inspector Searson’s decision at Swanland, East Riding of

Yorkshire on 17 March 2021 (CD HB30). Inspector Searson set out the following in her decision letter:

88. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be

determined in accordance with the development plan unless material

considerations determine otherwise. The Framework makes clear that

the planning system should be genuinely plan-led.

89. The site is outside of the defined settlement boundary and conflicts

with the spatial strategy of the LPSD, as set out in policies S3, S4 and

S5. This harm is a pure policy harm in that I have found no

unacceptable harm to landscape character and appearance, and I have

concluded that there are no issues in respect of accessibility and

infrastructure. Such matters underpin the need for a spatial strategy. I

have recognised that Swanland in particular is already in excess of its

housing requirement, against a wider district-wide under delivery. The

policy harm weighs against the proposal, as does the limited harm in

terms of the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land. The lack

of harm to these other matters is neutral in the balance, as is the effect

upon highway safety, heritage assets and water supply.

(my emphasis)

All the matters true of Swanland are true of that in Goosnargh. It is true that allocated sites in

Goosnargh Whittingham already have permission and it can be said the area has exceeded its

housing requirements.

The only tangible harm identified by the Council is that of policy harm but this is a trite argument

given the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply and such the presumption of favour
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sustainable development is engaged. If the Council does have a supply, it is only against LHN and

the reasons set out elsewhere in this PoE this means the spatial strategy across Central Lancashire

is out-of-date (and thus again the tilted balance is engaged, as is accepted by SRBC at the Chain

House Lane appeal (Nick Ireland PoE, CD HA25)). The Council has found the site acceptable in all

technical terms. As stated below it has given a cumulative reason for refusal but again fails to point

to any actual harm beyond ‘policy’.

5.3 Reason for Refusal 2

Reason for Refusal 2 refers to the same planning policies as RfR 1. The separate consideration is at

the start of the reasoning which states:

The cumulative impacts of the proposal and other proposals adjacent to

Goosnargh, which are the subject of current planning applications/appeals,

would result in a radical change to the character of the rural village. Not only

would the scale of development proposed by the application proposal and

other proposals collectively destroy its character as a rural settlement and its

intimate relationship with the surrounding countryside, by surrounding the

village on all sides with suburban new development, but they would also

represent rapid and unsustainable unplanned growth, which would be

inappropriate and contrary to the aims of Policy [1].

It should be noted when the first planning application was considered at Planning Committee in

December 2018, Members resolved to grant permission in accordance with the Officers

Recommendation for the application for 145 dwellings along with 65 dwellings now subject of

Appeal A. (The detail of the 145 dwellings considered at that planning committee is exactly the

same as part of these appeal proposals.)

At that Planning Committee it therefore resolved to grant permission for 210 dwellings at

Goosnargh on 18th December 2018.

At the following planning committee on 10th January 2019, Members resolved to approve the

minutes from the previous meeting and debated the application subject of Appeal E. The Council

again resolved to grant this application subject to Section 106, taking the total number of units

granted (with a resolution) to 350.

At Committee on 5th September 2019, the Council resolved to grant planning permission for 80

dwellings on Appeal B.

At Committee on 7th November 2019 the Council resolved to grant planning permission 40

dwellings on Appeal C and 87 dwellings on Appeal D. Also at this meeting Members also resolved
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to grant planning permission for application 06/2019/0365 - Former Whittingham Hospital Site for

750 dwellings6.

The Meeting Minutes of the November committee presented on 5th December 2019 were agreed

as a correct record.

The Council’s Officers and its Members have resolved to grant planning permission on all of the

appeal sites and approved minutes in each of its Planning Committee meetings. Members of the

Council were fully cognisant of each approval and did not raise any cumulative issues in doing so

despite having repeated opportunities to do so.

All the applications noted above are now subject of appeals part of this conjoined appeal, save for

the site I am discussing. Gladman submitted a duplicate planning application and therefore it is

exactly the same in nature to the first that had a resolution to grant.

All appeal proposals and units proposed as part of these appeals have previously therefore received

a resolution to grant. The Council in deciding it has had a change of policy position has

retrospectively sought to find a reason to refuse these planning applications.

Despite the accusations noted above in RfR 1, there is nothing with regard to this appeal site that

evidences why, on the Council’s case, that the tilted balance is disengaged or why the benefits don’t

outweigh the harm. The harm is only that of ‘policy’, there is no tangible harm associated with the

appeal harms that come close to outweighing the benefits.

In its Statement of Case for the conjoined appeals, the Council states (CD HD1/2):

2.4 It is the Council’s view that this is a matter which would, not least

because of the objections raised by Interested Parties to the appeals,

require due consideration through the inquiry process regardless of

whether or not the Council incorporated it within its case. It is thus

inconceivable that the appellants for appeals A to E would not need to

consider the implications of this volume of contemporaneous

development on this rural village.

2.5 The Council considers that given that the proposals are all being

considered at the same inquiry and there is a prospect that the

Inspector may grant planning permission simultaneously for some or

all five proposals, the cumulative impact of adding up to an extra 412

new dwellings to all edges of the rural village of Goosnargh cannot be

ignored and it is appropriate to assess the cumulative impact of all five

proposals upon the character of the adjacent village. As a

6 100 more dwellings than envisaged in the Preston Local Plan
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consequence, and whilst the Council’s approach has been criticised by

the appellants, the Council considers that this is a point that will

inevitably be addressed as part of the inquiry process and it is

reasonable for the Council to present its position to the Inspector.

2.6 For the avoidance of doubt, the Council is not seeking to make a

cumulative impact case based on any technical matter such as lack of

infrastructure, landscape/visual amenity or access to services; its case

is that the overall character of Goosnargh village (that being of a small

rural settlement as described in paragraph 6.24 of the Statement of

Case and paragraph 2.2 above) would change should more than one

(or more than one) of the appeals be allowed. The Council does not

intend on calling any additional witnesses to defend this issue and is

satisfied it can be dealt with by the planning witness(es).

There is no landscape objection to the appeal and nor are there any cumulative impacts relating to

the landscape proposals as set out in the Council’s Statement of Case.

Mr Holliday sets out the cumulative landscape impacts. He explains that Goosnargh and

Whittingham is a settlement that has had a notable amount of ribbon development in the past but

is now characterised by a more nucleated form.

He also confirms a review of all the reports to PCCs Planning Committee conclude that individually

none of the schemes were deemed to have an unacceptable landscape impact, or effect on visual

amenity. The Council’s Landscape architect did not raise an objection to any of the schemes. The

Addendum Statement of Case confirmed that the Council is not seeking to make a case based on

landscape or visual amenity. Individually in terms of landscape and visual amenity all schemes are

acceptable to the Council.

The appeal sites are all located on the edge of Goosnargh, adjacent to other modern development

as shown on Figure 1 Appendix 3 of Mr Holliday’s Proof of Evidence. If Goosnargh Whittingham is

taken as one settlement, none of the appeal sites would extend the settlement any further north,

south east or west, than any part of the existing settlement (the future baseline). Individually the

schemes all allow for new green space and planting such that new soft settlement edges would be

provided at reserved matters stage, to the satisfaction of the council landscape architect (as noted

in the various reports to committee), thereby providing a much better interface between the edge

of the settlement and the countryside than presently exists.

If development of any or all the appeal schemes took place, Goosnargh would naturally become a

bigger place with more residences. Whilst there would be more built development, there would not

be any notable loss of significant landscape features as individually the schemes can protect most

of the vegetation within the sites, such as the boundary hedgerows and trees. The overall effect on
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the landscape around Goosnargh Whittingham would also not be significant. Whilst the settlement

would be larger, it would fundamentally still be a predominantly modern settlement set within a

farmland landscape. The new schemes provide the opportunity to deliver a softer more successful

settlement edge against the surrounding countryside than currently exists and this is particularly

relevant to this appeal.

Land north of Whittingham Lane is adjacent to a modern housing estate and will soften the abrupt

harsh edge to the settlement which is currently evident in this location, whilst also not extending

the settlement any further north, south, east or west than is already constructed or is permitted.

Parts of the development on the appeal site(s) will be visible and experienced by travellers through

the settlement, though this is mainly over short sections next to the roads through the settlement.

At these locations, the lengths of new development close to the routes are modest. No significant

effect on the overall character and appearance of the settlement experienced from travellers along

these routes is predicted.

Road users of Whittingham Lane adjacent to the appeal site which my evidence relates will

experience development on the northern side of the road sooner as they travel from the west and

see development for a couple more seconds when travelling (west) towards Preston. This is a visual

change, albeit a very minor one and not one the Council has taken issue with. As I explained earlier,

development is not extended any further in any direction than already exists at Goosnargh.

Development is only experienced ‘more’ by development of the appeal site on the north side of

Whittingham Lane for a very few seconds travelling into or out of Goosnargh.

Mr Hindle (appended to Mr De Pol’s evidence) is in his evidence considers cumulative effects on

rural character and function. He explains that development that has already occurred at Goosnargh

and Whittingham has already changed very significantly from that of a small historic village. In his

view the tipping point of change from a small rural village to a different sort of settlement has

already occurred and I agree with his views.

He explains, and I set out in my evidence above, Goosnargh’s population benefits from some local

services and community facilities comprising church, primary schools, a village hall, convenience

stores, fast food outlets, pubs, playing fields and open space.

Goosnargh and Whittingham is a commuter satellite settlement of Preston and wider Lancashire.

Higher tier services are available in Longridge, Broughton and the City of Preston. These include a

wide range of supermarkets, convenience stores and specialists food shops, extensive retail areas,

secondary schools, primary health care, community and teaching hospital (with A&E) higher

education colleges and university.

These facilities and employment areas, particularly in the City of Preston, are accessible via public

transport, as I set out above.
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This effective functionality as a commuter satellite has enabled the Council to grant consent for a

significant volume of new housing without concerns around the sustainability of the settlement as

a location for development, as it did with granting resolutions on all the applications now

considered as part of this appeal.

The change of character of Goosnargh and Whittingham from a rural settlement to a commuter

satellite has already been enacted by the planning consents granted to date. As such, as set out in

the evidence of Mr Hindle, this tipping point has already been reached.

Despite the Council’s claims of unacceptable cumulative impacts, whilst evidencing none, the

evidence of Mr Holliday and Mr Hindle demonstrate that Goosnargh and Whittingham have already

evolved since its origins a small settlement. There is no evidence of any cumulative landscape or

townscape impacts as a result cumulatively of any of the appeals considered as part of this Inquiry.

5.4 Conclusion on Reasons for Refusal

In conclusion, I accept that the application does not correspond with the policies of the

Development Plan.

The Council in recommending the first application for approval recognises that this development,

whilst not in compliance with the policies of the development plan, is in a suitable location and is a

sustainable development despite its protestations in its Statement of Case and in refusing the

second application.

The site is not allocated in the CLCS or the Preston Local Plan but despite that it did not find any

technical reason to refuse the application. In fact the first application was given a resolution to grant

as were all the other applications considered as part of this Inquiry. The Council has retrospectively

decided that there is a cumulative issue as well as  conflict with the Development Plan that is not

outweighed by material considerations.

The site is in an Area of Separation (Policy ENV 4) as defined in the Preston Local Plan. The OR has

confirmed that the scheme is not in conflict with this policy and will not undermine any ‘gap’

between Goosnargh or any other settlement.

The tilted balance is however engaged and the presumption in favour of sustainable development

applies, as the Cardwell Farm appeal decision confirms the Council does not have a five year supply

of housing. The Council seeks to remedy its situation by assessing its five year supply against the

LHN thus meaning its policies for development management are up-to-date and (in its view) the

tilted balance is not engaged.

The assessment of whether the plan is up-to-date and/or whether the tilted balance is engaged is

different across the HMA with this authority taking the position noted above. Chorley Borough

Council have adopted the Cardwell Farm Inspector’s policy requirement (that of the adopted
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Development Plan) and South Ribble in the redetermined Chain House Lane appeal has sought to

apply LHN but concedes that the tilted balance is engaged for this reason.

The spatial strategy is fundamentally broken with all the Central Lancashire authorities treating the

policies and supply differently. The plan led system is designed to give the public confidence and

understanding of what development is proposed and where; the current divergence of three local

planning authorities does not give any surety.

Members of the Council are elected to make decisions on behalf of their constituents and at

Goosnargh they carefully considered the impacts and sought to grant permission for all the sites

considered as part of this Inquiry, including this appeal site. The public has also been promised

significant infrastructure as part of the City Deal and this is contingent of the Council delivering

growth beyond that of the Development Plan. As the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply

against the Development Plan requirement, it is not demonstrating the minimum requirements

expected of it.

The only harm arising from the appeal proposals is that of ‘policy harm’ which is mute because of

each the LPAs in the HMA are assessing and determining planning applications in different

manners.

Preston City Council has already concluded any ‘policy harm’ is outweighed by the benefits in giving

a resolution to grant on this site.
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6 BENEFITS OF NON-OPEN MARKET HOUSING AND OTHER

ON-SITE FACILITIES

6.1 Affordable Housing

There is a significant need for affordable housing across the country and indeed there is a high need

for additional affordable housing in Central Lancashire and in Preston in particular. This is made

clear in the CLCS.

Considering both the national and local picture given there is a demonstrable need for affordable

housing in the area is an important material consideration in respect of this appeal.

In his evidence, Mr Stacey he addresses the need for affordable housing at Goosnargh and within

the Preston City Council area more widely as well as the benefit that flows from the delivery of

additional affordable housing.

The application subject to this appeal is for up to 145 dwellings of which 35% are to be provided as

affordable housing. This means the site will deliver up to 51 affordable dwellings.

This fully accords with the requirements of Policy 7 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (2012)

which seeks 35% provision in rural areas.

I rely on Mr Stacey’s evidence and these key points and the conclusions that he reaches in respect

of affordable housing for the purposes of my overall planning balancing exercise in Section 8.

The CLCS states:

1.7 …there are pockets of deprivation and some poor housing in the plan

area but generally the residential offer is quite attractive albeit there is

a shortage of affordable housing”

(my emphasis).

The Plan’s Strategic Objectives are set out on page 36. Strategic Objective 8 seeks to:

“significantly increase the supply of affordable and special needs housing…”

In the Preston Local Plan it sets out that:

‘This Plan does not include an affordable housing policy, since the Central

Lancashire Core Strategy includes a policy dedicated to this issue – Policy 7 –

which sets a target of 30% affordable housing to be sought from market

housing schemes, 35% from schemes in rural areas and villages, and 100% on

all exception sites’.
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The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), used to inform the CLCS, was published in 2009.

It found an estimated annual shortfall of 397 affordable homes in Preston, equivalent to 2,382 new

affordable homes over the six-year period.

The Central Lancashire Housing Study Final Report (March 2020) (CD HA10) is the most recent

document to address affordable housing need in the three Central Lancashire authorities.

Table 5.6 (estimated need for rented affordable housing per annum) of that document finds that

within Preston in the 18-year period between 2018 and 2036 there is a net need for 250 rented

affordable homes per annum. This equates to 4,500 new affordable dwellings in Preston over the

period.

As set out in the evidence of Mr Stacey a FOI response (Appendix JS1a) asserts that at 1 April 2020

there were 1,332 households on the Council’s Housing Register. The Council has reported different

figures in quick succession regarding people on the Housing Register.

Irrespective of what figure is used, it is clear that within Preston there is a substantial waiting list and

real people in real need competing for only a limited number of affordable properties.

I consider that substantial weight should be afforded to the delivery of affordable housing through

the appeal scheme in the planning balance, irrespective of any other considerations, given the

substantial number of households in Preston awaiting an affordable property or a more suitable

affordable property for their needs. This is the case whether or not the Council can demonstrate a

five year supply, as stated in Mr Stacey’s evidence, since the significant undersupply of affordable

housing remains.

6.2 On-Site Facilities

Public Open Space and Public Rights of Way Improvements.

The appeal proposals include 3.79ha of green infrastructure (GI) on-site. This includes areas of

incidental open space which will include specimen trees, amenity grassland and species rich

grassland mixes as well as community orchard and allotments.

New tree and hedgerow planting will also protect the sensitive edge of the site and further improve

the site’s habitats and biodiversity value.

There will be a new children’s play area (a Locally Equipped Area of Play), which will be in close

proximity to all units on the appeal site as well as the existing properties to the east of the site.

There will be new recreational routes around the site set in areas of green space.

All of this new public open space on site will be accessible high quality GI, set sensitively amongst

the site’s existing landscape setting and existing urban edge, which will benefit both existing and

future residents of Goosnargh.
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As part of public open space the Public Right of Way (PRoW) through the site will be upgraded so it

is useable at all times of year. Access to the site on the public footpath will be improved with the

removal of the stone identified at Figure 5.

Sustainable Properties

The properties constructed will be the latest standards including the significant recent increase in

building regulations for Part L values. All dwellings shall also achieve not less than a 19%

improvement in the Dwelling Emission Rate (DER) over the Target Emission Rate (TER) as defined in

Part L1A of the 2013 Building Regulations (as secured by condition).

All dwellings shall also be provided with an electric vehicle charging point.

On-Site Facilities Conclusions

Proposed on-site facilities will create a sustainable site and sustainable properties, increasing

resilience to climate change and contribute toward the UK Government objectives of net zero

carbon.

Accessible green spaces (within housing) have become ever more important following the COVID-

19 pandemic and this site provides significant areas for new and existing residents of Goosnargh to

enjoy.
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7 DELIVERABILITY OF THE SHEME

7.1 Introduction

Gladman is not a housebuilder and in this section, I wish to set out how the Inspector can have

confidence that  homes will deliver on the appeal site should a planning permission be granted on

the site.

7.2 Delivery of the Application Site

Whilst submitted in outline, the level of detail provided shows that this is a deliverable scheme.

Further, both the nature of the contractual agreement between Gladman and the landowner, and

Gladman’s track record provide evidence that the grant of consent will lead to the construction of

additional dwellings.

Gladman act as the promoter of this site on behalf of the landowner. This legal structure means that

once a consent is secured, we work with the landowner to sell the site on the open market to a

housebuilder; it is in the interest of both Gladman and the landowner to market the site

expeditiously to receive a capital receipt.

Further, because the site is purchased by a housebuilder in a competitive process, they are equally

motivated to secure a reserved matters consent and commence construction to begin making a

return on their investment as soon as possible. This is because of the significant capital outlay

involved when purchasing a site that has achieved planning permission.

A housebuilder will need to complete the houses in order to limit interest payments and show

return on spend for its shareholders. In short, this is not a scenario where an outline consent is being

sought to meet obligations within a lengthy option agreement, for valuation purposes or to land-

bank the site.  All those involved in the process are motivated to see an outline consent converted

into occupied new homes as quickly as possible.

7.3 Developer Interest in the Scheme

As evidenced at Appendix 3 of my PoE, Gladman has already sought interest from developers in

acquiring the site and there is significant market demand for new housing sites at Goosnargh.

Gladman has with its housebuilding partners identified that there is significant demand and interest

from such organisations in taking the site forward with knowledge of the infrastructure necessary

to support the scheme.
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7.4 Gladman’s Track Record

As evidenced in the Site Delivery Table (Appendix 4, covering the last complete 5 year period),

Gladman has an excellent track record bringing sites to the market and assisting house builders to

quickly deliver these sites.

There is a strong demand for sites in Goosnargh as evidenced by Appendix 3 and by the fact that

sites in the settlement are already building and there is a number of units being presented to the

Inspector at this appeal.

Within the Central Lancashire authority areas, within the past five years, on Appendix 4 Gladman

has enabled delivery of units, including nearby to Goosnargh at Grimsargh within Preston City

Council area.

Outside the five year period, Gladman has delivered other sites in the local area including at

Longridge (part of which falls within Preston City Council area albeit the site Gladman has delivered

is in Ribble Valley District).

Gladman therefore has a strong track record in bring and delivering sites to the market which go

onto deliver homes quickly in particular in the local area over a number of years.

The appeal site will be able to deliver houses and the necessary infrastructure within a timely

manner for the reasons set out in this section and those in Section 8.
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8 PLANNING BALANCE

8.1 Introduction

In my evidence I have demonstrated the case in support of the appeal proposals in meeting

identified market and affordable housing needs in the Preston City Council area.

Development of the appeal site will contribute toward boosting significantly the supply of housing

and contribute towards helping the Council reach its minimum requirements of evidencing a five

year supply of housing against the requirement of the development plan.

I have also set out the significant economic, social and environmental benefits that arise from

permitting development on the appeal site. I also demonstrate that the appeal proposals will clearly

amount to well-planned and beneficial sustainable development in accordance with the

Framework.

I now consider the planning balance on this basis.

8.2 Assessed Harm

There are three main areas of harm identified by the Council in the RfR. These relate to:

• Policy Harm

• Cumulative Harm

Taking the remaining elements in turn;

Policy Harm including the Presence of a Five Year Supply

Providing development in the open countryside, outside of a select number of small-scale uses, is

not supported in the Development Plan. Therefore, it is accepted that the proposals conflict with

the development plan.

Preston City Council may still consider it can demonstrate a five year supply of housing, despite the

findings of Cardwell Farm (CD HB23).

For the reasons outlined through this Statement, the Appellant considers that the appeal should be

allowed.  With regard to 5YS:

• As demonstrated by the evidence of Mr Pycroft the Council cannot demonstrate a five year

supply and so the tilted balance is engaged;

• Inspector Dakeyne in the Cardwell Farm Decision confirmed the Council does not have a

five year supply against the plan led requirement;
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Whilst it is accepted that there is a conflict with the housing location policies of the development

plan, these are the most important policies for determining the planning application and therefore

should be given limited weight due to the lack of a five year supply.

Alternatively, in the event the Council can demonstrate a five year housing land supply, this is only

against the LHN and not a maximum. A number of SoS decisions have emphasised the importance

of delivering all forms of housing and the significant material weight this should be given.

Furthermore, each of the LPAs in the HMA are assessing policies in a different manner and as the

spatial strategy across Central Lancashire is broken and out-of-date.  This includes South Ribble BC

conceding in a recent appeal that the tilted balance is engaged when the LHN is used to calculated

five year supply (see CD HA25).

‘Policy harm’ is something that is capable of being dealt with in the overall planning balance. A

conflict with the policy does not mean a refusal should be made, as accepted by the Council in its

resolution on the first application.

This consideration of harm to policy was also undertaken by Inspector Raygen at Brundall (CD HB31)

and Inspector Searson at Swanland (CD HB30, as I explain in Section 5) despite conflict with policies

adopted post Framework, permission was granted on these sites in sustainable locations.

There is no evidence to date that delivery of this site would undermine or prevent the delivery of

other sites in Preston. There is therefore no prejudice to the plan led approach and only support for

delivery the overall quantum of 507 dwellings per annum by the end of the plan period.

8.3 Benefits of the Scheme

The development of the appeal site would result in a considerable number of benefits which should

each weigh positively in the planning balance.

Provision of Market and Affordable Housing to Meet a Basic Human Need

The scheme will create up to 145 dwellings with these being able to deliver within the next five

year period. The scheme will secure the provision of policy compliant 35% affordable dwellings on-

site.

Numerous appeal decisions and the Secretary of State as set out in Section 4 have made it clear that

all forms of housing should be given significant weight.

Albeit that it can come down to interpretation of policy and evaluation of other material

considerations, delivery of housing in reality is about meeting a very basic human need of local

people. People wish to be able to live in suitable accommodation which a person or family unit is

able to afford and in a place that they want to live.
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In the evidence of Mr Stacey, he addresses the issues of need for affordable in Preston more widely

as well as the benefit that flows from the delivery of additional affordable housing.

On the housing register there is over 1000 households requiring an affordable property in Preston.

The Council is currently underdelivering on its affordable housing need against the expectations of

the Core Strategy.

Whether its market or affordable housing, there is a clear demand for sites in this area and at

Goosnargh specifically. Where sufficient housing of a suitable type is not available, this has a real

negative social impact upon society.

This is in particular important in this local planning authority. The Council is reliant upon significant

housing delivery, as set out in the Development in order to achieve the objectives and therefore

associated funding (through CIL payments) for the Preston and Lancashire City Deal.

Providing the range of tenure on the appeal site will help solve this crisis and is a clear social benefit

of this proposal which should be afforded significant weight in the planning balance. Affordable

Housing in particular is accorded substantial weight in my planning balance.

Economic Benefits

As set out in the Socio-Economic Sustainability Statement submitted with the application (CD GB18)

the scheme will create economic benefits within Goosnargh and the wider local authority areas of

Preston including:

• £15.9 million investment in construction

• Residential dwelling construction supporting approximately 135 FTE construction jobs

spread over a 4 year build-out

• An additional 147 indirect jobs in associated industries

• 145 residential dwellings home to an estimated 334 new residents. 173 new residents

could be expected to be economically active and in employment

• Residents could generate total gross expenditure of £3,941,000 annually

Delivery of housing from this site has clear economic benefit. These economic benefits may not be

unique to this scheme however in order for these economic benefits to be realised (from any site),

permissions need to be granted.

The economic benefits of the site will be realised, during and post construction. These are not just

benefits for on-site residents but more wider for Goosnargh and the local area.

I afford these economic benefits significant weight in the planning balance with particular reference

to achieving the objectives of the Preston and Lancashire City Deal as part of housing delivery and

recovery from the COVID pandemic.
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Ecology and Arboriculture

The appeal proposals include extensive soft landscaping, including new tree planting. This includes

areas of incidental open space which will include specimen trees, amenity grassland and species

rich grassland mixes, community orchard and allotments.

Through good design and by virtue of the existing tree cover being situated around the extents of

the site the proposals have allowed for the retention of existing tree cover within proposed areas

of green space.

It is considered that there are opportunities to provide biodiversity enhancements on site such as

the soft landscaping using native and ecologically valuable species and the inclusion of a variety of

types of bat and bird boxes.

There are no ecological or biodiversity features that would preclude development at this location

and the Council is satisfied that an appropriate suite of ecological reports was submitted at the

application stage.

Overall, the additional landscaping and ecological enhancements proposed will lead to a net gain

in biodiversity, these are all positive factors that point to the environmental sustainability of the

scheme.

I give these ecological benefits, which also have social value with increased access to green space

for residents, moderate weight in the planning balance.

Design and Landscaping

The appeal proposal would create a high quality sustainable development, with strong green

infrastructure within the site that would assimilate into the surrounding built and natural

environment. This accords with the great importance attached to the design of the built

environment by the Government and represents a benefit of the appeal proposal.

The scheme has been appropriately designed and will create a new improved soft landscape edge

to Goosnargh. I consider this improvement should be given positive weight in the planning

balance.

Public Open Space and Public Rights of Way

The appeal proposals include 3.79 of green infrastructure on-site.

This new public open space and a high quality landscape setting will benefit both existing and

future residents of Goosnargh and will include the provision of allotments and a community

orchard. These new facilities and GI will be provided in close proximity to the proposed housing,

along with more informal recreation space and landscaping to meet the needs of the new residents.
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As part of public open space the public right of way through the site will be upgraded so it is useable

at all times of year. Access to the site on the public footpath will be improved with the removal of

the stone identified at Figure 5.

These improvements and access to public open space and public rights of way represents both a

social and environmental benefit of the scheme to which I give significant weight. This in particular

with reference to the COVID-19 pandemic we have seen an even greater rise in the importance of

local green space to people living in this country. New and existing residents of Goosnargh will have

increased access to green space and connections to the wider countryside around Goosnargh as a

result of development.

Viability, Deliverability and Necessary Contributions

As will be clear in the Planning Obligation before the Inquiry, the Appellant has included all

necessary contributions (which meet the relevant statutory tests). Whilst required to make the

scheme acceptable in planning terms, they represent investments in the local community, with

existing residents benefiting from the additional infrastructure provided.

The Appellant is not advancing any form of viability argument, the scheme is capable of bearing

and will bear the full obligation of contributions required including 35% affordable housing.

The infrastructure provided will create positive gains across all three strands of sustainability.

These are clear economic and social benefits which are a material consideration to which significant

weight should be attached.

The promotion agreement structure means that the outline consent is sold to a housebuilder who

will factor in all necessary infrastructure and will be reflected in the price paid for site.

This makes it impossible for the housebuilder to later seek to argue the scheme is unviable and seek

to reduce the necessary infrastructure required, without the Council (quite rightly) viewing this as a

cynical attempt to avoid any obligation.

Specifically regarding affordable housing, this will be delivered at nil cost to the Council. Given the

removal of Homes England grant funding in the spending review and continued review of public

spending by the Government, further monies for affordable housing will become increasingly

difficult to come by.

Given these constraints on public finances the only meaningful way that affordable housing will be

delivered is via sites such as the appeal proposals where sufficient land value will be generated to

allow affordable housing from the proceeds of land sales.  The ability of the appeal proposal to

deliver a significant amount of affordable housing compliant with policy (35% of all units) without

grant is a significant material planning benefit – particularly in an area which has historically under

provided affordable housing by a large amount against the plan led requirement.
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In conclusion, I consider the provision of affordable housing is a significant benefit of the

development, representing a positive factor for both the social and economic strands of

sustainability, to which substantial positive weight should be attached.

All costs related to the development will be borne by the developer.

8.4 Tilted Balance

I have found that there are no specific policies in the Framework which provide a clear reason for

refusing the appeal scheme, I now undertake the tilted balance at paragraph 11(d)(ii) of the

Framework.

In respect of public benefits, I afford significant weight to the provision of 145 dwellings of which

35% will be affordable housing and I give substantial weight to this.

I also afford significant weight to the provision of new open space on-site with accessible green

space including community orchard and allotments, improvements to the landscaping edge of

Goosnargh, improved connectivity through the site with upgrades to the Public Right of Way

network and connection to the wider countryside along with the potential for biodiversity benefits

on site including a net gain in biodiversity.

There are considerable economic benefits of the proposals, all of which meet key Framework

objectives through construction of the appeal site.

I acknowledge that there will be some limited harm as the proposals involve built development on

a greenfield site. The site is not a valued landscape, and as such it should receive the lowest level of

protection in accordance with paragraph 170 of the Framework. I therefore afford very limited

weight to this harm of changing from a greenfield site to that of built development however the

Council does not have any landscape objection to the appeal proposal.

I have identified that the appeal proposals conflict with the spatial policies of the Development Plan

which relate to the location of housing, however I consider the Council cannot demonstrate a five

year supply (or the tilted balance is engaged as the spatial strategy is out-of-date) the most

important policies for determining the application are out-of-date.

The Spatial Strategy is out-of-date in Central Lancashire with all LPAs in the HMA adopting a

different policy approach.

In my view, the identified harm (including ‘harm’ to policy which is not being consistently applied

in the HMA) does not come close to significantly and demonstrably outweighing the benefits of the

provision of up to 145 homes, including 35% affordable housing, significant areas of public open

space, economic benefit pre and post completion, at a sustainable location.

I draw support for this conclusion from Inspector Raygen’s decision at Brundall (CD HB31) where

she acknowledges that planning should be genuinely plan led and so finds conflict with the spatial
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strategy but any harm in this respect is outweighed by the benefits of development irrespective of

the Paragraph 11d test.

The reasons for refusal in respect of the appeal are clearly outweighed and the balance clearly tilts

in favour of the grant of planning permission.

The Framework policies on the delivery of sustainable housing development carry significant

weight, and the delivery of the proposed development would support housing and economic

development objectives and meet the aims and objectives of sustainable development, securing

net gains across all three strands of sustainable development (economic, social and environmental).

There are no technical or environmental impacts that would significantly or demonstrably

outweigh the substantial benefits of the proposal, as demonstrated by the lack of objections to the

original application on this site from statutory consultees, and specific policies of the Framework do

not indicate that development should be restricted.

In accordance with paragraph 11 of the Framework, the development proposal clearly constitutes

‘sustainable development’. The applicant supports the case officer’s assessment of the site in the

December 2018 committee report (CD GD1):

“…the Framework supports the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph

8 of the Framework states that achieving sustainable development means the planning system

has three overarching objectives: the ‘economic objective’, the ‘social objective’, and the

‘environmental objective’.

The proposal is contrary to Policy 1 of the Adopted Core Strategy and Policy EN1 of the Adopted

Local Plan, as discussed earlier in the report. However, in terms of the three dimensions of

sustainable development, as set out in the Framework, the proposal would fulfil an economic

objective as a result of the employment of construction workers to carry out the various aspects

of the development. The proposal would also make an important contribution to the supply of

housing. In terms of the development’s social objective, the proposal would provide market and

affordable housing on the site. In terms of the environmental objective, the proposed

development would result in the loss of an existing field and would introduce built development

into what has been identified as open countryside that has local value. The site is not however of

any notable landscape value in terms of its character and appearance and the impact of the

proposal is therefore not considered to be significant. Subject to conditions, there would be no

unacceptable impact on protected species. It would also achieve the required sustainability levels

and would provide electric vehicle charging points. As a result of the development, there would

be no severe impact on the operation or use of the highway. Subject to securing a Section 106

Agreement, the development would also contribute towards improving public transport services

in the village.
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It is considered that there would be no adverse impacts as a result of the proposed development

that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme or direct the

Local Planning Authority to refuse the application. It is therefore considered that the proposal is

in accordance with the Framework and that planning permission should be granted.

In line with the important principle of consistency of decision making, the assessment above applies

equally today as it did in 2018. In light of the significant material considerations outlined

throughout this PoE above, even if the Council is able to demonstrate a five year housing land

supply against the LHN, the weight to the benefits of market and affordable housing cannot

conceivably be less than significant. Similarly, if there is a demonstrable five year housing land

supply, the weight to be afforded to conflict with out-of-date policies is limited, so such policy

conflict could not conceivably significantly and demonstrably outweigh the myriad benefits of the

scheme in the planning balance.

Accordingly, it is plain that there are significant material considerations supporting the proposal,

alongside its compliance with the up-to-date provisions of the development plan, and the planning

application should therefore be approved without delay.

8.5 Conclusion

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that determination must

be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate

otherwise.

In summary, I consider the following material considerations constitute the appropriate balancing

exercise in this case:

• The evidenced deliverability of up to 145 dwellings, with these being able to be delivered

during the next 5 years, which is a significant benefit weighing in favour of the scheme.

• The provision of 35% affordable dwellings (51 no.) in the context of such a substantial

unmet need is a substantial benefit weighing in favour of the scheme.

• The proposal would create a high quality sustainable development with strong green

infrastructure, on site open space and the retention and enhancement of trees and

hedgerows. The framework set out in the outline application would ensure these qualities

were secured through the reserved matters application and to which I give significant

weight in the planning balance.

• The appeal site will create additional choice and competition in the authority for market

housing.  This attainment of a key aim of the NPPF should be afforded significant weight.

• The shortfall in the housing land supply is a material consideration to which I would invite

the Inspector to attach significant weight. However even if the authority can demonstrate
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a supply there is significant benefit from housing, the associated infrastructure and

economic benefits arising and contributing to the aims of the City Deal.

• In the event that the Inspector disagrees that the plan led requirement should be followed,

the spatial strategy is out-of-date and the tilted balance is (still) engaged.

• Whilst the proposal constitutes a small loss of open countryside, the NPPF does not

endorse a blanket protection of the countryside and the site is visually contained at the

local level and there is no landscape objection to the development of the site.

• Goosnargh is a sustainable location for development as has been accepted by the Council

in granting resolution on the site previously.

• There is no material harm in delivering housing at this location.

• Goosnargh has a range of services and facilities within easy walking distance of the site

and good public transport options to larger centres and employment areas, which should

be given positive weight in the planning balance.

• The considerable economic benefits of the scheme constitute substantial benefits in

favour of the proposal including through job creation during construction and spend

generated by new residents post construction.

• The scheme proposed by the appeal site was the first to be approved and given a

resolution to grant by Members. The Council has already found the site acceptable in

planning terms.

In summary, I consider that the planning balance weighs in favour of the appeal proposal given a

five year supply cannot be demonstrated against the plan led requirement. If the Inspector elects

to side with the Council and decides that LHN is the appropriate measure, the benefits of the

scheme more than outweigh any ‘harms’.

It has been demonstrated through the planning application and supplementary information that

the appeal proposals are sustainable and that there will be no significant adverse impacts. The

Council cannot point to any ‘harms’ save for that against policy but itself is not looking to follow its

own policies in assessing development against the LHN.

It has also been demonstrated that the proposals will provide significant benefits particularly in

terms of market and affordable housing, to which the Secretary of State acknowledges in a number

of decisions.

As Section 38(6) details, any planning determination must be made in accordance with the plan

unless material considerations indicate otherwise. I consider these material considerations dictate
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the circumstances where planning permission could be granted, such as through the engagement

of paragraph 11 of the Framework.

In my view, the balance falls squarely on the side of the grant of permission even if there was a five

year supply of housing land which can only be demonstrated against the LHN.
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1 Landscape Statement - Land off Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh, Preston

01. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 This Landscape Statement has been
prepared by CSA Environmental on behalf of
Gladman Developments Ltd. It accompanies
the Planning Proof of Evidence in respect of
an appeal against the refusal of an outline
planning application for the erection of up to
145 residential dwellings, associated public
open space incorporating sustainable drainage
systems and ecological mitigation, vehicular
access off Whittingham Lane (the ‘Appeal
Scheme’). All matters are reserved except for
access.

1.2 The land off Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh
(the ‘Appeal Site’) lies within the administrative
area of Preston City Council. The Appeal Site is
located to the north of Whittingham Lane (B5269)
on the western edge of the village of Goosnargh,
and measures 7.89 hectares.

1.3 CSA Environmental has been involved
from the outset of the project and produced
the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(‘LVIA’), as well as the Development Framework
Plan, Illustrative Masterplan, and Design and
Access Statement (‘DAS’) that were submitted
as part of both the original planning application
(ref. 06/2018/0867), and the resubmission in 2020
(ref. 06/2020/1136).

1.4 This statement is concerned with the
second Reason for Refusal given for the
resubmitted application, which, in part, relates
to landscape and visual matters, including that
of the character of the village and its relationship
with surrounding countryside. It sets out how
the design of the proposed development at
the Appeal Site has responded to the Appeal
Site’s neighbouring townscape and landscape
character.

1.5 The second Reason for Refusal reads,

‘The cumulative impacts of the proposal and other
proposals adjacent to Goosnargh, which are the
subject of current planning applications/appeals,
would result in a radical change to the character
of the rural village. Not only would the scale
of development proposed by the application
proposal and other proposals collectively destroy
its character as a rural settlement and its intimate
relationship with the surrounding countryside, by
surrounding the village on all sides with suburban
new development, but they would also represent
rapid and unsustainable unplanned growth,
which would be inappropriate and contrary to
the aims of Policy 1 etc….’

1.6 The statement seeks to demonstrate that
the Appeal Scheme will not cause a significant
change in the existing character of the village,
and that it is well located and designed in
terms of reflecting and respecting the village’s
relationship with the surrounding landscape.
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Figure 1.1: The Illustrative Masterplan contained in the DAS submitted in 2020.
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02. GOOSNARGH VILLAGE

Appeal Site Location and Context
2.1 Goosnargh village is located in Lancashire,
within Preston City Council and the Parish of
Whittingham. The Appeal Site occupies five
pastoral fields on the western edge of Goosnargh.

2.2 The Appeal Site lies adjacent to the
western extent of residential housing within
Goosnargh. A number of roads within these
housing areas extend west to the Appeal Site
boundary, including Churchgate, Highgate
and Parkgate. A recreational ground is located
further north east of these houses. The houses east
of the Appeal Site are bound by Church Lane,
which curves from north to south on the eastern
edge of Goosnargh. To the east of Church Lane
lies a single row of housing which backs onto
arable fields, as well as Bushell’s House Farm and
several industrial buildings. Church Lane links to

Whittingham Lane (B5269) in the south, which
has residential housing along the main road
extending east up to Camforth Hall Lane.

2.3 To the south, the Appeal Site is bound
by Whittingham Lane and properties 795 and
797, Whittingham Lane beyond it. Residential
properties extend further east along the Lane,
backing on to agricultural fields. Chingle House
and Lodge are further to the south west, and the
settlement at Whittingham is to the south east.

2.4 The settlement at Whittingham comprises
a large former hospital site which is now
allocated for development, with the recent
development already visible in the northern part
of Whittingham, along Whittingham Lane. Further
south lie agricultural fields and Blundel Brook, with
Haighton Green, the M6 and the eastern edge
of Preston, approximately 3.6km from the Appeal
Site, located beyond.

GOOSNARGHGOOSNARGH WHITTINGHAMWHITTINGHAM
THETHE

APPEALAPPEAL
SITESITE

GOOSNARGH LANE

GOOSNARGH LANE

WHITTINGHAM LANE

WHITTINGHAM LANE

CHURCH LANECHURCH LANE

B5269B5269

B5269B5269

Appeal Site
Boundary

Land under the control
of the applicant

Figure 2.1: Site Location Plan.
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2.5 To the west, the Appeal Site is bound by
agricultural fields between Whittingham Lane
and Goosnargh Lane, with farm outbuildings
and housing dispersed along the two roads
which lead into Goosnargh. Whittingham Lane
extends to the west with clusters of housing
along the Lane, before passing under the M6
and connecting to the settlement of Broughton,
approximately 2.4km from the Appeal Site.

2.6 To the north, the Appeal Site is bound
by properties along Oakleaf Close and
a single pastoral field which holds outline
planning permission for up to 26 dwellings
(ref.06/2018/1356). Beyond this lies Goosnargh
Lane which leads into the centre of Goosnargh.
To the north of Goosnargh Lane lies residential
houses and Swainson’s House Farm, which
comprises a house and numerous outbuildings.
Beyond the farm lies a number of fields and
farms which extend north up to the settlement
of Inglewhite, approximately 2.9km from the
Appeal Site.

Figure 2.2: Aerial Photograph.
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SiteSite
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Nearby Approved development

1. Approved Planning Application
No. 06/2016/1039 Approved on
07/09/2017 subject to S106.

2. Approved Planning Application
No. 06/2011/0416 for 650 dwellings,
B1 office and community/
sports building: formation of
sports pitches, recreational and
play facilities; and associated
infrastructure and landscaping
works.

3. Approved Planning Application No.
06/2018/1356 for up to 26 dwellings.
Approved on 11/12/18.
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The Settlement Growth Pattern
2.7 The historic maps adjacent show the
growth of Goosnargh since 1847. Goosnargh
originally developed along Whittingham Lane
and Church Lane, with the historic core located
around St Mary the Virgin Church in the north
eastern corner of the settlement.

2.8 The 1847 and 1913-1914 maps show how
the village changed over the course of the mid
19th Century and early 20th Century, evidenced
by the housing expansion to the east of Church
Lane. The 1913 - 1914 map shows Goosnargh
Oliverson’s Church of England Primary School in
its current location. A number of new dwellings to
the west of Church Lane are evident on the 1955-
1956 map. The map also shows development to
the north and the south of Whittingham Lane, as
well as to the north of Goosnargh Lane. There
are also a few new dwellings to the south of
Goosnargh Lane evident on this map.

2.9 The village continued to grow, with the 1968
map showing further residential development to
the north of Whittingham Lane and the south of
Goosnargh Lane. By the 1990s, the village had
changed significantly new development began
to emerge along Goosnargh Lane directly to
the north of the Appeal Site. Development also
occurred on the western edge of the village, to
the east of the Appeal Site.

2.10 On the modern day map, the Appeal
Site can be seen lying adjacent to the west of
the existing settlement edge of Goosnargh. The
most recent significant development within the
settlement was the residential development
at Churchgate, Parkgate and Highgate which
adjoin the Appeal Site to the east, and was
constructed during the late 20th Century.

2.11 The historic maps show that the settlement
of Goosnargh developed westwards from its
historic core. The development proposal at the
Appeal Site will form a continuation of this pattern.
The Appeal Site presents a logical location for the
growth of the settlement, as it does not extend
beyond the westernmost extents of Goosnargh,
as demonstrated on the modern day map. In
addition, development at the Appeal Site will not

OS County Series: LANCASHIRE AND FURNESS 1:10,560 1847
© Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group Limited 2018 all rights reserved. This map may not be reproduced without permission. 845776644

OS Plan 1:10,560 1968
© Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group Limited 2018 all rights reserved. This map may not be reproduced without permission. 845776644

1847

1968

Development growth

Appeal Site Boundary

Land under the control of the Appellant

Figure 2.3: Historic maps illustrating the development at
Goosnargh.
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bring the built form of Goosnargh any closer to
either Whittingham or Grimsargh, which both lie
to the south, thereby complying with policy EN4:
Areas of Separation (Preston Local Plan, 2015)
and Policy 19: Areas of Separation and Major
Open Space (Central Lancashire Core Strategy,
2012).

2.12 At present, the existing settlement edge
of Goosnargh in the west is abrupt, with existing
properties siding or backing onto the adjoining
countryside. This creates an edge which does
not provide any openings or gaps through which
the settlement can have any ‘interaction’ with
the adjoining countryside.

OS County Series: LANCASHIRE AND FURNESS 1:10,560 1913-1914
© Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group Limited 2018 all rights reserved. This map may not be reproduced without permission. 845776644

OS Plan 1:10,560 1955-1956
© Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group Limited 2018 all rights reserved. This map may not be reproduced without permission. 845776644

OS Plan 1:10,000 1990-1994
© Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group Limited 2018 all rights reserved. This map may not be reproduced without permission. 845776644

1913 - 1914

1990 - 1994

1955 - 1956

Modern Day

2.13 As explained in the DAS, a conscious
decision was made in terms of the layout of
the Appeal Scheme, to orientate the homes to
respect the privacy and amenity of the existing
adjoining properties at the Appeal Site’s western
and northern boundaries. An important linear
area of public open space is proposed along
the western edge of the Appeal Site, with new
dwellings orientated to overlook this space, to
ensure the creation of an appropriate, green
edge to the settlement here. This will form an
appropriate and attractive transition between
the built settlement and the countryside beyond.
It also offers better opportunities for the public to
view and experience the adjoining countryside,
as opposed to the harsh residential edge which
offers no real opportunities for interaction with
the adjoining countryside.
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Architectural Context within the vicinity
of the Appeal Site
2.14 Goosnargh has expanded rapidly since the
1970s, and its character is therefore more modern
in appearance. There are some buildings with a
richer and more traditional architectural style,
however these are located within the eastern
areas of the settlement, around the vicinity of the
Church of St Mary.

2.15 The Appeal Site is located to the west of
the settlement, adjoining a residential area which
comprises predominately 1970s development.

2.16 Housing dating from the 1940s-1960s lie to
the north and south of the Appeal Site, along
the routes of Goosnargh Lane and Whittingham
Lane.

2.17 Due to the physical distance and
intervening development between the Appeal
Site and the historic core of Goosnargh,
development of the Appeal Site will not affect
the setting of the historic core.

Figure 2.4: Character Areas near the Appeal Site.

AABB

BB

CC

Character Area A: Historic Core

• High quality townscape character area
located in the east of the village.

• Listed Buildings are located in the northern
end of this Character Area. This includes
the Grade II* Listed Buildings of the Church
of St Mary and Bushells Hospital, together
with several Grade II Listed Buildings. These
buildings possess a range of interesting and
attractive buildings details, including large
stone rubble, slate roofs, hipped slate roofs
with ridge chimneys, dormer windows and
towers in different heights.

• The character along Church Lane has been
eroded somewhat with unsympathetic newer
development.

• A variety of materials can be found, including:
render in off whites and yellows, stone rubble,
red brick and pebble dash.

• The building line along the majority of Church
Lane is regular with consistent set backs from
the road edge behind the pavements and
front gardens.

• The building line becomes more informal
at the northern end of the Character Area,
where the Church of St Mary is the focal
building.

Grade II* Listed: Bushells Hospital
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Character Area B: 1940s-1960s

• Located to the north and south of the Appeal
Site.

• A mix of short terraces and semi-detached
dwellings.

• These properties tend to have larger rear
gardens.

• Materials include red brick and white render.
Render marks the upper storeys of dwellings.

• Bay windows.

• Hipped roofs with chimneys.

• Buildings set back from the road edge behind
pavements and front gardens.

• Car parking provided on plot.

Character Area C: 1970s housing estate

• Located to the east of the Appeal Site.

• Architectural styles are not reflective of the
local vernacular.

• Uniform rows of detached, semi-detached
and short terraces to both sides of the roads.

• Buildings set back from road edge behind
pavements and front gardens.

• Rectilinear roads ending in cul-de-sacs.

• Oblong windows articulate plain flat facades.

• Buff/orange coloured brick tones with some
darker browns. Cladding of tiles and white
painted boarding sometimes articulate the
upper storeys of dwellings.

• Roof pitches are typically shallow, roof tiles
are generally of brown or grey concrete

• Car parking provided on plot in the form of
integral garages, garages and driveways.

• These properties side/back onto the
adjoining countryside, creating an abrupt
settlement edge which little interaction with
the adjoining countryside.

Housing along Whittingham Lane 1970’s housing adjacent to the Appeal Site
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Urban Grain Analysis
2.18 The following figure ground diagrams show
the built form and the spaces between them,
highlighting the existing patterns that occur
in the development of the streets and blocks
surrounding the Appeal Site.

2.19 The built development around the
Appeal Site comprise a regular urban grain,
with a medium density range. A consistent and
rhythmic building line is achieved through the use
of predominately detached and semi-detached
building forms, and regular gaps between the
buildings. The larger building footprints are
located in the peripheral areas of the settlement.

Figure 2.5: Figure Ground Diagram - Existing.

• Building footprints within the vicinity of the Appeal Site
are of a similar scale and massing, lining both sides of the
roads.

• A regular rhythm created through the uniform spacing
between the building footprints.

• Existing buildings side or back onto the open countryside,
creating an abrupt edge to the settlement.

• Some larger building footprints exist. These lie in the
peripheral areas of the settlement.

2.20 The Central Lancashire Core Strategy
(2012) states that density is an important
consideration in any housing scheme, and that
new development needs to respond to the
character of the area in terms of existing density,
siting, layout, massing and scale. The average
net density for the Appeal scheme is 35 dwellings
per hectare (dph). This is in line with the figure
of 25-35dph stated in Policy 5 of the Central
Lancashire Core Strategy (2012) for suburban
and rural locations.
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Figure 2.6: Figure Ground Diagram - Proposed.

• The extent of the new housing does not extend west
beyond the westernmost settlement edge.

• Location and orientation of proposed building footprints in
the eastern parts of the Appeal Site form a continuation of
the existing building lines. The Appeal scheme respects the
surrounding scale, street pattern and massing to create a
coherent form of development, in line with guidance set
out in the National Design Guide (2019).

• Proposed building footprints in the western parts of the
Appeal Site have a more informal edge and are set back
from the western Appeal Site boundary, which addresses
the countryside edge.

• The proposed development within the Appeal Site forms a
transition between the existing harsh edge of Goosnargh,
and the adjoining countryside.

2.21 At present, the existing western settlement
edge of Goosnargh is abrupt (as shown on the
existing figure-ground diagram). The rear/sides
of properties face towards the countryside,
creating an inactive and harsh settlement
boundary. The Appeal scheme addresses this
by locating development in a manner which
stitches into the existing settlement pattern, while
also creating an appropriate transition from the
built form to the adjacent countryside. The new
dwellings will overlook the new peripheral areas
of public open space, providing overlooking and
attractive aspects, reflecting guidance provided
in the Urban Design Compendium (2000) and
within Design Principle 2 contained in the Central
Lancashire Design Guide (2012).

2.22 Not only will the Appeal Scheme utilise a
density in keeping with the surrounding context,
the new dwellings will take influence from the
building lines created by the existing buildings.
The scale, street pattern and massing of the
existing buildings will be reflected in the proposed
scheme to create a sympathetic development
which respects its surroundings, in line with
guidance provided in the National Design Guide
(2019).
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Summary
2.23 The historic core of the village lies in the
eastern parts of the settlement, and comprises a
high quality townscape character with buildings
of a more traditional and attractive style.
However, the Appeal Site lies on the western
settlement edge of Goosnargh, approximately
360m from the historic core. Due to the
intervening development and physical distance
between the historic core and the Appeal Site,
development of the Appeal Site will not affect
the setting of this attractive character area.

2.24 Goosnargh experienced significant growth
during the latter half of the 20th Century and as a
result, the majority of the village is more modern
in character. This late 20th Century development
dominates the central and western areas of the
village. It is evident from the historic maps shown
at figure 2.3, that the settlement growth pattern
has extended westwards over time, and as a
result, the development of the Appeal Site will
form a continuation of this growth pattern.

2.25 The second Reason for Refusal states that
Goosnargh has ‘an intimate relationship with the
surrounding countryside’. Our analysis found that
the western settlement edge of Goosnargh is not
sympathetic to the surrounding countryside.

2.26 The western edge of the settlement
is predominantly characterised by 1970s
development. This existing development exhibits
a uniform and regimented style of housing which
end in blunt cul-de-sacs, with buildings siding
onto the adjoining countryside, as demonstrated
on the figure ground diagrams 2.5 and 2.6. The
orientation of these buildings create an abrupt
and harsh edge to the settlement which does not
provide an appropriate or attractive transition
between the built up area of Goosnargh and

the adjoining countryside. As a result, the
current western settlement edge does not
have an intimate relationship with the adjoining
countryside, and does not present a settlement
edge with a rural character.

The Appeal Scheme
2.27 The proposed development at the Appeal
Site will not extend the built edge of the village
any further westwards than at present, and it
also presents an opportunity to create a new
considered settlement edge to Goosnargh.

2.28 The proposed development is set back
from the Appeal Site’s western boundary behind
a linear area of public open space which extends
along the entire western edge of the proposal.
New dwellings have been orientated to overlook
this area of public open space and the adjoining
countryside to create  attractive and overlooking
aspects.

2.29 The proposed development utilises a
density and scale which is reflective of the
adjoining existing development. As demonstrated
within the DAS, an average density of 35dph has
been used across the proposed development in
line with guidance outlined in the adopted Core
Strategy. It is anticipated that  range of densities
will be used within the proposed development
with lower densities proposed along the
western edge of the Appeal Site to create a
more appropriate edge to the settlement. The
scale and range of densities of the proposed
development will assist in creating a proposal
that stitches into the existing settlement pattern,
and creates a transition between the existing
settlement and the adjoining countryside.
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2.30 The use of scale and density to create a
transitional edge is further enhanced through
the location of the new dwellings. The western
development edge creates an informal edge,
with new buildings showing a variety of setbacks
from the Appeal Site’s western boundary. Green
links permeate into the development, bringing the
countryside into the heart of the development.

2.31 As outlined previously, the built
development in the immediate vicinity of
the Appeal Site comprises late 20th Century
development with styles that are not reflective
of the historic core or local vernacular. Although
the appearance of the proposal is a Reserved
Matter, the DAS states the importance of drawing
upon the more traditional characteristics of the
local vernacular to reinforce the development’s
sense of place which will in turn contribute to the
character of the village.

2.32 The location of the Appeal Site and
the layout of the proposal will provide an
appropriate edge and transition between
the existing built edge of Goosnargh and
the adjoining countryside. The layout of the
proposed development allows for a more active
and intimate relationship with the neighbouring
countryside, which softens the existing harsh built
edge, creating an edge of settlement character
which is more reflective of its rural setting.
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03. LANDSCAPE CHARACTER

Lancashire Landscape Character
Assessment and Strategy (2000)
3.1 The Landscape Character Assessment
and Strategy for Lancashire were published in
2000. This provides a high-level assessment of
the character of the county which classifies
the landscape into 21 Landscape Character
Types (‘LCT’), with the Appeal Site falling into
LCT 5 ‘Undulating Lowland Farmland’. Each LCT
within the study is subdivided into a number of
Landscape Character Areas (‘LCA’), with the
Appeal Site located within LCA 5h: Goosnargh –
Whittingham.

3.2 As part of the same study, ‘A Landscape
Strategy for Lancashire’, was also published in
2000. It sets out strategies for each of the large-
scale LCT identified in the Landscape Character
Assessment. It identifies elements of each LCT
which are sensitive or vulnerable to change, as
well as providing key recommendations to guide
such change. This is a high-level document and,
as such, does not provide place or site-specific
guidance.

3.3 LCA 5h: Goosnargh – Whittingham is
described as an area of undulating lowland
farmland, located on the north east fringes of
Preston. It forms a transitional landscape between
the upland landscape of the Bowland Fells to the
north east, and the agricultural Amounderness
Plain to the west, and is noted as exhibiting some
characteristics of the neighbouring area.

3.4 Our assessment generally concurs with
the description of the LCA as comprising a less
wooded landscape than described in the LCT
as a whole, although still retaining hedgerows
along the lanes and field boundaries. Views

of the  Appeal Site are contained largely to its
immediate surroundings, with a very limited
number of clear middle or long distance
views available. The Appeal Site’s character is
influenced by its proximity adjacent to the 20th

Century housing within Goosnargh, which is an
urbanising element that is evident across the
Appeal Site.

3.5 Both the Council’s landscape character
assessment and strategy studies were
undertaken over 20 years ago, and since then,
no other detailed landscape character or
sensitivity studies have been undertaken for
the landscapes within Preston City Council’s
administrative area, nor are any new studies
yet included in the emerging evidence base
for Central Lancashire. This is unfortunate, as
it provides a limited amount of landscape
guidance for the preparation of development
proposals. Nonetheless, the proposals at the
Appeal Site have sought to respond to the
recommendations for the landscape strategy for
LCT 5, as well as responding to our own on-site
assessment work.
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3.6 The strategy and recommendations are
high level and relate only to the larger landscape
character types, rather than anything more fine-
grain. Those recommendations most relevant to
the Appeal Site and this statement include:

• ‘Conserve the distinctive rural hedgerow
network

• Encourage continued hedgerow
management, re-planting gaps and
planting of a new generation of hedgerow
saplings to conserve the hedgerow
network.

• Conserve the distinctive settings to rural
settlements

• Ensure new development on the edges of
villages reflect the characteristic clustered
form; development should be sited to
retain views to landscape features and
landmarks, such as church towers on the
approaches to villages.

• Avoid ribbon development which would
disrupt the characteristic clustered form
of settlements and the rural character of
local roads…

• Encourage tree planting as an integral part
of new development, creating links with
existing farm woodlands and the network
of hedgerows.’

3.7 The design of the Appeal Scheme has
responded to the recommendations in the
following ways:

• The majority of the existing hedgerows on-site
will be retained, with any sections lost being
offset with the addition of new hedgerow
planting and management to improve
their condition. The location of the existing
hedgerow boundaries has guided the
location of development parcels within the
Appeal Site.

• The preceding chapters on the character
of Goosnargh have demonstrated that
the proposals are in keeping with the
settlement’s historic growth pattern, with the
proposal extending outwards to the west. The
proposed built form would not extend any
further west than the existing development
along Goosnargh Lane and Whittingham
Lane, and therefore, would not be discordant
with the ‘clustered’ form of the village.

• The Appeal Site is not located in a position
which would compromise views towards
St Mary’s Church within Goosnargh on the
approach into the village, due to the Appeal
Site being located on the opposite side of the
village, and bound on three sides by existing
built development.

• The majority of the existing trees on-site,
including the four category A trees, will
be retained, and extensive new planting
is proposed to enhance the Appeal Site’s
landscape framework.
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Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (‘LVIA’)
3.8 A detailed description of the visual and
landscape character baseline is set out in
within the LVIA which was submitted with the
application, and we do not repeat it here.
However, we have built upon the LVIA and
reviewed the design proposals, in order to
consider the quality and sensitivity of the Appeal
Site in relation to the neighbouring townscape,
in more detail than in the LVIA. This has been
undertaken with specific consideration to
Goosnargh’s alleged ‘intimate relationship with
the surrounding countryside’, as mentioned in
the Reason for Refusal, and how the proposals
at the Appeal Site would affect the relationship
between the settlement and countryside edge.

3.9 It is important to note that the Council’s
landscape officer expressed no landscape
objection to the original application, nor the
resubmitted version. Within the Committee
Report it was concluded that, ‘the proposed
development would not have a significant
detrimental impact on the landscape character
of the area or visual amenity.’

Visual effects
3.10 The LVIA concluded that the Appeal Site
is visible from its immediate surroundings, but
that it is well contained to the north, east and
south by virtue of it being bound to these sides
by built form within Goosnargh, as well as tree
cover and localised topographical variations.
There are more extensive views available from
the agricultural land to the west, but these
are still fairly limited in publicly available views.
Furthermore, views from the west become
foreshortened relatively quickly due to localised
and subtle undulations in landform, together with
intervening field boundary vegetation. There
are views from the residential properties which
adjoin the Appeal Site’s southern, eastern and
northern boundaries. From Goosnargh Lane
and Whittingham Lane on the approach into
Goosnargh, views into the Appeal Site are limited

due to intervening built form and vegetation
preventing intervisibility.

3.11 The LVIA identified that there are long
distance views available from the high ground
in the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty to the north, although these
views are in the vicinity of 6.3-9.2km from the
Appeal Site, meaning that it is difficult to discern
the Appeal Site amongst the patchwork of fields,
built form and tree lined field boundaries in the
wide, panoramic views.

3.12 There will be short term, substantial visual
effects on views from public footpath 6-9-FP7
which passes through the southern part of
the Appeal Site. However, proposed on-site
vegetation will soften the impact on these views
as it establishes. Once outside the Appeal Site,
the western boundary hedgerow (which will be
retained) will still screen views into the Appeal
Site throughout the summer months and will
heavily filter views in winter.  At year 15 after
construction and when the mitigation planting
has established, there will be no remaining
substantial visual effects on any receptors. In the
majority of views, the new houses will be seen in
conjunction with existing built form on the edge
of Goosnargh, and will not appear discordant.

3.13 Views towards any important landscape
features or landmarks such as church towers
(as mentioned in the Council’s landscape
character assessment) will not be affected by
the proposals, due to the Appeal Site being
located west of the historic core of the village,
where the church is located, being visually well
related to the existing settlement, and bound
on three sides by existing built form. This means
that from the vast majority of vantage points in
the neighbouring vicinity as well as from further
afield, the Appeal Site is visible in conjunction
with adjacent, late 20th Century development.
The proposed development therefore would
not appear at odds with the neighbouring visual
character of the townscape. Furthermore, the
proposed planting in the generous public open
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spaces within the Appeal Site and on the western
boundary would present a softer settlement
edge to Goosnargh, as perceived in views from
the public footpaths west of the Appeal Site, as
well as from the limited locations where it would

be visible along Goosnargh and Whittingham
Lanes. These design interventions will thereby
limit the effect of the proposed development on
the relationship between the settlement and the
wider countryside to the west.
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Landscape effects
3.14 The Appeal Site is not covered by any
statutory or non-statutory designations for
landscape character or quality.

3.15 The LVIA found the Appeal Site to be
of medium landscape quality, value and
sensitivity. The Appeal Site comprises ordinary
and undistinguished pastoral fields, partially
bound by hedgerow vegetation and hedgerow
trees. It is influenced by its proximity to existing
development in the west of Goosnargh. The
Appeal Site contains no rare elements identified
within any of the baseline studies, nor does it lie
within a rare landscape type. There is limited
public access into the Appeal Site with only part
of a public footpath running along the south
western inner edge of the Appeal Site. There
are no known associations that would affect the
perception of the natural beauty of the Appeal
Site.

3.16 The existing built edge is harsh, with little
in the way of vegetation on the edges of the
settlement and roads ending in blunt cul-de-sacs
leaving little in the way of transition between
the built up area and the adjoining countryside
to the west. Due to the fact that the Appeal
Site is indented into the existing built edge of
Goosnargh, the western hedgerow boundary
aligns with the existing western extents of the
village, and the village is visible from all areas
of the Appeal Site. The Appeal Site is strongly
related to the adjoining village, with the adjoining
countryside having less of an influence on the
character of the Appeal Site.

3.17 The Appeal Site’s location on the western
side of the village presents an opportunity for new
development at the edge of Goosnargh, where
residential development would not extend the
existing built edge any further westwards than
at present. Furthermore, in 2018, outline planning
permission was granted for up to 26 dwellings on
the pastoral field located immediately north of

Children’s play areaChildren’s play area
SuDSSuDS

AllotmentsAllotments

ProposedProposed
residentialresidential

developmentdevelopment

Nearly 50% of the Appeal Site area
will comprise Green Infrastructure.

Approved Planning Application for up
to 26 dwellings (ref. 06/2018/1356)

New areas of public open space to
integrate with the new settlement

edge, creating an active and intimate
relationship with the neighbouring

countryside. This will soften the existing
blunt edge of the settlement, and

create an appropriate and attractive
edge to the settlement on the western

edge of Goosnargh.

Figure 3.2: Land Use Plan.

Proposed residential development would
not extend the existing built edge any further
westwards than at present, filling in the space
between the Approved Planning Application
and Oakleaf Close and the properties to the

south on Whittingham Lane.

W H I T T I N G H A M  L A N E

W H I T T I N G H A M  L A N E

G O O S N A R G H  L A N E

G O O S N A R G H  L A N E



18Landscape Statement - Land off Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh, Preston CSA/3741/07

the Appeal Site. The Appeal Scheme would not
extend any further westwards than this approved
development and would form a natural extension
to the western edge of the village.

3.18 Currently, the built edge of Goosnargh in
this location is harsh, with residential properties
siding on to the Appeal Site. This creates a
blunt edge to the settlement and leaves no
opportunity for openings or gaps in the edge
where the urban area can actively engage
with the neighbouring countryside. Therefore,
the proposals have sought to address this by
creating a more appropriate and attractive
transition between the built settlement and the
countryside beyond.

3.19 The proposals would retain the vast
majority of the Appeal Site’s landscape structure,
with development proposed to be located into
smaller parcels across the Appeal Site, with
housing set back from the boundaries. This will
also ensure that the proposals are well contained
in views from the wider landscape. Therefore
development in this location, with the form set out

in section 5.2 of the LVIA and in the Design and
Access Statement, would have little detrimental
impact on the character of the landscape west
of the village. The proposals have been designed
so that nearly 50% of the Appeal Site area will
comprise Green Infrastructure. The development
parcels have been broken up into smaller
areas to allow for open space to connect the
adjoining countryside with the settlement edge.
This will allow for a more active and intimate
relationship with the neighbouring countryside,
and importantly it will soften the existing blunt
edge of the settlement whilst respecting the
settlement pattern.

3.20 Therefore, both the location of the
development proposal, together with its design,
will provide a considered landscaped edge to
the settlement, softening the existing relationship
that this edge has with the neighbouring
countryside. Furthermore, this will provide a
more appropriate transition from built up area to
countryside, and will be more attractive in views
from neighbouring public vantage points.

Figure 3.3: Aerial Photograph - existing. Figure 3.4: Aerial Photograph - proposed.

The existing settlement edge of
Goosnargh is harsh with no green space
indenting the built edge and no green

links. Residential properties side onto the
Appeal Site.

The proposed scheme will create a softer
edge to the settlement of Goosnargh,

allowing for a more active and intimate
relationship with the neighbouring countryside,

and a more appropriate and attractive
connection and transition between the

settlement and the countryside.
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04. CONCLUSION

4.1 The Appeal Site lies adjacent to the western
extent of residential housing within Goosnargh.
It occupies five pastoral fields. To the north,
east and south, lie existing development within
Goosnargh extending along Goosnargh Lane,
and Whittingham Lane. To the west is an area of
agricultural land within which is scattered farm
outbuildings and housing.

4.2 This statement is concerned with the
second Reason for Refusal for the resubmitted
application, which, in part, related to landscape
and visual matters, including that of the
character of the village and its relationship with
the surrounding countryside and the settlement.
It has set out how the design of the development
proposals at the Appeal Site have responded to
the Appeal Site’s neighbouring townscape and
landscape character.

4.3 Neither the Appeal Site nor the landscape
in its vicinity are covered by any statutory or non-
statutory designations for landscape character
or quality. The Appeal Site has been found to
be of medium landscape quality, value and
sensitivity.

4.4 The Appeal Site’s location on the western
side of the village presents an opportunity for new
development at the edge of Goosnargh, where
residential development would not extend the
existing built edge any further westwards than
at present. Furthermore, in 2018, outline planning
permission was granted for up to 26 dwellings on
the pastoral field located immediately north of
the Appeal Site. The Appeal Scheme would not
extend any further westwards than this approved
development and would form a natural extension
to the western edge of the village.

4.5 Currently, the built edge of Goosnargh
in the vicinity of the Appeal Site is  harsh, with
residential properties siding on to the Appeal
Site and the wider countryside to the west
of Goosnargh. This creates a blunt edge to
the settlement and leaves no opportunity for
openings or gaps in the edge where the urban
area can actively engage with the neighbouring
countryside.

4.6 The development parcels have been
broken up into smaller areas to allow for open
space to perforate the settlement edge.
Therefore, both the location of the development
proposals, together with its design, will provide a
considered landscaped edge to the settlement,
softening the existing relationship that this
edge has with the neighbouring countryside.
Furthermore, this will also serve to minimise the
impacts of the proposals on the wider landscape
character.

4.7 The development proposals at the Appeal
Site would not interrupt views towards any
important landscape features or landmarks such
as church towers (as mentioned in the Council’s
Landscape Character Assessment), due to the
Site’s location on the western edge of Goosnargh.
Overall, the development would be well
contained in views from the wider countryside,
which will provide a more appropriate transition
from built up area to countryside and will be
more attractive in views from neighbouring
public vantage points.

4.8 A study of Goosnargh’s growth pattern
since 1847 has demonstrated that it originally
developed along Whittingham Lane and Church
Lane. Since then the village has extended
westwards along Whittingham and Goosnargh
Lanes, with the most recent significant
development occurring in the late 20th Century,
adjacent to the Appeal Site. This late 20th Century
development dominates the central and western
areas of the village.
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4.9 The development proposals at the Appeal
Site would form a continuation of this growth
pattern, and would be deliverable without
extending beyond the westernmost extents
of Goosnargh. It therefore, presents a logical
location for development at the edge of
Goosnargh.

4.10 This statement has included a study of the
built context within the vicinity of the Appeal Site
and an analysis of the urban grain of the village.
This defined three different urban character
areas within the village, comprising the historic
core in the east of the village, the 1940s-1960s
areas and the 1970s residential areas to the east
of the Appeal Site. The Appeal Site is bound on
three sides by late 20th Century development,
and therefore, there will be no material effect on
the setting of the high quality townscape in the
historic core.

4.11 Development in the immediate vicinity
of the Appeal Site is dominated by 1970s
development, in a style that is not reflective of
the local vernacular. This existing development
exhibits a uniform and regimented style of
housing which end in blunt cul-de-sacs with
buildings siding onto the adjoining countryside,
and does not have an intimate or appropriate
relationship with the surrounding countryside.

4.12 The proposed development utilises an
average density of 35dph, in line with the Central
Lancashire Core Strategy which requires that
residential schemes have an average net density
of 25-35dph in suburban and rural locations.
Within the development, a range of densities
will be accommodated (as outlined in the DAS).
The scale and range of densities of the proposed
development will assist in creating a proposal
that stitches into the existing settlement pattern,
and creates a transition between the existing
settlement and the adjoining countryside.

4.13 The proposed development on this western
edge of Goosnargh therefore provides the
opportunity to enhance the countryside setting
of the village, by creating a more attractive and
appropriate transition between the settlement
and the adjoining countryside.
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Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)

Planning Appeal

Appeal Reference: APP/D2320/W/20/3265785

Land 120M South West Of 21 Lower Burgh Way

Lower Burgh Way

Chorley

Statement of the Local Planning Authority



1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The appeal is made by Taylor Wimpey UK Limited against the refusal of

full planning permission for the development of land 120M South West Of

21 Lower Burgh Way, Chorley, for the erection of 201 dwellings,

associated access, drainage and the provision of public open space and

landscaping.

1.2 There is one reason for refusal concerning the inadequacy of affordable

housing (AH). In recent days, the Appellant has produced a revised

appraisal and has confirmed the site can deliver 30% affordable housing

on a 70/30 affordable rented/shared ownership split with a mix of unit

sizes but not the other required s.106 contributions. In the light of that

changed viability position, the issue between the parties is whether there

is any viability reason why the development cannot deliver full policy

compliant AH and the other required s.106 contributions. The Council’s

case is that there is no viability reason why the development cannot

provide both.

1.3 The Appellant has contended that there is no 5 year housing land supply.

The Council disagrees and the approach it adopts was confirmed to be

correct in a decision in Preston dated 9th March 2021. The Council adopts

the inspector’s reasoning. There is a 5 year land supply.

1.4 In any event, given that there is no viability impediment to delivery of all

the housing with policy compliant AH and s.106 contributions there is no

policy justification for failure to provide them. In particular, the purpose of

the tilted balance is to secure housing delivery not to secure windfall

profits for developers by escaping viable s.106 obligations.

2.  APPEAL SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

2.1 The appeal site is 10.49 hectares and situated at the end of Lower Burgh

Way, Eaves Green at the southern extent of the settlement of Chorley,



though it is within the ward and parish of Coppull as the boundary line is

along the northern boundary of the appeal site. The site boundaries form

the start of the Green Belt.

2.2 The site is an allocated housing site in the Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026

under Policy HS1.1.

2.3 The site is predominantly semi-improved grassland with scattered scrub.

To the north the site is bounded by the existing residential properties on

the Birkacre Park development which forms the southern extent of the

existing built up residential area around Lower Burgh Way to the south of

Myles Standish Way. To the east it is bounded by John Wood through

which the River Yarrow flows north to south before sweeping westwards.

Beyond John Wood lie open fields and Duxbury Park Golf Club. To the

south is open agricultural land and areas of woodland, through which the

River Yarrow flows as it makes way back northwards and westwards. The

building complex at Lowe’s Tenement Farm lies approximately 175m

south of the site and Woodside Cottage lies adjacent to the site in the

southeast corner both accessed via Burgh Lane South, a track running

north-south through the site. To the north (bounding with the most westerly

part of the appeal site) Taylor Wimpey are currently constructing 88 homes

approved under permission reference 16/00805/FULMAJ issued 18th

January 2018 and submitted at the same time as application the subject of

this appeal.

2.4 The general landscape surrounding the site is characterised by extensive

areas of woodland and hedgerows defining the field boundaries.

2.5 Burgh Lane South, a track runs north to south dissecting the site. This

track forks into two in the middle of the site, the main track continuing

through the site and out to the south and the other part sweeping round

and running along the southern boundary of the site to provide access to

Woodside Cottage.



2.6 There are significant level differences across the site. The site slopes from

north-west down to the south-east with a level change of approximately

8.5m as the land drops down towards the River Yarrow.

2.7 Duxbury Woods to the south-east of the site is a designated Biological

Heritage Site as are Spring Wood and Burgh Wood which bound with

parts of the site to the south and west respectively. All are Ancient

Woodland.

3. THE APPLICATION AND BACKGROUND

3.1 The application is for :

Full application for the erection of 201 dwellings, associated access,

drainage and the provision of public open space and landscaping.

3.2 The application has had a somewhat unusual and protracted progression

up to this point of appeal.

3.3 Chorley Borough Council validated the planning application that is the

subject of the appeal on the 28th August 2016.

3.4 The application was originally submitted on the basis that no affordable

housing could be provided and only £3,015 (for allotments) could be paid

out of the full policy compliant commuted sum of £436,371 towards open

space and playing pitches. There was no request for an education

contribution at this stage because that was then covered by the CIL List

and s.106 contributions could not therefore be sought under the CIL

regulations then in force.

3.5 Following negotiations Taylor Wimpey then changed their position so that

the application provided 35 social rented affordable units on the site which

equated to 17.4% provision and agreed to pay £111,957 towards natural

and semi-natural green space along with the allotments payment of

£3,015. Taylor Wimpey also agreed to an overage/clawback agreement in



a Section 106 agreement, that if more profit was made than envisaged by

the viability appraisal submitted with the application then the Council would

receive a share of the difference  to go towards affordable housing and/or

public open space, up to the limit of what should have been paid by the

developer if the AH and s.106 obligations had  been fully policy compliant

at the outset. On the basis of the information at the time, this package was

accepted by the Council.

3.6 On 20th June 2017 it was resolved that full planning permission be

granted, subject to conditions and a Section 106 legal agreement, with the

details of overage/clawback arrangements to be determined under

delegated powers.

3.7 Work then commenced on the Section 106 agreement. Negotiations on

the claw back provisions  took place and were agreed in March 2019. The

Council fully expected the legal agreement to be completed and signed

allowing a full planning permission decision notice to be issued at that time

on the basis of the then available viability information.

3.8 However, in August 2019 Taylor Wimpey advised Chorley Council that

they would be seeking to re-open the discussions around viability of the

proposed scheme and in September 2019 they  submitted a new revised

viability appraisal (dated September 2019) stating that the scheme was no

longer able to fund any affordable housing. The Council did not accept that

position.

3.9 Discussions took place over the following months. An update was

produced to the September 2019 viability appraisal in February 2020

following the Council’s request for further information. Taylor Wimpey

maintained the position that the scheme was unable to fund any affordable

housing.

3.10 Following further negotiations, in April 2020 Taylor Wimpey then made a

revised offer with the AH as previously agreed but with revised overage

provisions. The Council rejected this approach – and informed Taylor



Wimpey that any change to the previously agreed package would lead to

refusal.

3.11 A report to committee was prepared recommending refusal, TW made

comments on it and those were rebutted by the Council’s viability

consultant. The application was refused  by the committee on 25th June

2020 for the following reason:

The application proposes a level of affordable housing that is below that

required by policy 7 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy. The financial

viability case put forward by the applicant does not adequately justify the

lower level of affordable housing provision and does not meet the

requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and National

Planning Practice Guidance. The proposal conflicts with policy 7 of the

Central Lancashire Core Strategy.

3.12 Taylor Wimpey appealed asserting that policy compliant AH was not

viable based on the 2019 FVA and offered 5% affordable rented or 10%

intermediate housing .

3.13 Following its appeal, Taylor Wimpey fundamentally changed its position

on viability again. Based on a new appraisal which reflected increases in

sales values as a result of house price inflation since 2017 – 19 but which

also included very substantial increases (well above inflation) in base

build costs and abnormals from those in previous FVAs, it made a revised

offer dated 2nd March 2021 (just before this statement of case was due) in

which it offered 30% AH with the policy compliant 70/30 split and a mix of

sizes. The appropriateness of this mix is being examined. Taylor Wimpey

however maintained its position that it could not afford the s.106

contributions which by this time included education contributions (based

on changes to the CIL legislation and the Council’s approach to such

contributions in the light of need).



3.14 Taylor Wimpey has still not provided much of the basic information

repeatedly requested including the justification for the change in base

build costs and externals and justification for substantial new elements

and changes in costs of abnormals. It has not even provided the option

agreement which it is obliged to provide on request.

4. PLANNING HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

4.1 There is no relevant planning history on the site. No extant permissions

exist on the site.

4.2 It is relevant to note that the application the subject of the appeal was one

of three applications submitted on the wider allocated housing site at the

same time in 2016. All three were reported to and approved by the

Planning Committee subject to a Section 106 agreement on 20th June

2017. The other two application were as follows:

16/00805/FULMAJ – Approved 18.01.2018

Applicant – Taylor Wimpey

Full application for the erection of 88 dwellings, associated access,

drainage and the provision of public open space and landscaping.

16/00806/OUTMAJ – Withdrawn 28.01.2020

Applicant – Homes and Communities Agency (HCA)

Outline application for up to 100 dwellings with associated landscaping

and public open space.  Permission was sought for means of access as

part of this application.

4.3 These two applications both related to the same site adjoining the appeal

site and also part of the same housing allocation. At the time of the

applications the land was owned by the Homes and Communities Agency

(now Homes England).

4.4 A plan showing the location of the above site in relation to the appeal site

can be found at Appendix 1.



4.5 These applications will be referred to in the Proofs of Evidence.

5. RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (February 2019)

NATIONAL POLICY AND GUIDANCE

5.1 The Statement of Common Ground addresses the key relevant policies.

5.2 The Planning Practice Guidance covers viability in decision taking which

has been relied on by the Council’s viability and costs consultants.

Development Plan

5.3 The development plan comprises the Central Lancashire Core Strategy

and the Chorley Borough Local Plan 2012-2026.

CORE STRATEGY POLICY

5.4 The Central Lancashire Core Strategy was adopted on 17th July 2012.

The relevant policies are set out in the Statement of Common Ground. It

contains the following relevant policies:

5.5 Policy 4: Housing Delivery (sets out the housing requirement, for Chorley

this is 417 dwellings per annum) -this level of provision was reviewed and

confirmed as appropriate in the light of the 2014 housing projections and

an updated SHMAA in 2017.

CHORLEY LOCAL PLAN

5.6 The Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 was adopted 21st July 2015. It

contains the following relevant policies:

5.7 V2: Settlement Policy - Main Settlements.



5.8 ST1: Provision or Improvement of Footpaths, Cycleways, Bridleways and

their Associated Facilities in Existing Networks and New Development.

5.9 ST3: Road Schemes and Development Access

5.10 ST4: Parking Standards

5.11 HS1: Housing Site Allocations

5.12 HS2: Phasing of Housing Development

5.13 HS4A: Open Space Requirements in New Housing Developments

5.14 HS4B: Playing Pitch Requirements in New Housing Developments

5.15 BNE1: Design Criteria for New Development

5.16 BNE9: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation

5.17 BNE10: Trees

5.18 BNE11: Species Protection

CENTRAL LANCASHIRE LOCAL PLAN (EMERGING)

5.19 The Central Lancashire Authorities of Preston City, South Ribble and

Chorley are undertaking a review of the development plan(s) for the area

and are working towards the preparation of a Joint Local Plan for Central

Lancashire. This will be a single planning document containing the

Council’s vision and objectives. It will set strategic and local development

management policies and site allocations for future development across

the three authorities. Once adopted, the Local Plan will guide the future

growth and development in the Central Lancashire area and replace the



Central Lancashire Core Strategy (adopted in 2012) and the Local

Plans/Site Allocations and Development Management Policies of the

three Central Lancashire Authorities (all adopted 2015).

5.20 The Councils carried out a consultation on the Issues and Options

between 18th November 2019 and 14th February 2020.

OTHER LOCAL PLANNING GUIDANCE AND REPORTS

Central Lancashire Open Space and Playing Pitch Supplementary

Planning  Document (August 2013) including financial contributions

for new provision and improvements

5.21 This Supplementary Planning Document provides advice on how the

Council’s open space and playing pitch policies, as set out in Local Plan

policies HS4A (Open Space Requirements in New Housing

Developments) and HS4B (Playing Pitch Requirements in New Housing

Developments) are to be implemented. This includes guidance on

provision standards and how they will be applied, along with the

accessibility and qualitative assessments, to determine the amount of new

open space and playing pitch provision or appropriate financial

contributions required from new residential developments. There is also

an associated Financial Contributions document.

Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning

Document (October 2012)

5.22 This Supplementary Planning Document provides advice on how the

Council’s affordable housing policy as set out in Core Strategy Policy 7

(Affordable Housing)  is to be implemented. It includes guidance on the

range of approaches, standards and mechanisms required to deliver a

range of affordable housing to meet local needs.

Chorley Council Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)



5.23 The Chorley CIL Infrastructure Charging Schedule provides a specific

amount for development. The CIL Charging Schedule was adopted on

16th July 2013 and charging commenced on 1st September 2013. The

proposed development will be a chargeable development and the charge

is subject to indexation in accordance with the Council’s Charging

Schedule.

Chorley Interim Infrastructure Funding Statement (Dec 2019)

5.24 The Interim Infrastructure Funding Statement 2019/20 (December 2019)

replaces the Regulation 123 List and identifies the infrastructure projects

or types of infrastructure which Chorley Council intends will be, or may be,

wholly or partly funded by the Community Infrastructure Levy - whilst

indicating other sources of funding that can be pooled from different

routes e.g. planning obligations.

6. THE CASE FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY

6.1 The Council refused the appeal application for one reason:

“The application proposes a level of affordable housing that is below that
required by policy 7 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy. The financial
viability case put forward by the applicant does not adequately justify the
lower level of affordable housing provision and does not meet the
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and National
Planning Practice Guidance. The proposal conflicts with policy 7 of the
Central Lancashire Core Strategy.”

6.2 This Statement of Case addresses the up to date position contained in the

offer of 2nd March 2021.

6.3 The % AH and the split between affordable rented and intermediate is

policy compliant and subject to appropriate drafting is agreed. The mix of

units and unit sizes is being assessed.

6.4 It is anticipated that any outstanding issues on AH will be resolved

through discussions.



6.5 However, the Appellant relies on its new appraisal to argue that it cannot

provide the s.106 contributions which are focused on open space, sports

pitches and education contributions. They total around £900,000. The

central issue in this inquiry is therefore whether there is a viability case for

non-provision.

6.6 The viability case presented relies on an approach to benchmark land

value which is flawed and does not reflect the recent decision of an

Inspector in the Warburton Lane case in Trafford in which the approach

adopted there by the Appellant’s viability expert here was rejected.

6.7 The latest information is being examined and tested.

6.8 The information on base build costs, external costs and abnormals is

unlikely to be accepted. In the short time available to check it so far it

appears to adopt the same overly conservative approach adopted by the

same costs expert as criticized in Warburton Lane; appears inconsistent

with Taylor Wimpey’s own assessment of its own costs here in previous

FVAs and appears to contain significant double counting.

6.9 The Council will call evidence to address viability and costs if agreement

on those matters cannot be agreed. On the advice it has received so far

the Council considers that it is highly likely that this development is amply

and easily able to provide fully compliant AH and fully complaint s.106

contributions, that there is no viability case for allowing any lesser

provision and that unless full provision is made permission should be

refused because the appeal proposal is contrary to the Development Plan

as it fails to provide the required social infrastructure through s.106

contributions as required by policies HS4A and HS4B of the Local Plan

and Policy 14 (Education) of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and

Lancashire County Council’s School Place Provision Strategy.

6.10 There are no other material considerations that outweigh the significant

departure from Development Plan policy reinforced by the NPPF that

result in the application being acceptable.



6.11 Any necessary planning evidence will be given by Officers of the Council.

6.12 The Council will present evidence that there are no other material

considerations that would outweigh the failure to provide the required

s.106 contributions and fully compliant AH.

7.0 OTHER MATTERS

7.1 All technical issues in relation to the application site are considered

acceptable or can be secured by condition and/or a legal agreement.

8. CONCLUSION

8.1 The proposal fails to comply with the Development Plan and NPPF, and it

is not considered that there are other material considerations that would

outweigh this and justify permitting the application.

8.2 Therefore, the inspector is respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal.

8.3 If the Inspector is minded to allow the appeal the Council will request that

consideration is given to applying planning conditions that will be agreed

with the appellant prior to the inquiry.

8.4 The Council will seek its costs of this Appeal. The appeal was made on

the basis of a well out of date FVA when it must have been obvious that

values had increased significantly since. The FVA which was the basis of

the appeal was then dropped and a whole new appraisal submitted which

accepted that the site could deliver fully compliant AH – that could and

should have been conceded well before the decision to refuse thus

making the appeal unnecessary. As to the s.106 contributions, the

appraisal relied on appears to be seriously flawed in multiple respects, to

repeat the errors of the same experts in Warburton Lane and to be a

significant and unjustified departure on costs from those previously

agreed by Taylor Wimpey and contained in its own FVAs. It is



unreasonable conduct to put forward such an appraisal in the context of

an appeal rather than in negotiations prior to the determination of the

appeal.



LIST OF DOCUMENTS TO BE REFERRED TO:

Document 1 National Planning Policy Framework

Document 2 Central Lancashire Adopted Core Strategy (2012)

Document 3 Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 (2015)

Document 4 Central Lancashire Open Space and Playing Pitch
Supplementary Planning Document (August 2013) and
associated Financial Contributions document.

Document 5 Central Lancashire Playing Pitch Strategy 2018

Document 6 Lancashire County Council’s School Place Provision Strategy

Document 7 Central Lancashire Affordable Housing Supplementary
Planning Document (October 2012)

Document 8 Chorley Council Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

Document 9 Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) September 2017

Document 10 Joint Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-
operation relating to the Provision of Housing Land.
September 2017 (MOU1)

Document 11 The Deregulation Act 2015 (in relation to Policy 27 of the Core
Strategy)



Appendix 1

Appeal site location plan

Application refs: 16/00805/FULMAJ and 16/0806/OUTMAJ location plan



Land north of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh Stuart Carvel, Proof of Evidence
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12th February 2021

Via Email: C.Goodchild@gladman.co.uk

Clare Goodchild
Land Director
Gladman
Gladman House,
Alexandria Way,
Congleton
CW12 1LB

WHITTINGHAM LANE, GOOSNARGH – 145 DWELLINGS (c.19 ACRES)

Dear Clare

As a result of a recent land study in the area we are actively looking for development sites, I am writing to
express our interest in a potential purchase should your planning appeal be successful.

Yours sincerely

John Hardy
Land Director
For and on behalf of the North West Division
Bloor Homes Ltd

mailto:C.Goodchild@gladman.co.uk


Birchwood One Business Park
Dewhurst Road

Birchwood
Warrington
WA3 7GB

Tel: 01925 839500
Email: charlotte.greenway@seddonhomes.co.uk

Our ref: CG/BILS/01

08/02/2021

Ms Clare Goodchild
Gladman House
Alexandria Way
Congleton
CW12 1LB

By email (C.Goodchild@gladman.co.uk )

Dear Clare, cc: Office copy

Re: Gladman land at Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh

I hope you are well.

We are monitoring the various appeals in Preston and would like to express our
interest at your site at Whittingham Lane in Goosnargh.

The site is in a location we are actively seeking land in, and I would appreciate if you
could keep me posted on the Appeal and when the site is likely to come to market.
We would very much wish to make an offer on this site.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Yours faithfully
On behalf of Seddon Homes Ltd

Charlotte Greenway
Land Manager
Mobile: 07817 093199
Email: charlotte.greenway@seddonhomes.co.uk

mailto:C.Goodchild@gladman.co.uk
mailto:charlotte.greenway@seddonhomes.co.uk






Taylor Wimpey North West
Ground Floor
Washington House
Birchwood Park Avenue
Birchwood
Warrington
WA13 6GR

T: 01925 849500

taylorwimpey.co.uk
5 February 2021

Clare Goodchild
Land Director
Gladman Land
Gladman House,
Alexandria Way,
Congleton,
Cheshire.
CW12 1LB

Dear Clare

Land Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh

I write in relation to the above site where you have submitted a planning application for 145 units.

Taylor Wimpey NW are currently looking for new land to help meet our growth aspirations for the
business and would be interested in discussing this site further with you.

Yours sincerely,

Ian Harrison
Land & Planning Director
Taylor Wimpey North West
T: 01925 849479
M: 07826 876135
E: ian.harrision@taylorwimpey.com

mailto:ian.harrision@taylorwimpey.com
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Gladman Site Delivery: 01.04.2015 - 31.03.2020.
Issued December 2020

Local Planning Authority Site Address App Reference Outline Permission Granted Date
Number of

Dwellings
% Affordable Purchaser

Reserved Matters

Planning Application

Reference

Reserved Matters

Permission Granted

Date

Conditioned Timescale of Reserved

Matters
Commencement on Site

Timescale from Initial

Planning Permission to

Commencement

1 Amber Valley Borough Council Roes Lane, Crich AVA/2014/0281 13/07/2015 113 30% Harron Homes AVA/2016/0339 27/05/2016 3 years August 2016 13 months

2 Amber Valley Borough Council Roes Lane, Crich, Phase 2 AVA/2016/0464 12/04/2017 60 30% Harron Homes AVA-2018-0750 22/03/2019 3 years October 2019 29 months

3 Ashford Borough Council The Street, Smarden 16/00045/AS 12/06/2017 50 35% Countryside Properties 18/00576/AS 25/02/2019 3 years August 2019 26 months

4 Aylesbury Vale District Council North End Road, Steeple Claydon 15/01490/AOP 17/06/2016 60 30% Bovis Homes 17/00543/ADP 12/09/2017 18 months May 2018 23 months

5 Braintree District Council Oak Road, Halstead 14/01580/OUT 03/06/2016 292 30% Bloor and David Wilson 17/01952/REM 25/01/2018 3 years April 2018 22 months

6 Braintree District Council Western Road, Silver End 15/00280/OUT 21/03/2017 350 40% Redrow 18/01693/FUL 03/12/2018 2 years December 2018 21 months

7 Braintree District Council Sudbury Road, Halstead 17/00575/OUT 09/11/2017 205 40% Bellway 18/01749/FUL 11/06/2019 2 years December 2019 13 months

8 Central Bedfordshire Council Station Road, Langford CB/14/00186/OUT 29/06/2015 110 35% BDW Homes CB/16/00374/RM 05/07/2016 3 years July 2016 13 months

9 Central Bedfordshire Council Mill Road, Cranfield CB/14/05007/OUT 13/06/2016 113 35% Bloor Homes CB/16/04924/RM 21/03/2017 3 years April 2017 10 months

10 Central Bedfordshire Council Chapel End Road, Houghton Conquest CB/15/01362/OUT 02/06/2016 125 35% Kier Homes CB/17/01389/REM 26/06/2017 3 years August 2017 14 months

11 Central Bedfordshire Council Biggleswade Road, Potton CB/16/03943/OUT 03/01/2018 85 35% Mulberry Homes CB/19/00085/RM 02/05/2019 3 years June 2019 18 months

12 Central Bedfordshire Council High Street, Silsoe 16/01855/OUT 12/04/2018 105 35% Kinglsey Homes CB/18/04409/RM 26/02/2019 2 years April 2019 12 months

13 Central Bedfordshire Council Taylors Road,Stotfold 16/03344/OUT 18/09/2018 78 35% BDW Homes CB/19/01302/RM 19/09/2019 3 years February 2020 17 months

14 Chelmsford City Council Main Road, Great Leighs 14/01791/OUT 26/09/2016 100 35% Bellway Homes 17/01949/REM 15/03/2018 3 years March 2018 18 months

15 Chelmsford City Council Plantation Road, Boreham 14/01552/OUT 25/05/2016 145 35% Bloor Homes 18/00682/REM 10/08/2018 3 years September 2018 27 months

16 Cherwell District Council Sibford Road, Hook Norton 14/00844/OUT 04/08/2016 54 35% Lioncourt 17/00950/REM 21/12/2017 18 months May 2018 21 months

17 Cherwell District Council White Post Road, Banbury 15/01326/OUT 20/12/2017 280 30% BDW Homes 19/00895/REM 31/07/2020 3 years October 2020 33 months

18 Cheshire East Council Abbey Road, Sandbach 14/1189C 30/10/2016 165 30% Lane End Developments 18/2346C 17/01/2019 3 years March 2019 30 months

19 Cheshire East Council Queens Drive, Nantwich (Phase II) 14/5841N 16/12/2015 118 30% Bovis Homes 16/0983/N 28/07/2016 3 years July 2017 19 months

20 Cheshire East Council Padgbury Lane, Congleton 13/4219C 07/08/2015 120 30% Stewart Milne Homes 17/4558C 06/03/2018 3 years May 2018 33 months

21 Cheshire East Council Cholmondeley Road, Wrenbury 14/5615N 16/03/2016 65 30% Bovis Homes 16/1700N 12/08/2016 3 years October 2016 07 months

22 Cheshire East Council Church Lane, Wistaston 14/3024N 21/09/2016 300 30% Bloor Homes 17/6042N 11/07/2018 3 years July 2018 22 months

23 Cheshire East Council London Road, Holmes Chapel 14/5921C 31/10/2016 190 30% Bloor Homes 17/6123C 14/05/2018 3 years October 2018 24 months

24 Cheshire East Council Dickens Lane, Poynton 17/4256M 27/11/2018 150 30% Bellway 19/1972M 15/05/2020 3 years October 2020 23 months

25 Cheshire West and Chester Council Rilshaw Lane, Winsford 15/01032/OUT 21/09/2015 215 30% Lane End & Laurus 17/04426/REM 03/01/2018 3 years July 2018 34 months

26 Cotswold District Council Broad Marston Road, Mickleton 14/02365/OUT 23/09/2015 90 50% Miller Homes 16/02049/REM 13/10/2016 2 years November 2016 14 months

27 Cotswold District Council Berkeley Close, South Cerney 16/02598/OUT 15/08/2017 90 50% Wain Homes 18/04656/REM 05/07/2019 3 years August 2019 24 months

28 Derbyshire Dales District Council Main Road, Brailsford 16/00567/OUT 11/07/2017 75 35% Avant 18/00397/REM 12/09/2018 3 years May 2019 22 months

29 East Cambridgeshire Council Mildenhall Road, Fordham 17/00481/OUM 30/05/2018 100 30% Bellway Homes 19/01054/RMM 07/02/2020 3 years May 2020 24 months

30 East Cambridgeshire Council Manor Road, Witchford 18/00820/OUM 07/11/2018 116 30% Bellway Homes 19/01502/RMM 18/06/2020 3 years August 2020 21 months

31 East Hertfordshire District Council The Auberies, Froghall Lane, Walkern 3/14/2200/OP 22/02/2016 85 40% Mears Group 3/17/1749/REM 01/02/2018 18 months August 2018 30 months

32 East Riding of Yorkshire Land North of A166, Stamford Bridge 15/00426/STOUT 23/09/2015 120 25% Avant Homes 16/01701/STREM 23/09/2016 2 years April 2017 19 months

33 Forest of Dean District Council Gloucester Road, Tutshill P1530/14/OUT 14/01/2016 95 40% Bellway Homes P1937/17/APP 11/06/2018 2 years September 2018 33 months

34 Forest of Dean District Council Ross Road, Newent P0969/14/OUT 10/04/2017 85 40% Bellway P0328/18/APP 08/08/2018 2 years October 2018 17 months

35 Forest of Dean District Council Berry Hill, Coleford P1482/14/OUT 11/04/2018 180 40% BDW P1547/19/APP 14/02/2020 2 years June 2020 26 months

36 Hambleton District Council Tanton Road, Stokesley 14/00337/OUT 07/09/2015 226 50% Kier Homes 16/02756/REM 14/07/2017 18 months July 2017 22 months

37 Hambleton District Council Stillington Road, Easingwold 13/01703/OUT 08/12/2015 175 50% Kier Homes 17/00519/REM 27/10/2017 18 months May 2018 29 months

38 Harborough District Council Beeby Road, Scraptoft 14/01637/OUT 11/02/2016 178 40% Bellway Homes 16/01372/REM 04/01/2017 3 years March 2017 13 months

39 Harborough District Council Leicester Road, Great Bowden 16/01942/OUT 18/10/2017 50 40% Mulberry 18/00692/REM 11/10/2018 3 years January 2019 15 months

40 Harrogate Borough Council Ripon Road, Killinghall 16/00582/OUTMAJ 07/12/2016 75 40% Harron Homes 17/04957/REMMAJ 17/10/2018 2 years January 2019 25 months

41 Herefordshire Council Leadon Way, Ledbury 143116 04/04/2016 321 35% BDW Homes P1604078/RM 21/12/2017 3 years January 2018 20 months

42 Huntingdonshire District Council Lucks Lane, Buckden 16/00576/OUT 18/07/2017 180 40% Bloor 18/02485/REM 16/07/2019 3 years December 2019 30 months

43 Horsham District Council Rusper Road, Ifield DC/14/2132 10/09/2015 95 40% Bovis Homes DC/16/1533 04/01/2017 3 years July 2017 20 months

44 Maidstone Borough Council Mill Bank, Headcorn 15/507424/OUT 24/08/2016 62 40% Bovis Homes 17/501093/REM 15/09/2017 2 years March 2018 18 months

45 Medway Council Peninsula Way, Chattenden MC/15/3104 07/03/2016 131 25% Abbey Developments MC/16/4229 01/09/2017 3 years October 2017 19 months

46 Medway Council Stoke Road, Hoo St Werburgh MC/16/2837 13/02/2017 127 25% Taylor Wimpey MC/18/0702 13/07/2018 3 years February 2019 24 months

47 Mid Suffolk District Council Church Road, Stowupland 3112/15 25/05/2016 175 35% Bloor Homes DC/17/02755 07/11/2017 3 years February 2018 21 months

48 Milton Keynes Council Olney Road, Lavendon 17/00165/OUT 04/05/2018 95 35% BDW Homes 19/00212/REM 02/12/2019 3 Years January 2020 19 months

49 Northumberland County Council Milkwell Lane, Corbridge 15/00381/OUTES 21/09/2016 233 15% Miller Homes 17/04547/REM 14/08/2018 3 years December 2019 39 months

50 North Kesteven District Council Grantham Road, Waddington 14/0893/OUT 09/11/2015 142 35% Jelson Homes 16/1682/RESM 23/06/2017 2 years July 2018 32 months

51 North Hertfordshire District Council Holywell Road, Pirton 15/01618/1 27/05/2016 82 40% Cala Homes 16/02256/1 30/05/2017 3 years June 2017 13 months

52 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council The Longshoot, Nuneaton 033157 11/04/2016 330 25% BDW Homes 34334 11/01/2017 3 years September 2017 17 months

53 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Plough Hill Road, Nuneaton 033156 17/08/2015 262 25% Taylor Wimpey 34543 03/11/2017 3 years November 2017 27 months

54 Oadby & Wigston Council Welford Road, Wigston 17/00539/OUT 10/10/2018 43 40% Redrow Homes 19/00160/REM 18/08/2019 3 years September 2019 11 months

55 Peterborough City Council Uffington Road, Barnack 15/01840/OUT 27/03/2017 80 30% Linden Homes 18/00377/REM 06/07/2018 3 years October 2018 19 months

56 Preston City Council Preston Road, Grimsargh 06/2014/0902 09/05/2016 150 30% Story Homes 06/2018/1243 09/04/2019 3 years September 2019 40 months

57 Ribble Valley Borough Council Henthorn Road, Clitheroe, Phase 2 3/2018/0688 19/06/2019 110 30% Miller Homes 3/2020/0266 26/06/2020 18 months September 2020 15 months

58 Ryedale District Council Langton Road, Norton 15/00098/MOUT 22/07/2016 85 35% Keepmoat 17/01517/MREM 08/06/2018 3 years October 2018 25 months

59 Shropshire Council Rush Lane, Market Drayton 14/01982/OUT 18/05/2015 162 10% BDW Homes 16/03082/REM 21/03/2017 3 years July 2017 27 months

60 South Cambridgeshire District Council Highfields Road, Highfields Caldecote S/2510/15/OL 05/07/2017 140 40% Linden Homes S/4619/18/RM 14/11/2019 2 years February 2020 31 months

61 South Cambridgeshire District Council Rampton Road, Cottenham S/2413/17/OL 09/08/2017 200 40% Redrow Homes S/2679/19/RM 18/02/2020 2 years June 2020 34 months

62 South Gloucestershire Council Wooton Road, Charfield PT13/4182/O 08/06/2015 106 35% Crest Nicholson PT16/1503/RM 08/08/2016 3 years August 2016 14 months

63 South Gloucestershire Council Poplar Lane, Wickwar PK16/4006/O 24/05/2017 80 35% Bellway Homes PK17/5966/RM 29/06/2018 3 years October 2018 17 months

64 South Oxfordshire District Council Icknield Way, Chinnor P15/S0154/O 23/03/2016 89 40% Bovis Homes P17/S2915/RM 06/02/2018 3 years April 2018 25 months

65 South Somerset District Council Forton Road, Chard 15/04772/OUT 02/08/2017 200 35% Kier Homes 18/01902/REM 21/02/2019 3 years August 2019 24 months

66 Stratford-on-Avon District Council Bush Road, Harbury 14/02869/OUT 17/06/2015 75 35% BDW Homes 15/04316/REM 15/06/2016 18 months July 2016 13 months

67 Stratford-on-Avon District Council Knightcote Road, Bishops Itchington 14/03419/OUT 20/06/2016 84 35% Bovis Homes 17/01884/REM 22/03/2018 3 years August 2018 26 months

68 Stroud District Council Box Road, Cam S.17/1366/OUT 19/12/2018 90 30% Wainhomes S.19/0810/REM 19/02/2020 3 years March 2020 15 months

69 Telford and Wrekin Council Haygate Road, Wellington TWC/2013/1003 15/04/2016 290 25% Bovis Homes & Anwyl TWC/2017/0643 22/03/2018 3 years June 2018 26 months

70 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council Common Road, Sissinghurst 14/502645/OUT 21/03/2016 60 35% Countryside 17/00451/REM 07/08/2017 3 years October 2017 19 months

71 Vale of White Horse District Council Barnett Road 2, Steventon P14/V1952/FUL 09/10/2015 65 40% BDW Homes N/A (Full Application) 09/10/2015 1 year May 2016 07 months

72 Vale of White Horse District Council Townsend Road, Shrivenham P15/V0663/O 06/05/2016 116 40% Bovis Homes P17/V0800/RM 18/04/2018 3 years December 2018 30 months

73 Vale of White Horse District Council Main Street, East Hanney P15/V0343/O 03/05/2016 55 40% Bovis Homes P17/V2973/RM 23/08/2018 18 months May 2019 36 months

74 Wealden District Council Mill Road, Hailsham WD/2016/0658/MAO 26/05/2016 165 35% Linden Homes WD/2017/1708/MRM 24/10/2017 3 years December 2017 19 months

75 West Oxfordshire District Council Cote Road, Aston 15/01550/OUT 28/04/2016 41 50% Mears Group 17/0782/RES 20/10/2017 5 years January 2018 21 months

76 West Oxfordshire District Council Burford Road, Witney 14/1215/P/OP 25/08/2016 260 40% BDW Homes 17/03338/RES 02/02/2018 2 years April 2018 20 months

77 West Oxfordshire District Council New Yatt Road, North Leigh 15/01934/OUT 02/11/2016 76 50% Bellway Homes 17/02463/RES 13/03/2018 2 years March 2018 16 months

78 West Oxfordshire District Council Former Stanton Hardcourt Airfield 16/01054/OUT 06/08/2017 50 50% Hayfield Homes 18/01611/FUL 22/01/2019 3 years April 2019 20 months

79 Wokingham Borough Council Beech Hill Road, Spencers Wood O/2013/1221 08/07/2015 120 40% Bellway Homes 161303 27/01/2017 3 years April 2017 21 months

80 Wycombe District Council Barn Road, Longwick 14/06956/OUT 19/05/2016 160 40% Bellway Homes 17/00691/REM 19/10/2017 3 years December 2017 19 months

http://www.ambervalley.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/development-management/planning-applications/view-a-planning-application.aspx
http://www.ambervalley.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/development-management/planning-applications/view-a-planning-application.aspx
https://publicaccess.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=NNMGQ6CLHNT00
https://publicaccess.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=OLEYQRCLLVC00
https://publicaccess.braintree.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=NGBHUMBF0CY00
https://publicaccess.braintree.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=OW03I2BFMES00&activeTab=summary
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/PLANTECH/DCWebPages/acolnetcgi.gov?ACTION=UNWRAP&RIPNAME=Root.PgeResultDetail&TheSystemkey=585511
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/PLANTECH/DCWebPages/acolnetcgi.gov?ACTION=UNWRAP&RIPNAME=Root.PgeResultDetail&TheSystemkey=595720
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/PLANTECH/DCWebPages/acolnetcgi.gov?ACTION=UNWRAP&RIPNAME=Root.PgeResultDetail&TheSystemkey=590347
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/PLANTECH/DCWebPages/acolnetcgi.gov?ACTION=UNWRAP&RIPNAME=Root.PgeResultDetail&TheSystemkey=600290
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/PLANTECH/DCWebPages/acolnetcgi.gov?ACTION=UNWRAP&RIPNAME=Root.PgeResultDetail&TheSystemkey=591747
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/PLANTECH/DCWebPages/acolnetcgi.gov?ACTION=UNWRAP&RIPNAME=Root.PgeResultDetail&TheSystemkey=602758
https://publicaccess.chelmsford.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://publicaccess.chelmsford.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?previousCaseType=Property&previousKeyVal=MJHXNLBR0A700&activeTab=summary&previousCaseUprn=010013270409&previousCaseNumber=MJHXNABR0A700&keyVal=OZ7C12BR08P00
http://www.publicaccess.cherwell.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://www.publicaccess.cherwell.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=OP4NWBEMK5B00
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=14/5841N&query=0e793379-494a-4053-b658-c2109e54efaf
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=16/0983N&row=4&query=1a93e63bd2e44280b1a9b44b96585a6f&from=i
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=13/4219C&query=68a566a2-6802-4c0f-8232-3f4ea5a81a3c
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=17/4558C&query=24609e69-2499-4e71-949c-faaf9edd101c
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=14/5615N&query=2a8045d9-8bb8-49ee-bae9-487fb0dd68df
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=16/1700N&query=14558fbab51a4222aea9ecadb4273916&start=&from=m
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=14/3024N
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=14/5921C
http://planning.cheshireeast.gov.uk/applicationdetails.aspx?pr=18/2611C&query=fa9f36a384274368a1eaa821b5397e1d&start=&from=m
http://pa.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=NL07XATEISB00
https://pa.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?previousCaseType=Property&keyVal=OXO27UTEGTF00&previousCaseNumber=M9Z15STE00600&previousCaseUprn=010014520584&activeTab=summary&previousKeyVal=M9Z16ZTE00600
http://publicaccess.cotswold.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=N68NLFFIHJS00
http://publicaccess.cotswold.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=O7DR6NFIMZS00
https://publicaccess.eastherts.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=ZZZZOSGLXE125
https://publicaccess.eastherts.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=OTMWW7GLHTI00
file://ghq-mbr-007/users/a.johnson/LAND/P1530/14/OUT
https://publicaccess.fdean.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=P0MUXZHIG1H00
https://planning.hambleton.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=N0ZWYTHU5P000
https://planning.hambleton.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=OIFZB5HUGN400
https://planning.hambleton.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=MR9G5BHU5P000
https://planning.hambleton.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?previousCaseType=Property&previousKeyVal=NQRL7KHU00S00&activeTab=summary&previousCaseUprn=010070735966&previousCaseNumber=NQRL73HU00S00&keyVal=OM55Q9HUHFQ00
https://pa2.harborough.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=NG4CW6HWGJ000
https://pa2.harborough.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=OCPVVFHWGJ000
https://pa2.harborough.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://pa2.harborough.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=P7DWC5HWLLJ00&activeTab=summary
https://uniformonline.harrogate.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://uniformonline.harrogate.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=OZ5UMBHYMZG00
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/development-control/planning-applications/details?id=143116&search=143116
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/info/200142/planning_services/planning_application_search/details?id=164078&search=Leadon%20Way,%20Ledbury#tab1
https://public-access.horsham.gov.uk/public-access/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=NCTP6ZIJ02X00
https://public-access.horsham.gov.uk/public-access/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=O9XYNLIJL4S00
http://pa.midkent.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=NUO4BTTY0XN00
http://pa.midkent.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=OM1J8GTY0XJ00
https://publicaccess.medway.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=_MEDWA_DCAPR_138559
https://publicaccess.medway.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=_MEDWA_DCAPR_144251
http://planningpages.midsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do;jsessionid=F0972307A921A522CDF167E014B0F147?action=firstPage
https://planning.baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=ORFJSESHKQR00
http://planningonline.n-kesteven.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=N832WRLLHHH00
http://planningonline.n-kesteven.gov.uk/online-applications/caseDetails.do?caseType=Application&keyVal=OILGJYLLHDS00
http://pa.north-herts.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=_NHERT_DCAPR_165448
http://pa.north-herts.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=_NHERT_DCAPR_169370
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=033157&strRecordType=P
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=034334&strRecordType=P
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=033156&strRecordType=P
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=034384&strRecordType=P
https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=N4UW0KTDJPZ00
https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=OA27FXTDFNZ00
http://developments.southglos.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=MW5OMEOK7T000
http://developments.southglos.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=O4YRI8OKINS00
http://developments.southglos.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
http://developments.southglos.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=P1DBIAOKMQC00
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/Main.jsp?MODULE=ApplicationDetails&REF=P15/S0154/O
http://www.southoxon.gov.uk/ccm/support/Main.jsp?MODULE=ApplicationDetails&REF=P17/S2915/RM
https://apps.stratford.gov.uk/eplanning/AppDetail.aspx?appkey=NDMOW8PMGDY00
https://apps.stratford.gov.uk/eplanning/AppDetail.aspx?appkey=NYUCJBPMLT100
https://apps.stratford.gov.uk/eplanning/AppDetail.aspx?appkey=NG5IDCPMH1P00
https://apps.stratford.gov.uk/eplanning/AppDetail.aspx?appkey=OS725OPMM6U00
https://secure.telford.gov.uk/planning/pa-applicationsummary.aspx?applicationnumber=TWC/2013/1033
https://secure.telford.gov.uk/planning/pa-applicationsummary.aspx?applicationnumber=TWC/2017/0643
http://twbcpa.midkent.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
http://twbcpa.midkent.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=OL2DQ7TYHE600
http://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/java/support/Main.jsp?MODULE=ApplicationDetails&REF=P14/V1952/FUL
http://www.planning.wealden.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=133383
http://www.planning.wealden.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=139160
http://publicaccess.westoxon.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=NNLY78RKI1G00
https://publicaccess.westoxon.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=OQX5FERKL0D00
http://publicaccess.westoxon.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
http://publicaccess.westoxon.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://publicaccess.westoxon.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=details&keyVal=OTZVICRKLYH00
http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-application/search-planning-applications/
http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-application/search-planning-applications/
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1.1 Developer Contributions

Developer contributions are planning tools that can be used to secure financial and
non- financial contributions, or other works, to provide infrastructure to support
development and mitigate the impact of development. The term 'developer
contributions' usually refers to the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and Planning
Obligations (secured either through Section 106 Agreements or Unilateral
Undertakings).

1.2 Community Infrastructure Levy

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) was introduced nationally in 2010 and
allows local authorities in England and Wales to raise funds from developers who
are undertaking new building projects in their area. The money can be used to pay for
a wide range of infrastructure that is needed to support new development. The
principle behind CIL is that most development has some impact on infrastructure
and so should contribute to the cost of providing or improving infrastructure. CIL is
governed by the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended).

Preston City Council adopted CIL in August 2013 and the CIL charging schedule
came into effect on the 30th September 2013. Within Preston, developer
contributions by way of the Community Infrastructure Levy paid by developers is
passed over to the Lancashire City Deal to be spent on infrastructure items
approved within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

The 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.

A total £434m new investment will lead to the expansion and improvement of the
transport infrastructure in Preston and South Ribble at an unprecedented rate,
enabling a forecast 20,000 new jobs and 17,420 new homes to be created.

It will provide a huge boost to the local economy, which is expected to grow by £1
billion over the next ten years.

The City Deal finances are monitored using the Infrastructure Delivery Fund (IDF).
Detailed operational financial arrangements for the IDF have been agreed by City
Deal partners and the Fund is administered by Lancashire County Council as the
accountable body for the LEP and for City Deal. The IDF includes a mix of national
and local resources from:-

 Central Government – Long term transport funding secured as part of
Lancashire's Growth Deal and administered by the LEP, Highways England
(formerly Highways Agency) funding for new and existing motorway junctions
and retention of Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) receipts from local
land sales.

 Lancashire County Council – Capital Grants, New Homes Bonus and Land
Receipts.

 Preston City and South Ribble Borough Councils – Business Rate Retention
and New Homes Bonus.

 Private Sector – Developer contributions.



CIL monies passed over to the City Deal to date, along with other sources of funding,
have been spent or continue to part fund the following infrastructure items:-

Broughton Bypass – The completed Broughton Bypass, 1.95km in length, follows
a route to the east of the village of Broughton and provides a link between the
Broughton roundabout at Junction 1 on the M55 and the A6 Garstang Road, north
of Broughton crossroad junction. The main purpose of the Broughton Bypass
scheme is to relieve congestion on the A6 through Broughton and improve the
environment of the village

Public realm - works on major transport corridors including New Hall Lane and
Broughton village

Preston Western Distributor (PWD) – A £191m including a new motorway
junction, four new bridges and three underpasses which will provide connectivity to
new and existing housing areas of North West Preston and Cottam

Cottam Parkway – new two platform station on the Fylde rail line to provide access
to the railway network and new job opportunities at the Enterprise Zone at Warton

1.3 Planning obligations

A Planning Obligation is a legal agreement between a developer and the Local
Planning Authority (LPA) where the developer agrees to provide contributions (either
financially or in-kind) to offset any negative impacts caused by construction and
development. As such, Planning Obligations assist in mitigating the impact of what
would otherwise be unacceptable development to make it acceptable in planning
terms.

Planning Obligations are secured via a planning agreement usually entered into under
Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 by a person with an interest
in the land and the LPA or, more occasionally, via a Unilateral Undertaking entered
into by a person with an interest in the land without the LPA. As a result, Planning
Obligations are often referred to as S106s, and the term S106s and Planning
Obligations may be used interchangeably throughout this Infrastructure Funding
Statement to refer to the contributions secured through this kind of planning
agreement.

Since the introduction of CIL, it has been the intention of Government that the use of
S106s should be 'scaled back' so that CIL is the main way in which infrastructure
funding is collected. Therefore, whilst this Council uses CIL as the main mechanism
to secure infrastructure funding, we continue to use S106s for site-specific
infrastructure needs, and have a number of outstanding S106 contributions yet to be
used that pre-date the adoption of CIL in September 2013.

1.4 Infrastructure Funding Statement

The CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended) set out how CIL monies must be
administrated, and how they relate to S106s. Under CIL Regulation 121A (introduced
by the 2019 amendment), from December 2020, LPAs must publish an Infrastructure
Funding Statement (IFS) to identify infrastructure needs, the total cost of this



infrastructure, anticipated funding from developer contributions and the choices the
LPA has made about how these contributions will be used. In doing so, LPAs should
consider known and expected infrastructure costs, taking into account other possible
sources of funding to meet those costs. This statement will set out the information
required by CIL Regulation 121A.

This statement will set out the information required by CIL Regulation 121A.



Infrastructure Funding Statement Schedule 2019/20

SCHEDULE 2 Matters to be included in the annual infrastructure funding statement (Regulation 121A Schedule 2(1))

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Report
Requirement Amount Comment

2. The matters to be included in the CIL report are—
a the total value of CIL set out in all demand notices issued in the reported

year;
£5,706,392.63

Total value of CIL as set out in all Demand Notices issued in
the 2019/20 financial year.
NB: Instalments/amounts due may not all fall within the same
financial year.

b the total amount of CIL receipts for the reported year; £1,816,281.12
c the total amount of CIL receipts, collected by the authority, or by

another person on its behalf, before the reported year but which have
not been allocated;

£0

All CIL received prior to the reported year, minus
Neighbourhood CIL (NCIL) and CIL admin spend, was
transferred to the City Deal to be spent on items within the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

d
the total amount of CIL receipts, collected by the authority, or by
another person on its behalf, before the reported year and which have
been allocated in the reported year;

£881,458.28

CIL received within 2018/19 but not transferred to the City
Deal and Parish Council’s until the reported year.

£126,360.87 parish proportion.
£755,097.41 passed over to City Deal post reporting year.

e the total amount of CIL expenditure for the reported year; £1,066,604.26
Transferred to the City Deal to be spent on  items within the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, as mentioned within 1.2 of this
report

f
the total amount of CIL receipts, whenever collected, which were
allocated but not spent during the reported year; £1,155,221.81

CIL received within the reported year but not transferred to
the City Deal

g
in relation to CIL expenditure for the reported year, summary details
of—

i
the items of infrastructure on which CIL (including land payments)
has been spent, and the amount of CIL spent on each item;

CIL receipts spent on infrastructure items mentioned within
1.2 of this report

ii
the amount of CIL spent on repaying money borrowed, including
any interest, with details of the items of infrastructure which that
money was used to provide (wholly or in part);

£0

iii
the amount of CIL spent on administrative expenses pursuant to
regulation 61, and that amount expressed as a percentage of CIL
collected in that year in accordance with that regulation;

£90,814.02 (5%)

h
in relation to CIL receipts, whenever collected, which were allocated
but not spent during the reported year, summary details of the items of
infrastructure on which CIL (including land payments) has been
allocated, and the amount of CIL allocated to each item;

CIL receipts to be spent on infrastructure items mentioned
within 1.2 of this report



Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Report
Requirement Amount Comment

i the amount of CIL passed to—

i
any parish council under regulation 59A or 59B; and

£185,838.47

Barton -

Broughton £   16,321.80

Goosnargh -

Grimsargh £     5,853.90

Ingol and Tanterton -

Lea & Cottam £     8,663.30

Whittingham £   24,347.28

Woodplumpton £ 130,652.19

ii
any person under regulation 59(4)

£0

j
summary details of the receipt and expenditure of CIL to which
regulation 59E or 59F applied during the reported year including—

i
the total CIL receipts that regulations 59E and 59F applied to;

£0

This regulation applies to those CIL receipts that would have
been passed to a local council under regulations 59A and 59B
had that part of the chargeable development been within the
area of a local council

ii

ii

the items of infrastructure to which the CIL receipts to which
regulations 59E and 59F applied have been spent, and the amount
of expenditure spent on each item.

the items of infrastructure to which the CIL receipts to which
regulations 59E and 59F applied have been allocated, and the
amount of expenditure allocated on each item;

k
summary details of any notices served in accordance with regulation
59E, including—

i
the total value of CIL receipts requested from each parish council;

£0

ii
any funds not yet recovered from each parish council at the end of
the reported year; £0

I
the total amount of—

i
CIL receipts for the reported year retained at the end of the
reported year other than those to which regulation 59E or 59F
applied; £1,354,482.62

CIL received within the reported year but not transferred to the
City Deal or passed to any parish council until after the
reported year.
Parish £199,260.81
£1,154,221.81 over to City Deal post reporting year.



Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Report
Requirement Amount Comment

ii
CIL receipts from previous years retained at the end of the
reported year other than those to which regulation 59E or 59F
applied;

£0

iii
CIL receipts for the reported year to which regulation 59E or 59F
applied retained at the end of the reported year; £0

iv
CIL receipts from previous years to which regulation 59E or 59F
applied retained at the end of the reported year.

£0

2 For the purposes of paragraph 1—

a
CIL collected by an authority includes land payments made in respect of
CIL charged by that authority;

b
CIL collected by way of a land payment has not been spent if at the
end of the reported year—

i
development (within the meaning in TCPA 1990) consistent with a
relevant purpose has not commenced on the acquired land; or

ii
the acquired land (in whole or in part) has been used or disposed
of for a purpose other than a relevant purpose; and the amount
deemed to be CIL by virtue of regulation 73(9) has not been spent;

c
CIL collected by an authority includes infrastructure payments made in
respect of CIL charged by that authority;

d
CIL collected by way of an infrastructure payment has not been spent if
at the end of the reported year the infrastructure to be provided has not
been provided;

e
the value of acquired land is the value stated in the agreement made
with the charging authority in respect of that land in accordance with
regulation 73(6)(d);

f
the value of a part of acquired land must be determined by applying the
formula in regulation 73(10) as if references to N in that provision were
references to the area of the part of the acquired land whose value is
being determined;

g
the value of an infrastructure payment is the CIL cash amount stated in
the agreement made with the charging authority in respect of the
infrastructure in accordance with regulation 73A(7)(e).



SCHEDULE 2 Matters to be included in the annual infrastructure funding statement - Regulation 121A Schedule 2(3)(4)

S106 Obligations Report

Requirement Amount Comment

3.
The matters to be included in the section 106 report for each reported
year are—

a
the total amount of money to be provided under any planning
obligations which were entered into during the reported year; £1,047,530.72

NB: Education and Travel Plan contributions are paid
directly to Lancashire County Council, from the developer,
as the Education and Highways authority

Off-site affordable housing
contribution £262,578.60
Education £772,952.12
Travel Plan £12,000

b
the total amount of money under any planning obligations which was
received during the reported year;

£1,021,919.65

Off-site affordable housing
contribution £927,901.25
East West Link Road £74,018.40
Community Transport £10,000
Travel Plan £10,000

c
the total amount of money under any planning obligations which was
received before the reported year which has not been allocated by the
authority;

£1,171,953.43

d
summary details of any non-monetary contributions to be provided
under planning obligations which were entered into during the reported
year, including details of—

i
in relation to affordable housing, the total number of units which
will be provided;

206

06/2018/0711 - 25 Affordable Housing Units
06/2019/0135 – 10 Affordable Housing Units
06/2019/0565 – 77 Affordable Housing Units
06/2018/1356 – 9 Affordable Housing Units
06/2019/0169 – 66 Affordable Housing Units
06/2018/0597 – 18 Affordable Housing Units
06/2019/0868 – 1 Affordable Housing Unit (part of wider
planning permission under 06/2019/0135)

ii
in relation to educational facilities, the number of school places for
pupils which will be provided, and the category of school at which
they will be provided;

N/A

Lancashire County Council are responsible for requesting
and receiving funds for education provision.  Please refer
to their Infrastructure Funding Statement for information on
this.



S106 Obligations Report

Requirement Amount Comment

e
the total amount of money (received under any planning obligations)
which was allocated but not spent during the reported year for funding
infrastructure;

£3,541,212.32

f
the total amount of money (received under any planning obligations)
which was spent by the authority (including transferring it to another
person to spend);

£1,145,513.83

g
in relation to money (received under planning obligations) which was
allocated by the authority but not spent during the reported year,
summary details of the items of infrastructure on which the money has
been allocated, and the amount of money allocated to each item;

Please refer to Table 1 below

h
in relation to money (received under planning obligations) which was
spent by the authority during the reported year (including transferring it
to another person to spend), summary details of—

i
the items of infrastructure on which that money (received under
planning obligations) was spent, and the amount spent on each
item;

Please refer to Table 2 below

ii
the amount of money (received under planning obligations) spent
on repaying money borrowed, including any interest, with details of
the items of infrastructure which that money was used to provide
(wholly or in part);

£0

iii
the amount of money (received under planning obligations) spent
in respect of monitoring (including reporting under regulation 121A)
in relation to the delivery of planning obligations;

£0

i
the total amount of money (received under any planning obligations)
during any year which was retained at the end of the reported year,
and where any of the retained money has been allocated for the
purposes of longer-term maintenance (“commuted sums”), also identify
separately the total amount of commuted sums held.

£5,241,467.00

4
The matters which may be included in the section 106 report for each
reported year are—

a
summary details of any funding or provision of infrastructure which is to
be provided through a highway agreement under section 278 of the
Highways Act 1980 which was entered into during the reported year, N/A

Lancashire County Council are responsible for highways
agreements.  Please refer to their Infrastructure Funding
Statement for details in regards to highways.

b
summary details of any funding or provision of infrastructure under a
highway agreement which was provided during the reported year.

5
For the purposes of paragraph 3—

a
where the amount of money to be provided under any planning
obligations is not known, an authority must provide an estimate;

b
a non-monetary contribution includes any land or item of infrastructure
provided pursuant to a planning obligation;



S106 Obligations Report

Requirement Amount Comment

c
where the amount of money spent in respect of monitoring in relation to
delivery of planning obligations is not known, an authority must provide
an estimate.”

Table 1: Total amount of Section 106 contributions allocated but not spent within the reported year:-

Public
Art

Affordable
Housing

Alleygating Public
Transport

Public open
space

Allotments
maintenance

Community
Facilities

Highways Cycling
improvements

Ingol Heath
Centre

Lancaster
Canal
Towpath

£25,000 £525,930.
70

£13,335.94 £884,796.01 £106,140.98 £6,000 £105,892.16 £224,443.34 £663,608.15 £568,029.67 £418,035.37

Table 2: Total amount of Section 106 contributions spent by the authority (including transferring it to another person to spend) within the reported year, by category:-

Highways1 Travel Plan
monitoring1

Public
Transport1

Canal Towpath
Improvements1

Public open
space and
play space

Townscape
Heritage
Initiative

War
Memorial

Affordable
Housing

Cycling and
public access

£569,321.16 £73,698.87 £264,358.66 £15,058.46 £12,512.63 £6,548.12 £4,922.50 £186,569.30 £12,524.13

1 Contributions transferred to Lancashire County Council as Highways Authority. Please refer to their Infrastructure Funding Statement for actual spend.


