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A: Goosnargh Cottage, 826 Whittingham Lane and
land to the south/rear of Chingle Hall Cottage, 780-818
Whittingham Lane and Goosnargh Cottage, 826
Whittingham Lane. Setantii Holdings Ltd, appeal ref.
APP/N2345/W/20/3258890, LPA ref. 06/2018/0811.

B: Land south of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh.
Setantii Holdings Ltd, appeal ref.
APP/N2345/W/20/3258894, LPA ref. 06/2019/0311.

C: Land at Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane,
Goosnargh. Mr Wells, appeal ref.
APP/N2345/W/20/3258896, LPA ref. 06/2019/0773.

D: Land north east of Swainson Farm, Goosnargh
Lane, Goosnargh. Mr Wells, appeal ref.
APP/N2345/W/20/3258898, LPA ref. 06/2019/0772.

E: Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Goosnargh. Mr Gornall
and Community Gateway Association, appeal ref.
APP/N2345/W/20/3258912, LPA ref. 06/2018/0884.

F: Land at Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Preston.
Community Gateway Association, appeal ref.
APP/N2345/W/20/32573, LPA ref: 06/2019/0050.

G: Land north of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh.
Gladman Development Ltd, appeal ref.
APP/N2345/W/20/3267524, LPA ref. 06/2020/1136
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Summary Proof

Introduction

1.1. This Summary Proof of Evidence is submitted on behalf of the following appellants in

support of their respective appeals against Preston City Council’s refusal of the

respective applications.

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

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

Whittingham Lane. Setantii Holdings Ltd, appeal ref. APP/N2345/W/20/3258890, LPA

ref. 06/2018/0811.

Appeal B: Land south of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh. Setantii Holdings Ltd, appeal

ref. APP/N2345/W/20/3258894, LPA ref. 06/2019/0311.

Appeal C: Land at Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh. Mr Wells, appeal ref.

APP/N2345/W/20/3258896, LPA ref. 06/2019/0773.

Appeal D: Land north east of Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh. Mr Wells,

appeal ref. APP/N2345/W/20/3258898, LPA ref. 06/2019/0772.

Appeal E: Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Goosnargh. Mr Gornall and Community Gateway

Association, appeal ref. APP/N2345/W/20/3258912, LPA ref. 06/2018/0884.

Appeal F: Land at Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Preston. Community Gateway

Association, appeal ref. APP/N2345/W/20/32573, LPA ref: 06/2019/0050.

Appeal G: Land north of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh. Gladman Development Ltd,

appeal ref. APP/N2345/W/20/3267524, LPA ref. 06/2020/1136.

1.2. I am instructed by all the appellants to provide evidence on certain strategic planning

policy matters of common ground and instructed specifically by Setantii Holdings Ltd to

provide site specific policy evidence in relation to appeals A and B. This Proof relates to

the policy matters of common ground between the appellants.
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1.3. I am Alexis De Pol, Director at De Pol Associates Ltd – Chartered Town Planning

Consultants. I have a BA honours degree in Town Planning & Economic Development,

a diploma in Town & Country Planning and I am a corporate member of the Royal Town

Planning Institute. I have 22 years professional experience in the field of town planning

and have worked in both Local Authority and private practice.

1.4. I declare that the evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal in this

Proof of Evidence is true and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the

guidance of the Royal Town Planning Institute. I confirm that the opinions expressed are

my true and professional opinions. I understand my duty to the Inquiry and have

complied, and will continue to comply, with that duty.

1.5. This Proof of Evidence deals specifically with strategic planning policy matters which are

common ground between the appellants. In particular whether the Framework ¶11d

‘tilted balance’ is engaged and what weight should be given to Core Strategy (CS) policy

1 and Local Plan (LP) policy EN1 in the planning balance. The Evidence is submitted of

behalf of all the appellants. It does not consider site specific policy matters, nor does it

undertake an overall planning balance relating to whether the appeals should be

approved. These matters are addressed on a site-specific basis by the respective

appellants.

Background

1.6. With exception to appeal F, the appeal sites are located on the edge of

Goosnargh/Whittingham but outside the settlement boundary and within the open

countryside. Appeal site F is also located within the open countryside but located to the

west of the settlement of Longridge. The appeals are all seeking outline planning

permission for residential development.

1.7. The planning applications relating to appeal sites A and G were originally presented to

Planning Committee on 6 December 2018, at a time when the Council accepted that

there was not a five year housing land supply (5YHLS) and the ‘tilted balance’ was

engaged. In line with the positive officer recommendation the Committee resolution was

that both applications should be granted planning permission subject to conditions and

s.106 Agreement. Between January 2019 and November 2019 the Planning Committee

then resolved that the planning applications relating to appeal sites B, C, D, E and F

should also be approved.
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1.8. Notwithstanding these positive resolutions the applications were all presented back to

Committee for reconsideration on 13 February 2020, when the Council considered that

they could demonstrate a 5YHLS and that the tilted balance need not apply. The

Committee resolved that all the applications should be refused on the same ground

(RfR1). This reason for refusal was that the proposed developments were contrary to

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

allocated sites, within key service centres and other defined places. That they failed to

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

consequently would lead to the unplanned expansion of a rural village. Furthermore, the

developments are not the type of development deemed permissible in the open

countryside under LP policy EN1.

1.9. Appeals were lodged in relation to appeal sites A, B, C, D, E and F. The refusal of the

original application for appeal site G was not appealed. This application was resubmitted

and subsequently refused again January 2021 and it is this resubmitted application

which has been appealed. It has been agreed that these appeals should be considered

at a conjoined inquiry.

1.10. In December 2020 the Council submitted their SoC wherein they introduced a new

reason for refusal relating to cumulative impact (RfR2) with regards to appeals A, B, C,

D, E and G.

Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal

1.11. The Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal (City Deal) was entered into in

September 2013. It is an agreement between the Government and four local partners;

Preston City Council, South Ribble Borough Council, Lancashire County Council and

Lancashire Enterprise Partnership (Chorley BC are not part of the City Deal).

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

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

benefits and opportunities in Lancashire are offset by economic challenges which have

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

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

public money has already been secured to deliver key infrastructure identified as critical

to enabling the full development of significant housing and commercial development.

The City Deal, and the need for this critical infrastructure to deliver large-scale housing



Conjoined Appeals A to G: 3258890, 3258894, 3258896, 3258898, 3258912, 3257357, 3267524
Alexis De Pol – Strategic Policy Summary Proof of Evidence 4

development, has also been used to justify the compulsory purchase of private land. In

entering into the City Deal and justifying the release of significant public monies, Preston

and South Ribble committed to delivering a greater amount of housing than that required

by the adopted Core Strategy and delivering this over a shorter timeframe.

1.13. Mr Pycroft’s evidence demonstrates that the City Deal commitment to deliver 17,400

homes by 1st April 2024 is clearly not going to be met unless additional housing sites

come forward and are delivered.

Tilted Balance

1.14. It is common ground that appeals A, B, C, D, E and G conflict with CS policy 1 and LP

policy EN1, which are the policies referred to RfR11. There is no reference in RfR1, the

subsequent RfR2, the Council’s SoC or the SoCG to any other development plan policy

conflict. The exception is appeal F which has an additional site-specific RfR which is not

covered in this evidence.

1.15. The appellants’ starting position is that when establishing if there is a 5YHLS the housing

requirement should be based on CS policy 4. This evidence is provided by Mr Pycroft

and is supported by the recent Cardwell Farm appeal decision. On the basis that Mr

Pycroft’s evidence is preferred on this issue it is common ground that there is not a

deliverable 5YHLS. The tilted balance would therefore automatically be engaged under

the terms of Framework footnote 7.

1.16. The Council’s position is that CS policy 4 is out of date and that the standard method

Local Housing Need (LHN) is the appropriate figure to use. If that case is considered

correct it is common ground that there is a demonstrable 5YHLS and footnote 7 does

not apply. However, in this scenario it is the appellants’ position that the tilted balance

is still engaged as the most important policies for determining the appeals would be out

of date on other grounds.

1.17. It is common ground that the most important policies in this regard are CS policies 1 and

4 and LP policy EN1.

1.18. If it is concluded that LHN should be used to establish whether there is a 5YHLS then it

would follow that CS policy 4 is out of date. It is already the Council’s case that CS policy

4 is out of date.

1 The appellant for appeal F disputes conflict with CS policy 1.
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1.19. LP policy EN1 precludes development in the countryside other than in certain limited

and specific exceptions and as such is markedly more restrictive than the Framework’s

more flexible and balance approach. The policy is therefore inconsistent with the

Framework, rendering it out of date.

1.20. CS policy 1 is inextricably linked with CS policy 4 and was founded upon a ‘single

strategy’ to be applied across the whole of the Central Lancashire housing market area

(HMA) to provide for the needs of the whole area. It is to be applied in a consistent

manner across the HMA. The LHN will result in the ‘single strategy’ being fundamentally

undermined as it produces a radical redistribution of housing across the HMA when

compared to CS policy 4. As evident in the justification for their production of the

Memorandum of Understanding 2 (MoU2), the CL authorities were clearly of the view

that the distribution of housing across the HMA based on the LHN does not reflect the

actual needs and requirement of the HMA, with the resultant distribution of housing

being significantly at odds with the distribution of people, jobs and services. The

Council’s desire to redistribute the LHN requirement within the HMA, as attempted by

MoU2, can only be achieved through a future exercise of policy making, involving review

and a fresh exercise of redistribution. This is a clear indication that if CS policy 4 is out

of date, engaging the use of LHN, then CS policy 1 must also be out of date.

1.21. Furthermore, Annex 1 of the Central Lancashire Local Plan Issues & Options of

November 2019 demonstrates that Chorley Council will be reliant on housing land in

locations that conflict with the CS policy 1 strategy to meet the LHN. This is a further

indication that the LHN renders CS policy 1 out of date.

1.22. As CS policies 1 and 4 fed into the defining of settlement boundaries in the policy maps

produced in the subsequent part 2 Local Plans, these settlement boundaries would also

be out of date should CS policy 4 be deemed out of date.

1.23. The Council’s position is that CS policy 1 and the settlement boundaries in Preston are

not out of date as they do not unreasonably constrain the ability of Preston to

accommodate its LHN calculated by way of the standard methodology. However, the

Council’s case requires that CS policy 1 is considered by each authority in isolation,

which is at odds with how the policy was formulated and envisaged would operate. The

Council’s approach cannot be correct. CS policy 1 is founded upon a single strategy

applied across the whole of the Central Lancashire HMA to provide for the needs of the

whole area and in a consistent manner across the HMA. An assessment of whether the
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policy is out of date must therefore consider the wider consequences of applying the

LHN for the Central Lancashire HMA, rather than focussing solely on Preston.

1.24. Consequently, if it is concluded that there is a 5YHLS on the basis that the LHN is to be

used then it is common ground that CS policy 4 would be out of date. For reasons set

out above, if CS policy 4 is out of date then CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1 would also

be out of date. Policy EN1 is also considered inconsistent with the Framework, rendering

it out of date in any event. In this scenario all three of the most important policies would

be out of date meaning the tilted balance is engaged.

Weight to be Attributed to Policies 1 and EN1

1.25. Irrespective of whether the planning balance is undertaken in the arena of the flat or

tilted balance the conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1 is still a matter of relevance.

1.26. When the appeal applications were first considered by the Council’s Planning

Committee and received resolutions to grant approval, this was on the basis that the

tilted balance was engaged. The respective officer reports stated that as the tilted

balance was engaged CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1 only had limited weight.

1.27. Even if it is considered that CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1 are up to date for the purposes

of Framework ¶11d and the titled balance is not engaged, there are factors which still

temper the weight to be given to these policies in the planning balance.

1.28. The Council’s housing supply is dependent upon primarily greenfield housing land

coming forward. Furthermore, whilst the growth of the rural villages was not part of the

CS policy 1 strategy, the concept of growth at these villages has been found sustainable

by the Council and appeal Inspectors. The growth of these villages is also now

established by virtue of the planning permissions granted. This is also the case for

development within designated open countryside on the edge of settlements in conflict

with LP policy EN1. Indeed, the Council continue to grant planning permissions for

development in breach of these two policies.

1.29. This affects the currency of the policies when considering what weight to give to them in

the planning balance.

1.30. The Council look to draw comfort from the fact that the LHN is lower than the CS policy

4 requirement and that on this basis they have a 13.6 year housing land supply.
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1.31. However, up until the now abandoned MoU2 the Council were basing their 5YHLS on

CS policy 4 and were clearly accepting that CS policy 1, LP policy EN1 and the

settlement boundaries were out of date as they were curtailing the ability to meet the

housing requirement. Whilst the Council may consider CS policy 4 to now be out of date,

the City Deal commitments and the stark affordable housing need remain. Moreover,

the Central Lancashire Authorities are clear that they consider the LHN for the individual

authorities to be significantly at odds with the distribution of people, jobs and services

within Central Lancashire and that it would have significant implications on Preston in

terms of meeting the City Deal commitments. This undermines the Council’s reliance on

a 13.6 year HLS based on LHN to suggest that significant weight should be given to the

CS policy 1 strategy and settlement boundaries.

1.32. There is also a ‘one-way consideration’ for 5YHLS and the fact that a Council can

demonstrate more than a 5YHLS does not increase the weight to be attached to policies.

1.33. In conclusion, my starting position is that the most important policies for the

determination of the appeals are out of date and the tilted balance is engaged.

1.34. Furthermore, even if the most important policies are not considered to be out of date for

the purposes of Framework ¶11d, the currency of CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1 is

nevertheless affected for the reasons set out in my evidence and this tempers the weight

to be given to the conflict with the policies even in the flat balance.




