
Emery Planning

1-4 South Park Court, Hobson Street

Macclesfield, SK11 8BS

Tel: 01625 433 881

www.emeryplanning.com

Summary Proof of Evidence of

Ben Pycroft BA(Hons), Dip TP,

MRTPI in relation to housing land

supply

Appeals at

Goosnargh Cottage, 826 Whittingham Lane and on land to the south & rear of

Chingle Hall Cottage and Nos. 780-818 Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh (Appeal

A), Land to the south of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh (Appeal B), Land at

Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh (Appeal C), Land to the north-east

of Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh (Appeal D), Land at Bushells

Farm, Mill Lane, Goosnargh (Appeal E), Land to the north of Old Rib Farm, 55

Halfpenny Lane, Longridge (Appeal F) and land at Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh

(Appeal G).

for Setantii Holdings Limited (Appeals A & B); Michael Wells (Appeals C & D); Mr

Gornall & Community Gateway Association (Appeal E), Community Gateway

Association (Appeal F) and Gladman Developments Ltd (Appeal G)

PINS refs: APP/N2345/W/20/3258890 & 3258894, APP/N2345/W/20/3258896 &

3258898, APP/N2345/W/20/3258912, APP/N2345/W/20/3257357 and

APP/N2345/W/21/3267524



Project : 19-091

PINS refs : 3258890 & 3258894,

3258896 & 3258898,

3258912, 3257357 and

3267524

Appellants : Setantii Holdings Limited

(Appeals A & B);

Michael Wells (Appeals

C & D); Mr Gornall &

Community Gateway

Association (Appeal E),

Community Gateway

Association (Appeal F)

and Gladman

Developments Ltd

(Appeal G)

Date : 23 March 2021

Author : Ben Pycroft

This report has been prepared for the

client by Emery Planning with all

reasonable skill, care and diligence.

No part of this document may be

reproduced without the prior written

approval of Emery Planning.

Emery Planning Partnership Limited

trading as Emery Planning.



Contents:

1. Introduction 1

2. Preston’s Five Year Housing Land Supply 3



Summary Proof of Evidence of Ben Pycroft BA(Hons), Dip TP, MRTPI in relation to housing land supply

3258890 & 3258894, 3258896 & 3258898, 3258912, 3257357 and 3267524

23 March 2021

1

1. Introduction

1.1 This summary and my main proof of evidence are submitted on behalf of Setantii Holdings Limited

(Appeals A & B); Michael Wells (Appeals C & D); Mr Gornall & Community Gateway Association

(Appeal E), Community Gateway Association (Appeal F) and Gladman Developments Ltd

(Appeal G) (i.e. the Appellants) in support of their appeals against the decisions of Preston City

Council to refuse to grant planning permission for the following:

• Appeal A – Outline planning permission with all matters reserved except for access for

up to 65 dwellings at Goosnargh Cottage, 826 Whittingham Lane and on land to the

south & rear of Chingle Hall Cottage and Nos. 780-818 Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh;

• Appeal B - Outline planning permission with all matters reserved except for access for

up to 80 dwellings and car parking for Goosnargh Methodist Church at Land to the

south of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh;

• Appeal C – Outline planning permission with all matters reserved except for access for

up to 40 dwellings at Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh;

• Appeal D – Outline planning permission with all matters reserved except for access for

up to 87 dwellings at land to the north-east of Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane,

Goosnargh;

• Appeal E – Outline planning permission with all matters reserved except for access for

up to 140 dwellings at land at Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Goosnargh;

• Appeal F – Outline planning permission with all matters reserved except for access for

up to 45 dwellings at land to the north of Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Longridge;

and

• Appeal G – Outline planning permission for the erection of up to 145 dwellings with

public open space, landscaping, and sustainable urban drainage system (SUDS) and

vehicular access from Whittingham Lane at land at Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh.

1.2 This summary and my main proof of evidence specifically addresses matters relating to housing

land supply. They should be read alongside the proofs of evidence prepared by Mr Stacey, which

deals with affordable housing and Mr De Pol who deals with matters of policy interpretation and

the application of a tilted balance on behalf of each and all of the Appellants. The individual

Appellants also rely on the evidence of Mrs Leggett, Mr De Pol, Mr Hughes, Mr Hellawell and Mr

Carvel, which deal with all other planning matters and specifically the planning balance in

relation to the individual appeals.
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Qualifications

1.3 I am Benjamin Michael Pycroft. I have a B.A. (Hons) and postgraduate diploma in Town Planning

from the University of Newcastle-upon-Tyne and am a member of the Royal Town Planning

Institute. I am a Director of Emery Planning, based in Macclesfield, Cheshire.

1.4 I have extensive experience in dealing with housing supply matters and have prepared and

presented evidence relating to five year housing land supply calculations at several Local Plan

examinations and public inquiries across the country.

1.5 I recently prepared and presented evidence on housing land supply matters at a public inquiry

into an appeal made by Wainhomes against another decision also of Preston Council to refuse

to grant outline planning permission for up to 151 no. dwellings at Cardwell Farm, Garstang Road,

Barton (PINS ref: 3258889).

1.6 The inquiry for that appeal took place on 9th to 12th February 2021. The decision was published on

9th March 20211. In allowing the appeal, the Inspector concluded that the Council’s five year

housing land supply should be measured against its adopted housing requirement (paragraph

40) and therefore the Council could not demonstrate a deliverable five year housing land supply

(paragraph 42). I understand that submissions will be made on behalf of each of the Appellants

in respect of the legal significance of this appeal decision whether or not it may be subject to

legal challenge.

1.7 I set out in my proof of evidence the significance of the reasoning from my perspective as a

planning expert. Given that this appeal decision (“Cardwell Farm AD”) accepted my evidence

in preference to that of the Council it is no surprise that I agree with the Inspector’s planning

judgment on the key issues which overlap with those in the present appeals.

1.8 I understand my duty to the inquiry and have complied, and will continue to comply, with that

duty. I confirm that this evidence identifies all facts which I regard as being relevant to the opinion

that I have expressed and that the Inquiry's attention has been drawn to any matter which would

affect the validity of that opinion. I believe that the facts stated within this proof are true and that

the opinions expressed are correct and comprise my true professional opinions which are

expressed irrespective of by whom I am instructed.

1 Core document HB23
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1.9 I provide this summary, my main proof of evidence and set of appendices. I also refer to several

core documents and the statement of common ground in relation to five year housing land

supply.

2. Preston’s Five Year Housing Land Supply

2.1 The relevant key issue between the two parties in relation to five year housing land supply is the

figure which the supply should be measured against.

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

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

considerations indicate otherwise. The National Planning Policy Framework (“the Framework”) is

a material consideration. In this case, the Council seeks to measure its five year housing land

supply against the local housing need using the standard method rather than the plan-led

housing requirement set out in the adopted development plan.

2.3 Paragraph 73 of the Framework states:

“Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of

specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of

housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies

or against their local housing need where the strategic policies are more than

five years old.”

2.4 Footnote 37 of the Framework explains that unless the housing requirement set out in the strategic

policy has been “reviewed and found not to require updating”, local housing need will be used

for assessing whether a five year supply of specific deliverable sites exists using the standard

method set out in the PPG once the strategic policy is more than five years old.

2.5 The housing requirement for Preston is 507 dwellings per annum as set out in Policy 4 of the Central

Lancashire Core Strategy. The Core Strategy is more than 5 years old. However, it is common

ground that the housing requirement set out within Policy 4 was reviewed in 2017 when the

Central Lancashire authorities commissioned the production of a Strategic Housing Market

Assessment (SHMA), which concluded that the housing requirement would meet the identified

housing need and then signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU1 also referred to as
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JMU1) which agreed that the housing requirement figures should continue to be applied prior to

or pending adoption of a replacement local plan2.

2.6 As I understand it, the Council’s case is now that there have been significant changes since the

2017 review, which render Policy 4 out of date.

2.7 Paragraph 73 and footnote 37 of the Framework are clear. Once there has been a review for the

purposes of footnote 37, the adopted housing requirement should be used for calculating five

year housing land supply, as is the case for plans which are less than five years old. There is no

requirement to go on and consider whether there has been a significant change in

circumstances as put forward by the Council. Even if it is appropriate, that is an issue for plan-

making not the calculation of a five year housing land supply.

2.8 Notwithstanding this, even if it were relevant to five year housing land supply calculations, none

of the events and arguments, which I understand are likely to be put forward by the Council

amount to a significant change in circumstances for changing the way five year housing land

supply should be calculated for the purposes of the present appeals:

• The introduction of the revised Framework and the standard method for calculating

local housing need – The publication of the revised Framework and the introduction of

a standard method for calculating local housing need itself cannot be a reason for

departing from using the Policy 4 figures because paragraph 73 and footnote 37 of the

Framework were introduced at the same time as the standard method was introduced

and confirm that the Council should not depart from continuing to use its plan-led

housing figure as it has been reviewed and found to not require updating;

• MOU1 was “time-limited” – MOU1 was the outcome of the review and not the review

itself. Paragraph 7.1 of MOU1 does not state that MOU1 would expire after 3 years (if a

new Local Plan has not been adopted by then), it simply states that it would be

reviewed. Nevertheless, the fact that MOU1 was prepared before the 2018 Framework

means that it was not considering whether it was a footnote 37 review and how long

such a review might last. The fact that the Council now agrees that there has been a

review for the purposes of footnote 37 means that it is for the Framework to advise on

the consequences of such a review and any period in which that review would be

effective, not MOU1.

• The evidence underpinning the RSS and Policy 4 dates back to 2003 – Whilst I accept

that the Policy 4 housing requirement figures were based on the defunct North West

Regional Spatial Strategy, which had a baseline date of 2003, the 2017 review

considered up to date evidence. This included the SHMA which considered the 2014-

based household projections and found that the housing requirement figures remained

2 Please see paragraph 2.4 of the Statement of Common Ground on Housing Land Supply
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up to date. Indeed, the fact that the evidence base underpinning the RSS / Policy 4

dated back to 2003 triggered the 2017 review.

• There has been a “review of the review” through the Central Lancashire Housing Study

and MOU2 - the process of preparing the Central Lancashire Housing Study and

entering into a revised MOU was not a review of Policy 4. It proceeded on the

erroneous basis that there had not been a review of Policy 4 in 2017. It did not assess

housing need as the SHMA did and was simply an attempt to redistribute the local

housing need using the standard method between the three authorities. That is clear

when considering the reasons why the Housing Study was commissioned. Furthermore,

the Council has withdrawn from MOU2 and is committed to not rely on it for decision-

taking.

• The Pear Tree Lane (Chorley) decision concluded that the five year housing land

supply should be calculated against local housing need - It is relevant that neither

party at that appeal advanced a case which stated that the housing requirements in

Policy 4 had been reviewed for the purposes of footnote 37 of the Framework. This is

not surprising because the Pear Tree Lane inquiry took place between the publication

of the Chain House Lane appeal decision and the judgment. Instead, both parties

agreed that local housing need calculated using the standard method should be used

but the issue was whether that figure could be redistributed between the three

authorities in advance of a new Local Plan.

2.9 In the Cardwell Farm appeal decision (AD)3, Inspector Dakeyne considered all the events and

arguments put forward by the Council now in its statement of case and came to the clear

conclusion that the only review for the purposes of footnote 37 was that which took place in 2017.

The five year housing land supply should therefore be measured against the plan-led adopted

housing requirement as set out in Policy 4 of the Core Strategy as it was within the very recent

appeal decision in this Local Plan area with the identical issue relevant to this proof of evidence

and because there is no good reason not to take a consistent decision with that of the Cardwell

Farm AD.

2.10 Against the adopted housing requirement plus backlog and a 5% buffer, the Council cannot

demonstrate a deliverable five year housing land supply as set out in the following table.

3 Core document HB23
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Table 2.1 – Preston City Council’s Five Year Housing Land Supply at 1st October 2020

Requirement

A Annual requirement 507

B Past shortfall at 30th September 2020 910

C Amount of past shortfall to be addressed in the five year period 910

D Total five year requirement (A X 5 + C) 3,445

E Requirement plus 5% buffer (D + 5%) 3,617

F Annual requirement plus buffer (E / 5 years) 723

Supply

G Five year supply 1st April 2019 to 31st March 2024 3,581

H Years supply (G / F) 4.95

2.11 The implication of this is addressed by Mr De Pol, Mrs Leggett, Mr Hughes, Mr Hellawell and Mr

Carvel.


