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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. My name is Alexis De Pol and I have prepared this Rebuttal Proof of Evidence in 

response to certain specific matters raised by Mr Blackburn in so far as they relate to 

my evidence on strategic planning policy. It does not intend to highlight all matters of 

dispute between Mr Blackburn and myself, nor repeat evidence already provided in my 

main Proof.  

 

1.2. I declare that the evidence which I have prepared and provided for this appeal in this 

Rebuttal Proof 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.  

 

 

2. Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal 
 

 

2.1. In ¶3.68 Mr Blackburn states that for Preston the major infrastructure scheme to unlock 

growth potential is the Preston Western Distributor (PWD). The City Deal is not just 

about unlocking growth at the North West Preston strategic location and ¶4.9 of my 

main proof highlights that the City Deal also funded the Broughton Bypass. To avoid 

any confusion on this matter the Inspector’s report to the SoS for Transport relating to 

the CPO / SRO, dated 9 June 2015, has been added to the Core Document List [CD 

HA55].  
 

2.2. Chapter 3 of the Inspector’s report summarises the case for Lancashire County 

Council, wherein ¶3.3 states (my emphasis):   
 

“The Bypass proposal was justified by the level of existing and forecast traffic 

flows through the villages and to enable strategic growth at 

Goosnargh/Whittingham.” 

 

2.3. ¶3.5 states that “Support and certainty of finance has come from the inclusion of the 

scheme as a critical road infrastructure project to assist delivery of development and 

economic growth under the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal signed 

with Central Government in 2013.”   
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2.4. In the section relating to benefits, under the heading ‘Growth and development’ ¶3.35 

and 3.36 summarises LCC’s case as follows (my emphasis): 

 

“The Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal identifies the Bypass as a 
major road scheme that will unlock over 1,400 new homes, as well as enabling full 
development of new and future employment sites in East Preston creating over 
5,000 new jobs37.  
 
A significant contribution to the new housing development expected to be delivered 
through the City Deal will be 1,500 residential units proposed on sites at 
Whittingham Hospital, Longridge, North West Preston and Barton. The increasing 
certainty of the delivery of the Bypass scheme was a material factor in permission 
being granted on appeal for the Higher Whittingham and Longridge sites. In 
addition, both Ribble Valley Borough Council and Wyre Borough Council have 
plans for significant development at the key service centres of Longridge and 
Garstang respectively38.” 

 

 

3. Titled Balance 
 

3.1. In ¶6.30 Mr Blackburn accepts that when the LHN is broadened across the Central 

Lancashire HMA there is a significant re-distribution impact, but states that it does not 

follow that the spatial strategy in CS policy 1 is undermined. In support of this Mr 

Blackburn lists a number of points, some of which rely on evidence by Mr Ireland and 

Mr Boyd to the recent Chain House Lane Public Inquiry in South Ribble.  

 

3.2. Mr Blackburn’s point (ii) is that the LHN figure aggregated across the Central 

Lancashire HMA is significantly reduced from the CS policy 4 housing requirement 

figure and that there is no requirement for the release of greenfield land, the 

development of which is not in accordance with the Development Plan overall. His point 

(v) (d) uses analysis produced by Mr Boyd to state that the extent of shortfall in Chorley 

can be accommodated on land within the borough where there is potential capacity 

identified for almost 4,000 new houses (set against the current deficit of 1,324 new 

houses).  Mr Blackburn confirms that this ‘analysis’ comprises ¶7.7 to ¶7.14 and Table 

7.3 of Mr Boyd’s evidence to the Chain House Lane inquiry [CD HA30].  

 

3.3. This section of Mr Boyd’s Proof also refers to his Appendix A9 and suggests that 

Chorley has capacity for 3,940 dwellings which is made up of: 
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• 3,761 dwellings from the Chorley CLLP I&O Annex 1 sites. Whilst this Annex 1 

only refers to site area in hectares Mr Boyd has used the assumptions in the 

SHELA to identify a likely housing capacity for each site; and 

 

• 180 dwellings at the Pear Tree Farm site which was granted on appeal and which 

is referred to in the evidence at this inquiry, although the site is already within 

Annex 1. 

 
3.4. As highlighted in Fig 2 on page 29 of my main Proof the CLLP Annex 1 sites result in 

almost 80% of the proposed housing land being located at the lower order settlements, 

despite Chorley Town and Buckshaw Village being identified in CS policy 1 as the 

location where development should be concentrated. Moreover, it directs housing 

development to category f) settlements in a manner which conflicts specifically with CS 

policy 1f). My Fig 2 is based on land area as that reflects the Annex 1 information, but 

at Appendix 1 to this rebuttal Proof I have amended Mr Boyd’s table (his Appendix A9) 

to add the actual settlement so that it can be seen where these sites are located with 

regards to the CS policy 1 strategy. I have also highlighted where Mr Boyd has missed 

an Annex 1 site, meaning the actual potential capacity is 4,019 dwellings.  

 

3.5. Below is an update of Fig 2 in my main proof which includes Mr Boyd’s housing capacity 

and addresses a couple of errors highlighted in my rebuttal Appendix 1.  

 

 

CS policy 1 hierarchy Sites totals by settlements Total Capacity 

Key Service Centres  Chorley Town: 40.31 ha (mixed use), 811 
dwellings 

40.31 ha  
(mixed use)  

811 

Buckshaw Village 
Strategic Site 

no sites identified 0 0 

Urban Local Service 
Centres 

Whittle-le-Woods: 43.05 ha, 779 houses 
Clayton-le-Woods: 21.83 ha (mixed 
use), 396 houses  
Adlington:18.3 ha, 448 houses 
Coppull: 22.06 ha, 450 houses  
Euxton: 14.03 ha, 249 houses 

118.75 ha  
(includes 21.83 ha 
mixed use site) 

2,322 

Rural Local Service 
Centres 

Eccleston: 7.14 ha, 160 dwellings 7.14 ha 160 

Category f) locations Croston: 11.23 ha, 258 houses 
Mawdesley: 4.54 ha, 127 houses 
Charnock Richard: 3.43 ha, 96 houses 
Gregson Lane: 2.91 ha, 82 houses 
Anderton: 2.49 ha, 70 houses 
Wheelton: 1.71 ha, 48 houses 
Bretherton: 1.15 ha, 33 houses  
Brinscall: 0.4 ha, 12 houses 

27.86 ha 726 

  194.49 ha 4,019 
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3.6. When Mr Boyd’s potential capacity is taken into account these also show almost 80% 

of houses being directed to the lower order settlements, i.e. outside Chorley Town and 

the strategic site where CS policy 1 looks to concentrate development. It also shows 

that almost as many houses are being directed to the CS policy 1f) settlements as to 

Chorley Town itself.  

 

3.7. Consequently, Mr Blackburn is reliant on evidence which actually demonstrates that 

Chorley BC cannot deliver their LHN without directing development in a manner which 

is contrary to the CS policy 1 strategy and that they are directing development to 

category f) settlements in a manner which is in direct conflict with the policy.  

 

3.8. Furthermore, most of the Annex 1 sites comprise greenfield land and around 41% of 

the Annex 1 sites comprise safeguarded land which is not within the settlement 

boundaries defined on the Chorley LP policies map. As such Mr Blackburn is also 

incorrect in suggesting that the HMA does not need greenfield land outside settlement 

boundaries to meet the LHN. 

 

3.9. Ultimately the analysis of Mr Boyd, on which Mr Blackburn relies, supports my case 

that CS policy 1 is out of date. 

 

3.10. Furthermore, as Mr Blackburn looks to rely on the proofs of Mr Ireland and Mr Boyd in 

their evidence to the Chain House Lane appeal inquiry it is relevant to note that Mr 

Ireland, who was acting on behalf of South Ribble, accepted in his evidence that 

safeguarded land policy G3 is out of date for the purposes of Framework ¶11d) and 

that the tilted balance is consequently engaged. This is set out in ¶1.17 of his Proof 

[CD HA25] where Mr Ireland states: 

 

“Policy 4 is out-of-date because of a materially different distribution of housing 

provision across Central Lancashire. I find that Policy G3 is technically out-of-date 

on this basis because it is theoretically possible that, as a result of a different 

distribution of housing across South Ribble and the HMA, a different conclusion 

might be reached as to the need for safeguarded land.” 

 

3.11. This is also in the SoCG for that appeal, which states that: 

 

“If LHN is used, the tilted planning balance is engaged as Policy G3 should be 

regarded as out-of-date having regard to the difference in the distribution of 
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housing arising from this across the three Central Lancashire authorities 

compared to that in Core Strategy Policy 4(a)” 

 

3.12. This supports my case that if CS policies 1 and 4 are out of date then the LP settlement 

boundaries and policy EN1 is out of date, especially as Mr Blackburn states in his ¶6.39 

that policy EN1 “serves to assist the spatial strategy for growth by limiting development 

within the open countryside to that permissible in part f) of CS policy 1”. 

 

 

4. Material Considerations 
 

Weight to give to benefits 

4.1. In ¶3.70 CB states: 

 

“In the context of the strong, and sustained, housing delivery performance in Preston 

since the start of the City Deal (evident in the Council’s published housing land 

position statements23) along with the vast amounts of allocated land for housing 

growth in the Development Plan (which continue to be more than capable of 

delivering City Deal growth aspirations), it is my firm view that there would be no 

justification to deviate from plan-led housing growth.” 

 

4.2. In ¶3.71 CB goes on to state: 

 

“Additionally, whilst housing delivery in Preston is clearly strong, I attribute limited 

weight to the City Deal in the determination of these appeals ……..”  

 

4.3. In this context I wish to draw attention to a planning application which is due to be 

presented to Planning Committee on the 1st April 2021 where the officer report (OR) 

was not available until after the exchange of these appeal Proofs. This OR is of 

relevance in so far as it shows a stark difference between the recommendation in the 

report and the above position being advanced by Mr Blackburn at this appeal inquiry. 

 

4.4. By way of background, the application in question relates to 45.1ha of greenfield 

agricultural land at Bartle, within the area of designated countryside to the north west 

of the allocated NW Strategic Location. Below is an extract of the LP policies map with 

the approximate boundary of the application site shown edged in red. The application 

itself (ref. 06/2020/0888) comprises a hybrid application seeking full permission for a 
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new roundabout junction between the Preston Western Distributor Road (PWDR) and 

the motorway, together with outline approval for two options. Option 1) being 1,100 

dwellings and option 2) being 1,045 dwellings (5% reduction) with land for a primary 

school and 0.2ha of land for small scale local facilities (no confirmation as to what these 

would be or how / when they would be secured). Both options would provide a policy 

compliant amount of affordable housing, but the OR refers to an option for this to be in 

the form of a financial contribution towards off-site provision. Both options are 

recommended for approval. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Extract of Preston LP policies map with application red edge  

 

4.5. The OR is contained in CD HB34 whilst the illustrative masterplan is contained in CD 

35, which shows that most of the housing is to be located to the east of the PWDR, 

meaning the majority of the development is actually separated from the NW Preston 

strategic allocation by the PWDR.  

 

4.6. The OR confirms that the application conflicts with CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1, 

being sited outside the designated NW Preston strategic location, as defined in the 

Preston Local Plan, and within the designated open countryside.   

 

4.7. When listing the public benefits to justify the harm to the setting of a Listed Building the 

OR states (my emphasis): 

 

approved local centre at 

land north of Eastway 
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“Delivering housing in this urban fringe location would to support the 

Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of new homes, set out 

in paragraph 50 the Framework”.  

 

4.8. In the conclusions section the OR states (my emphasis):  

 

“…whilst the Council can demonstrate a 13.6 year housing land supply using the 

standard method and so the titled balance is not engaged….. Whilst this is the 

Council’s starting point to determine the number of homes needed within the 

district, in order to support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting 

the supply of new homes, set out in paragraph 50 of the Framework, and the 

Council’s commitments under City Deal, it is considered there would be 

considerable merit in approving this proposal for new housing in this urban fringe 

location, which can be considered as a sustainable urban extension to Preston 

and would not be harmful to the role, function, purpose and appearance of the 

open countryside in this part of Preston. Furthermore the application would 

deliver in the region of 200 no. dwellings in the early phase of development, which 

alone could essentially contribute to almost a years’ supply against current local 

housing need figure of 250 dwellings. These material considerations can be given 

significant weight in the planning balance……”  

 

4.9. The OR goes on in the conclusion section to refer to 200 dwellings coming forward in 

the first phase and this making “a significant contribution to the Council’s five year 

housing land supply.” It also makes similar comments in the Environmental Statement. 

 

4.10. This OR recommendation is therefore reflective of the appellants’ case with regards to 

the contribution towards increasing the housing supply being a benefit of significant 

weight in the planning balance. Moreover, it entirely conflicts the position being taken 

by Mr Blackburn at this appeal. 

 

4.11. The conflict between this OR recommendation and the Council’s evidence at this 

appeal in terms of the weight to be given to benefits is not restricted to this matter. For 

example, the OR identifies additional benefits being the provision of affordable housing 

(policy compliant), and financial contributions towards public transport, sport provision 

and education, together with land reserved for a school site within the application site 

(only applicable in option 2). The OR then states “These benefits can be given 

moderate beneficial weight”, which differs to the weight being given by the Council 
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witnesses to these same benefits at these appeals. It is also noted that these are the 

only other benefits identified in the Bartle OR other than the roundabout. 

 

Justification for Settlement Extensions 

4.12. Mr Blackburn states in ¶6.29 of his Proof that as the spatial strategy can more than 

accommodate the level of housing growth intended, policies of the Development Plan 

which seek to protect areas from development, such as policy EN1 relating to the open 

countryside also remain relevant, up to date and sound. Mr Blackburn then states that: 

 

“Logic suggests that given open countryside in Preston is the obverse of 

settlement boundaries, in the same was as there is no justification to expand 

settlements there is no justification to contract the area of open countryside.”   

 

4.13. In ¶6.44 Mr Blackburn concludes that as the LHN figure is significantly lower than the 

Development Plan housing requirement figure the spatial strategy for growth and the 

accompanying protective policies remain valid and up to date and as such: 

 

“There is no obvious need to revisit village and settlement boundaries, or the extent 

of open countryside in these circumstances.” 

 

4.14. In ¶8.12 Mr Blackburn states: 

 

“Paragraph 8 of the Framework is clear, in that the need to promote sustainable 

development involves bringing forward the right type of development in the right 

place, with accessible services whilst protecting and enhancing the natural 

environment and making effective use of land. Approving developments which 

are at odds with an up-to-date spatial strategy for growth, whilst the Council can 

demonstrate a 13.6 year supply of deliverable housing land would fail to meet the 

overarching objectives of sustainable development enshrined in national policy, 

in a scenario where the “tilted balance” is engaged.”  

 

4.15. I have assumed there is a typo in this paragraph and Mr Blackburn meant to state 

where the titled balance is not engaged. 

 

4.16. Again I draw attention to the OR for the Bartle application. The fact remains that the 

Bartle application is just the latest example of a settlement extension onto designated 
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countryside in conflict with CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1 being supported by Council 

officers despite having a 5YHLS based on LHN.  

 

4.17. In this respect the OR conclusion in section 3.8 confirms conflict with CS policy 1 and 

LP policy EN1, it refers to there being a 13.6 year housing supply and states that the 

most important policies for the determination of the application are up to date, thereby 

not engaging the tilted balance. It states that CS policy 1 and LP policy EN1 should be 

given significant weight and that these “indicate that the proposed development should 

be refused”. The OR highlights less than substantial harm to the Listed Building and 

some environmental harm identified in the Environmental Statement, which it states 

add greater weight to the reasons why the application should be refused. However, it 

recommends that there are material considerations “that weigh heavily in favour of the 

application” and these are identified as comprising: 

 

a) The site representing a sustainable urban extension by virtue of being located 

adjacent to the NW Preston strategic location and it not harming the role, function, 

purpose and appearance of the open countryside in this part of Preston. The OR 

refers to the PWDR, due to open in spring 2023, fundamentally changing the 

character of the open countryside in this area. I do not propose to assess whether 

this is the case at Bartle, but applying the same logic, if it is considered that the 

appeal developments do not harm the role, function, purpose and appearance of 

the open countryside and comprise sustainable development then this material 

consideration equally applies to the appeal proposals. 

 

b) The 13.6 year housing supply based on the LHN being the starting point to 

determine the number of homes needed within the district and given Framework 

¶50 and the City Deal commitments, the contribution towards new housing has 

considerable merit (this is covered previously). This also clearly applies to the 

appeal proposals.  

 

c) The aforementioned benefits to affordable housing (policy compliant), financial 

contributions towards public transport, sports provision and education, together 

with a school site within the application site. The appeal proposals also provide 

affordable housing and financial contributions towards public transport and 

education, with there already being a school site reserved on the Whittingham 

Hospital development. There is already sports provision at the settlement and 

there has been no request for contributions in this regard.    
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d) Granting permission for the roundabout before the end of April 2021 will 

synchronise the delivery of the roundabout as part of the on-going PWDR 

construction. It is unclear why this justifies an urban extension of 1,100 dwellings.  

 

4.18. The OR concludes that these material considerations attract significant weight in the 

flat planning balance and they outweigh the conflict with the development plan and 

other harm. 

 

4.19. Contrary to the assertions of Mr Blackburn at this appeal, the Bartle OR demonstrates 

that the Council do consider sustainable settlement extensions onto the open 

countryside to be justifiable based on the same types of benefits applicable to the 

appeal proposals, even in a flat balance with a LHN housing supply of 13.6 years.  

 

4.20. Consequently, if the appellants’ case at this appeal is preferred with regards to whether 

the appeal proposals comprise sustainable development then the Bartle OR supports 

the appellants’ case that there are material considerations which outweigh conflict with 

the development plan. 

 

Sustainability 

4.21. The main Proofs submitted by the appellants already set out why the appeal proposals 

comprise sustainable development and it is not the intention of this rebuttal proof to re-

run this case. However, it is noted that Mr Blackburn in ¶8.12 specifically refers to 

sustainable development having accessible services. It is relevant to note that the 

Bartle application, which is clearly considered to be sufficiently accessible to comprise 

a sustainable settlement extension, is not adjacent to the existing urban area of Preston 

but adjacent to the NW Preston strategic location. Moreover, the Transport 

Assessment submitted with the application [CD HB36] confirms that the only existing 

local amenities within walking distance of the site are a hotel, a public house and a 

garage (¶4.7). Whilst Option 2 refers to some local facilities being included this is not 

guaranteed. Moreover, as the Council are recommending that both options are 

approved they clearly consider the site accessible regardless of the provision of local 

facilities.  

 

4.22. The Transport Statement refers to a local centre being included within the NW Preston 

Strategic Location, but the masterplan is only illustrative in this regard and there is no 

guarantee that there will be a local centre within reasonable walking distance of the 

site. This is especially the case given that planning permission has  been granted for a 
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main local centre at the opposite end of the strategic location to the Bartle site (Land 

north of Eastway - see previous plan). The Transport Assessment also confirms that 

parts of the site are 1km from the existing bus stops and that the current bus service 

comprises just 1 service an hour.     

 

4.23. I refer to the evidence already submitted by the appellants to this inquiry and the SoCG 

to show that the appeal sites are within walking distance of a number of existing 

services and facilities and are within walking distance of bus stops where there are 

already more frequent bus services (2 services an hour). The Bartle application may 

be on the edge of the NW Preston strategic location but based on the above the appeal 

proposals are at the very least as accessible. 

 

4.24. Ultimately, the manner in which the Council have considered the Bartle application is 

different to their approach with the appeal sites in so far as with Bartle the Council have 

clearly factored the limited harm to the countryside and the sustainability of the 

development into the balancing exercise, which isn’t the case with the appeal sites. 

With the appeal sites the Council’s position is much more restrictive whereby they 

consider sustainability to be a neutral factor and do not consider the actual harm when 

assessing the conflict with LP policy EN1. In the Bartle OR they also give greater weight 

to the same benefits as material considerations than they do at this appeal.   
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APPENDIX 1 

Central Lancashire Local Plan Chorley Annex 1 sites 

 



Annex 1 site current potential settlement CS policy 1 Comments

SHELAA Address area status capacity

Reference

19C227x North of Bon's Lane (BNE3.3) Adlington 3.95 safeguarded 111 Adlington ULC

19C228x Land SE of Belmont Road (BNE3.11) 4.47 safeguarded 125 Adlington ULC

19C229x Harrison's Farm (BN E3.2) Adlington 9.2 safeguarded 193 Adlington ULC

19C230x Land off Westhoughton Road, Adlington 0.68 safeguarded 19 Adlington ULC

19C264x Pear Tree Lane (BNE3.9) 11.57 safegarded 180 Euxton ULC Mr Boyd excludes this from his Annex 

9 table and treats it separately, even 

though it is in Chorley's Annex 1 sites

19C234x Agricultural land adj to Friths Court, Brindle 0.2 settlement 6 Gregson Lane cat f

19C235x land off Gregson Lane, Brindle 2.71 settlement 76 Gregson Lane cat f

19C236x Charter Lane, Charnock Richard 3.43 settlement 96 Charnock Richard cat f

19C256x Blainscough Hall (BNE3.6), Coppull 6.69 safeguarded 140 Coppull ULC

19C239x Cowling Farm (HS1.5/EP1.6/HS11) 9.6 mixed use 202 Chorley KSC

19C241x Cross Hall Lane, Chorley 2.83 settlement 79 Chorley KSC

19C243x Great Knowley (HS1.8/EP1.1/EP2) 20.6 mixed use 361 Great Knowley / 

Chorley

KSC I have treated this site as a KSC due to 

its proximity to Chorley but Great 

Knowley is technically a cat f 

settlement. It is also a mixed use site

19C247x Cabbage Hall Fields (HS1.17) Chroley 0.63 housing 18 Chorley KSC

19C248x Land adj to Northgate Drive (HS1.19) 0.75 housing 21 Chorley KSC

19C250x Bengal Street Depot, Chorley 0.69 settlement 19 Chorley KSC

19C242x Woodlands, Southport Road (EP1.9/EP11) 5.05 employment 106 Chorley KSC

19C249x Former Service Station, Preston Road 0.16 settlement 5 Chorley KSC

19C277x West of M61 (BNE3.10) Whittle-le-woods 35.77 safeguarded 626 Whittle-le-Woods ULC

19C253x Westwood Road (HS1.29) Clayton le woods 1.3 housing 36 Clayton-le-Woods ULC

19C251x land east of Wigan Road, Clayton-le-Woods 20.55 mixed use 360 Clayton-le-Woods ULC

19C238x Eaves Green, off Lower Burgh Lane (HS1.1) 10.06 housing 176 Coppull ULC

19C254x North of Hewlett Avenue (BNE3.5) Coppull 2.6 safeguarded 73 Coppull ULC

19C255x Mountain Road (HS1.38) Coppull 0.63 Housing 18 Coppull ULC

19C257x Coppull Enterprise Centre, Mill Lane, Coppull 1.54 housing 43 Coppull ULC

19C262x East of Tincklers Lane (BNE 3.7) Eccleston 5.66 safeguarded 119 Eccleston RLC



19C263x Bradley Land and Parr Lane (BNE3.8) 1.48 safeguarded 41 Eccleston RLC

19C274x Land to the East of New Street, Mawdsley 1.5 settlement 42 Mawdesley cat f

19C275x Rear of New Street (EP1.17) Mawdsley 0.57 employment 16 Mawdesley cat f

19C267x Land off Gorsley Lane, Mawdsley 2.47 settlement 69 Mawdesley cat f

19C270x Land at Green Side (HS1.42) 0.68 housing 19 Euxton ULC

19C269x Land at end of Dunrobin Drive (HS1.4) 1.78 housing 50 Euxton ULC

19C272x Babylon lane (BNE3.4) 2.49 safeguarded 70 Anderton/Heath 

Charnock cat f

19C232x Land at corner of Pompian Brow and South Road 0.02 settlement 1 Bretherton cat f My Main proof Fig2 missed this site

19C233x Land south of South Road 1.13 settlement 32 Bretherton cat f My Main proof Fig2 missed this site

19C259x Westhead Road (HW1.1) 3.13 new playing 

pitch

78 Croston

cat f

Mr Boyd misses this site and I have 

applied a denisity of 25dph

19C260x Out Lane, Croston 6.68 settlement 140 Croston cat f

19C261x Land off Station Road 1.42 settlement 40 Croston cat f

19C271x Land off Blackburn Road, Wheelton 1.71 settlement 48 Wheelton cat f Mr Boyd states 1.72ha

19C282x Land East of Lucas Lane (HS1.43B) 7.28 housing 153 Whittle-le-Woods ULC

19C283x Drinkwater Farm, Brinscall (HS1.46) 0.4 housing 12 Brinscall cat f Mr Boyd states 0.43ha

Total 194.06 4019


