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I, PAUL ANTHONY WALTON BA(Hons) Dip.TP MRTPI of PWA Planning, 2 Lockside 

Office Park, Lockside Road, Preston PR2 2YS WILL SAY AS FOLLOWS:- 



 

 

   

1. I am a Director at PWA Planning and I have 27 years’ experience in advising clients on 

a range of issues arising from town and country planning process and procedure. My 

work has included the promotion of sites through a local plan process as well as 

handling specific planning applications for development.  

2. I am fully aware of the issues arising in this Claim and I am duly authorised by the 

Claimant to make this Witness Statement in support of the Claim. Save where the 

contrary appears, the content of this Witness Statement is within my personal 

knowledge and true. Where I state matters not within my personal knowledge, the 

content is true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief and I state the source 

of my information and the grounds for my belief. 

3. This Witness Statement is made and filed in support of the Claimant’s application for 

permission to proceed with a judicial review of the Defendant’s decision, dated 17 April 

2020, to formally approve the adoption of a new Central Lancashire Joint Memorandum 

of Understanding as policy within the administrative area of Defendant Council. 

4.  I have been, and remain, actively involved with many residential planning applications 

within the administrative area of Preston City Council (“PCC”). In this regard, I have 

had the care and conduct of the Claimant’s planning application for residential 

development at Bushells Farm, which I refer to in more detail later in this statement. I 

have also advised the Claimant with regard to PCC’s proposals to adopt a Joint 

Memorandum of Understanding with South Ribble Borough Council and Chorley 

Council dealing with the provision and distribution of land for housing.      

5. In this respect I have been closely involved in reviewing and responding to documents 

prepared by PCC (along with Chorley and South Ribble Borough Councils) in respect 

of the intended adoption of a new Central Lancashire Local Plan to replace the adopted 

Central Lancashire Core Strategy and Preston Local Plan, as well as its proposals as to 

how it will manage its housing supply in the interim.  

6. As stated above, as a Director of PWA Planning, I have also had direct responsibility 



 

 

   

for the progress of the Claimant’s outline residential planning application for up to 140 

dwellings on land at Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Goosnargh, Preston PR3 2BJ (planning 

application reference 06/2018/0884). 

7. I have reviewed the Statement of Facts and Grounds in support of this claim and have 

referred to a number of documents provided in support. 

8. In this context I can offer the following information which relates to the events and 

process leading up to the challenge. 

9. In July 2012, the Central Lancashire Authorities (‘CLA’) comprising of PCC along 

with South Ribble Borough and Chorley Council adopted a joint Core Strategy, the 

Central Lancashire Core Strategy (“CLCS”). Subsequently PCC adopted an individual 

local plan, the Preston Local Plan in July 2015. The CLCS established the overall 

housing requirement for the area as well as for each of the three authorities. CLCS 

Policy 4 ‘Housing Delivery’ sets out the minimum housing requirements for each local 

authority, which in the case of PCC was 507 dwellings per annum (Produced and shown 

to me marked PAW 1 and to be found in the Core Bundle at tab 16) 

10. Against this housing requirement and in accordance with national guidance, PCC 

prepared housing land supply position statements which provided an assessment of the 

level of supply and with particular reference to the requirement to identify a supply of 

deliverable sites to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their 

housing requirement. The latest published version of this assessment is that of March 

31st 2019 (Produced and now shown to me marked exhibit PAW 2 and exhibited to this 

Witness Statement is a true copy of that assessment). 

11. Following appeal decisions in 2018, (Sandygate Lane, Broughton 

(APP/N2345/W/17/3179105) and (Keyfold Farm, Broughton 

(APP/N2345/W/17/3179177)) PCC accepted that it was unable to demonstrate a five-

year supply of housing against CLCS requirements. The reasoning of the Council is set 

out at paragraphs 1.6 to 1.11 of the housing position. 



 

 

   

12. Following the appeal decisions in 2018 and acceptance by PCC of the shortfall in its 

five-year housing supply, PWA Planning advised several of its clients to progress with 

planning applications within Preston, considering this identified shortfall. One such 

application was land at Bushells Farm, Goosnargh, Preston, which was submitted in 

August 2018 (application reference 06/2018/0884).  

13. The application was presented to PCC Planning Committee on 10th January 2019 with 

a recommendation to grant planning permission subject to the signing of an appropriate 

s.106 legal agreement. Prior to the s.106 agreement being completed however, a 

holding direction was received by PCC which prevented determination pending a 

decision by the Secretary of State on a third party ‘call-in’ request (Produced and now 

shown to me marked PAW 3 is a true copy of that Holding Direction which can be 

found in the Core Bundle at tab 37).  

14. Despite requests for clarification this direction persisted for more than 12 months until 

it was eventually rendered unnecessary by the refusal by PCC to grant permission in 

March 2020.  

15. On 1st November 2019 the CLA published a “Central Lancashire Housing Study”, the 

purpose of which was to validate a decision of the CLA to amend its 2017 

Memorandum of Understanding to allow for a shift from the adopted CLCS housing 

requirement. It was clearly indicated that this was intended to form the basis for 

development management decisions across the CLA. Objections by PWA Planning and 

other consultants and developers were submitted to the CLA. Produced and now shown 

to me marked exhibit PAW 4 is a true copy of the objection lodged by PWA dated 15 

November 2019 and exhibited to this Witness Statement. 

16. Each of the three councils of the CLA appeared to move to adopt a draft revised Joint 

Memorandum of Understanding shortly after expiry of the initial consultation period. 

For example, I provide a Minute from South Ribble Borough Council dated 27th 

November 2019 (produced and shown me a true copy of which is provided as Exhibit   



 

 

   

PAW 5 and exhibited to this Witness Statement).    

17. On 13th December 2019 an Inspector’s decision was issued in respect of an appeal by 

Wainhomes (North West) Limited against the decision of South Ribble Borough 

Council to refuse planning permission for up to 100 dwellings on land to the south of 

Chain House Lane, Whitestake, Preston (APP/F2360/W/19/3234070) (PAW 6). This 

decision included an assessment by the Inspector of the housing supply position in the 

area. In dismissing the appeal, the Inspector appeared to suggest validity to the approach 

being taken by the CLA in respect of the change from the figures using the standard 

method derived from re-distribution of housing requirements as set out in the draft 

JMOU. 

18. On 20th December 2019, I became aware that PCC had issued a press release and 

updated housing position statement, using the Chain House Lane appeal decision as 

sole justification for this change (Produced and now shown to me marked exhibit PAW 

7 is a true copy of that press release and exhibited to this Witness Statement).  

19. The outcome was that PCC then claimed it could demonstrate a 5-year housing land 

supply. It also indicated its intention to reconsider all undetermined planning 

applications at a forthcoming Planning Committee; the list of applications to be 

reconsidered included that at Bushells Farm, Goosnargh, along with a number of others 

caught by holding directions as well as others where Committee had resolved to 

approve the application but where s.106 agreements remained outstanding.  

20. PWA Planning along with other agents and applicants were invited to make further 

representations on individual applications, however somewhat surprisingly the deadline 

for such representations was after the reports to Committee had been published, calling 

into question whether such representations could have been given proper consideration. 

PWA submitted representations in respect of (inter alia) the Bushells Farm application 

(Produced and now shown to me marked exhibit PAW 8 is a true copy of the objection 

lodged by PWA dated 31 January 2020 and exhibited to this Witness Statement). 



 

 

   

21. Shortly after 24th January 2020, I was informed by Mr Stephen Harris of Emery 

Planning that his client, Wainhomes (North West) Limited, had made a legal challenge 

to the inspector’s decision in the Chain House Lane appeal. I was informed that this 

was made on various grounds, some of which called into question the legitimacy of the 

JMOU.  

22. The Bushells Farm planning application was presented back to PCC Planning 

Committee on 13th February 2020. The revised report to Committee recommended that 

the application be refused based on conflict with development plan policy. Produced 

and now shown to me marked exhibit PAW 9 is a true copy of the officer’s report from 

the meeting and provided in the Bundle at tab 35. 

23. The key (and indeed only material) change in the report was the Council’s position in 

terms of its 5-year housing land supply, resulting from the claimed validation by the 

Chain House Lane appeal inspector of the amended housing requirements set out in the 

draft JMOU and hence whether the so called ‘tilted balance’1 was engaged. The report 

to Committee concluded that the tilted balance was no longer engaged and that the 

policies of the development plan carried full weight and that the conflict with policy 

inherent in the application was not outweighed by any other material considerations. 

Accordingly, it was recommended that planning permission be refused. This 

recommendation was accepted by PCC Planning Committee. 

24. On 18th February 2020 I was informed by Mr Harris that the Secretary of State for 

Housing Communities and Local Government had written to the Court to confirm that 

the Secretary of State  did not intend to defend the claim and agreed that the decision 

should be quashed. This decision clearly called into question the basis upon which PCC 

had determined the application at Bushells Farm and others.  

25. PWA Planning (and others) wrote to PCC that same day to advise of this change in 

circumstances prior to the issue of decision notices and requested that further 

                                                      
1 National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 11(d) 



 

 

   

consideration be given to the soundness of the Council’s intended decisions. Produced 

and now shown to me marked exhibit PAW 10 is a true copy of an email from the case 

officer for Bushells Farm in response to my colleagues email stating: 

“As I am sure you appreciate the Council need to review this information and 

decide how to move forward. I do agree that until I have further clarity on this 

issue, a refusal of planning permission should not be issued.” 

26. On the 19th February 2020, I was further informed by Mr Harris that South Ribble 

Borough Council had notified the court of its intentions to defend all the grounds of the 

claim, despite the decision of the Secretary of State not to defend the claim.  

27. Subsequently on 6th March 2020, my colleague received a further email from a senior 

planning officer of PCC stating: 

“Further to our email correspondence you have had with Ben Sandover, in his 

absence I write to you with regard to the application at Bushells Farm 

(06/2018/0884). 

The Council has carefully reviewed its position and considers that unless and 

until the appeal decision at Chain House Lane is set aside by the High Court, it 

will continue to be taken into account when determining planning applications. 

As such the position remains that the Council considers it can currently 

demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing land and the tilted 

balance is not engaged. In view of this the decision made by Members to refuse 

the application at the 13th February Committee will be issued imminently.” 

28. The decision notice was issued and dated that same day (produced and now shown to 

me marked exhibit PAW 11 is a true copy of that decision notice and found at tab 36 

of the Bundle. This refers only to the conflict with CLCS Policy 1 and Preston Local 

Plan Policy EN1 (these policies are produced as PAW 12 and exhibited to this Witness 



 

 

   

Statement).  

29. On 19th March 2020, I was notified by Mr Harris that the judge had given permission, 

by order dated 12th March 2020, for the legal challenge in the Chain House Lane appeal 

to proceed on all grounds. I subsequently obtained a copy of the Order granting 

permission to proceed which is now produced as PAW 13 (and is in the Core Bundle at 

tab 13).  

30. The Order is that of Mr Justice Kerr and it will be seen in he not only grants the Claimant 

permission to proceed on all grounds (paragraph 1), but also states in paragraph 2 that 

it is “…clearly arguable…  whether the Inspector properly and lawfully considered the 

implications of the distributional impact of use of the standard method.”  

31. Following receipt of the decision on 6th March 2020, my client had been considering 

its options in respect of the refusal to grant planning permission. A s.78 appeal was the 

most likely outcome, however the merits of such an appeal were inextricably linked to 

the decision of PCC to adopt the JMOU following the consultation and despite the 

significant objections. My client was keen to understand this decision before deciding 

whether to proceed with an appeal. I became aware through regular monitoring of 

meeting agendas published to the PCC website, that it was intended that the decision to 

adopt the JMOU by PCC would be taken by the Leader of the Council under emergency 

powers, due to the coronavirus public health emergency. I subsequently learnt that the 

decision to adopt the JMOU was made on 17th April 2020. 

32. Since the adoption of the JMOU, I became aware that PCC and the CLA had published 

a new Statement of Common Ground (produced and now shown to me marked exhibit 

PAW 14 is a true copy of that document and exhibited to this Witness Statement), the 

purpose of which was stated to be to update the minimum housing requirements to an 

April 2020 base. The introduction to the document explains that: 

“1.2 This Statement of Common Ground has been produced by the Central 



 

 

   

Lancashire authorities in accordance with part (d) to the Agreement contained 

within the Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-Operation 

Relating to the Provision and Distribution of Housing Land (MOU), 

implemented in April 2020.  

1.3 The scope of this Statement of Common Ground is not intended to go any 

further than the purpose described in paragraph 1.2, and should not be read as 

a Statement of Common Ground on all matters relating to the Central 

Lancashire Local Plan.  

1.4 Part (d) to the Agreement contained within the MOU states:  

(d) to produce a Statement of Common Ground annually to update the 

actual minimum housing requirements across Central Lancashire, in 

accordance with the agreed distribution set out in (b) until adoption of 

a new Central Lancashire Local Plan…” 

33. The latest assessment of minimum annual housing requirements, using the distribution 

agreed through adoption of the JMOU, indicates a figure of 404 dwellings per annum 

for PCC. Against this requirement PCC claims that it is able to demonstrate a 5-year 

housing supply. The latest monitoring information is provided on the PCC website and 

the most recent updates are preceded by the following text, stating:  

“In April 2020, following consideration by all three Central Lancashire 

authorities, the Central Lancashire Memorandum of Understanding and 

Statement of Co-Operation Relating to the Provision and Distribution of 

Housing Land (MOU) became effective. 

The MOU, in advance of the conclusion to the review of the Local Plan, ensures 

that the aggregate local housing need across Central Lancashire is met and that 



 

 

   

a consistent approach to monitoring housing land supply in Central Lancashire 

is established. 

Since the MOU was approved, the local housing need has been updated to be 

forward looking from April 2020. As a result, the three Central Lancashire 

authorities have performed a recalculation of the standard methodology and 

agreed a Statement of Common Ground, dated May 2020. 

The Statement of Common Ground requires Preston to supply 404 dwellings 

per annum. Against this figure, the Council can currently demonstrate a five 

year supply of deliverable housing land at 1 April 2020.” 

34. I have noted that the 5-year supply calculation is indicated to be based at 1st April 2020, 

however it is impossible to consider the evidence of this claim as, on the same webpage 

it is stated that: 

“Due to the coronavirus outbreak all monitoring site visits have been suspended 

until further notice. As such, the housing monitoring update to April 2020 will 

be delayed. An update on this will be provided in due course” 

35. I do not consider the JMOU (or the subsequent document referred to as a “Statement of 

Common Ground”), to be a sound “Statement of Common Ground” as it has not been 

produced using the correct approach to plan-making nor the approach set out in NPPG. 

In particular the Statement of Common Ground does not appear to be consistent with 

the definition of such a statement, which is clearly intended to form part of the plan 

making process with particular reference to cross-boundary matters and to form part of 

the evidence base to be considered at examination, as is set out at PPG ID 61-010-

20190315 (see Core Bundle tab 17). Moreover, the document fails to provide much of 

the information which is expected to be contained within a properly prepared statement 

of common ground by reference to national guidance contained at ID 61-011-20190315 



 

 

   

(see Core Bundle tab 17).  

36. In particular the published Statement of Common Ground expressly fails to deal with 

the requirements in that section of PPG which is titled “What information will a 

statement of common ground be expected to contain about the distribution of identified 

development needs?” ID 61-012-20190315. (see Core Bundle tab 17) The published 

document does not set out information on :- 

a) the capacity within the strategic policy-making authority area(s) covered by the 

statement to meet their own identified needs;” 

b) the extent of any unmet need within the strategic policy-making authority area(s); 

and 

c) agreements (or disagreements) between strategic policy-making authorities about 

the extent to which these unmet needs are capable of being redistributed within the 

wider area covered by the statement. 

37. In failing to provide this information, most importantly an assessment of the capacity 

of each authority to meet its own identified needs, it undermines altogether the basis of 

the distribution of housing within the document, even if it, otherwise, were presumed 

to be correct. In this regard the SOCG continues to redistribute the aggregate minimum 

local housing needs for the whole of the central Lancashire area according to the 

methodology established in the JMOU, which itself has not been adequately tested 

through the normal plan making process.  My client is now in the process of preparing 

an appeal against the refusal to grant planning permission for the Bushells Farm 

scheme, on the basis that the Council has misinterpreted national guidance and has 

failed to engage the so called ‘tilted balance’ in its determination process. It is clearly 

evident from a comparison of the reports presented to Planning Committee for the same 

application in January 2019 and then in February 2020 that the outcome of my client’s 

application was severely prejudiced by the Council’s change in its position on housing 

supply which occurred in late December 2019. This change was significantly 



 

 

   

influenced by the process leading to and culminating in the publication of the JMOU 

and the proposed distribution of housing requirements set out therein.  

38. It is notable that the re-written report to the February 2020 Committee states that: 

“Using the latest available evidence based on the standard method of 

calculating local housing need the Council considers that the minimum annual 

local housing need figure for Preston would be 241 dwellings per annum. 

Against this minimum requirement the Council is satisfied that it can currently 

demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land when account is 

taken of completions and planning permissions granted up to 1 April 2019.  

In view of the above rationale, it is considered the Committee should consider 

the planning application afresh before a decision is issued because the policies 

of the development plan most important for determining the application need 

not be considered to be out-of-date, hence the tilted balance referred to above 

would not apply. This committee report reconsiders the proposed development 

in view of the above changes.” 

39. In any appeal, it is then extremely likely that the content of the JMOU, which allows 

the Council to claim that it is able to demonstrate a 5-year housing supply, will form a 

main plank of the justification for its decision. The legitimacy of these claims and the 

lawful status of the documents which underpin them is therefore crucial. 

40. It is of course relevant to note that the need to maintain an available 5-year supply of 

housing represents the minimum requirement in national policy, against the 

government’s stated objective (National Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 59) of 

significantly boosting the supply of homes. The proposed development at Bushells 

Farm had previously been determined to represent a scheme which, in terms of all 

technical and detailed matters, was considered acceptable and would deliver sustainable 



 

 

   

development and officers did not resile from this assessment in the February 2020 

assessment. The only change, which has therefore resulted in refusal of the application, 

is the flawed approach to local policy making which is inherent in the adoption of the 

JMOU. 

41. For the reasons stated in this statement and the Claimant’s Statement of Facts and 

Grounds. I would respectfully request the Court to grant the relief sought. 

42. Summary of Exhibits to this Witness Statement: 

42.1. PAW 1 - Central Lancashire Core Strategy Policy 4 – Found at tab 16 of the 

Core Bundle; 

42.2. PAW 2 – Preston City Council – Housing Positions Assessment dated 31 March 

2019 – Exhibited to this Witness Statement; 

42.3. PAW 3 – Holding Direction from the Secretary of State for Housing, 

Communities and Local Government – Found at tab 37 of the Bundle; 

42.4. PAW 4 - objection lodged by PWA Planning dated 15 November 2019 – 

Exhibited to this Witness Statement; 

42.5. PAW 5 - Minutes from South Ribble Borough Council dated 27th November 

2019 – Exhibited to this Witness Statement; 

42.6. PAW 6 – Chain House Lane, Whitestake, Preston Appeal Decision – Found at 

tab 19 of the Core Bundle; 

42.7. PAW 7 - Preston City Council Press Release dated 20th December 2019 – 

Exhibited to this Witness Statement; 

42.8. PAW 8 - PWA Planning Presentations dated 31 January 2020 – Exhibited to 

this Witness Statement;  



 

 

   

42.9. PAW 9 – Planning Officer’s Report dated 13 February 2020 – Found at tab 35 

of the Bundle; 

42.10. PAW 10 - Email from the Preston City Council case officer for Bushells Farm 

to PWA Planning – Exhibited to this Witness Statement; 

42.11. PAW 11 – Bushells Farm Decision Notice dated 6 March 2020 – Found at tab 

36 of the Bundle; 

42.12. PAW 12 – Central Lancashire Core Strategy Policy 1 and Preston Local Plan 

Policy EN1 – Exhibited to this Witness Statement; 

42.13. PAW 13 – Order of Mr Justice Kerr dated 12 March 2020 – Found at tab 13 of 

the Core Bundle; and 

42.14. PAW 14 - Statement of Common Ground – Exhibited to this Witness Statement. 

STATEMENT OF TRUTH 

I believe that all of the facts stated in this Witness Statement are true. 

  

 

 

PAUL ANTHONY WALTON 

Dated: 28 May 2020 
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1.		 Introduction 

1.1 	 This report examines three key areas: 

 Housing Completions in Preston since 2003. 
 Monitoring of the impact of planning policies on density, previously 

developed sites and affordable housing. 
 Future supply of housing and specifically the 5 year housing supply. 

1.2 	 Please note, due to the different ways of reporting completion statistics 
i.e. gross completion/net completions/site size thresholds, the annual 
completion figures included in Section’s 2.4 and 2.5 will  not reconcile 
with the annual completion figures in Section 2.1. 

1.3 	 During 2014/15 the examination into the Preston Local Plan 2012-26 
(Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD) was held 
with hearing sessions held between 21 and 30 October 2014. Prior to 
the hearings, in response to a question from the Inspector and following 
the Wokingham judgment1, it was agreed by all parties at the hearing 
that there was no requirement in examining this local plan to reconsider 
Objectively Assessed Need. This is reflected in the Inspector’s report2. 

1.4 	 The annual housing requirement in Preston is, therefore, 507 dwellings 
as set out in Policy 4 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy. 

1.5 	 Following consideration of all the representations before, during and 
after the hearing sessions for the Local Plan, the Inspector was satisfied 
that Preston could demonstrate a five year supply as required by 
Paragraph 73 of the National Planning Policy Framework. The existence 
of a five year supply of deliverable housing at a base date of September 
2014 is, therefore, a matter of fact. 

1.6 	 The Council’s housing land requirement and supply position has recently 
been tested at the Sandygate Lane (APP/N2345/W/17/3179105)/ 
Keyfold Farm (APP/N2345/W/17/3179177) appeals in February 2018. 
The Inspector at these appeals concluded that, despite the recent 
publication of updated housing evidence3 indicating differently, that the 
most relevant housing requirement for Preston continues to be that 
contained within Policy 4 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy as that 
is the only housing requirement which has been subject to the scrutiny 
of a Local Plan Examination in Public. 

1.7 	 As a consequence of these appeals, given Policy 4 of the Central 
Lancashire Core Strategy embodies the principle of dealing with an  

1 Gladman Developments Ltd and Wokingham Council [CO/1455/2014]
	
2 Report on the Examination into the Preston Local Plan 2012-26 (Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies, paragraph 62

3 Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (September 2017)
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under delivery since 2003 must be factored in to the five year supply 
calculation. The Inspectors conclusions have been adhered to in Section 
3.2 of this report. 

1.8 	 In February 2019 the Government published a revised National Planning 
Policy Framework. The revised National Planning Policy Framework 
requires Local Planning Authorities to assess the minimum number of 
homes needed through a local housing need assessment conducted 
using a standard methodology. Furthermore, the revised National 
Planning Policy Framework states that where strategic housing 
requirement policies are more than five years old, the five year supply of 
deliverable housing ought to be assessed against the local housing need 
assessment. 

1.9 	 Whilst the housing requirement policy (Policy 4) is now almost seven 
years old, Preston are still using this requirement rather than the local 
housing need figure due to a ‘review’ of this policy which took place in 
2017. At this time, following the publication of the new Central 
Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment, Preston entered into 
a Memorandum of Understanding4 with its neighbours South Ribble and 
Chorley Council’s endorsing the requirements set out in Policy 4. This 
decision was taken to ensure the three authorities continued to meet  
their own respective Objectively Assessed Needs, but also to meet the 
aspirations of the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal and 
Government’s aspirations to increase the supply of housing. 

1.10		 Given the Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
indicated that, from a base date of April 2014, the Objectively Assessed 
Need in Preston was lower than the Central Lancashire Core Strategy 
requirement, the Memorandum of Understanding was based on a 
presumption that any backlog which pre-dated that base date was 
removed. Unfortunately, the appeals referenced in paragraphs 1.6 and 
1.7 above, have prevented this course of action being taken. 

1.11		 The Council is actively reviewing the current Local Plan, with 
neighbouring districts Chorley and South Ribble in order to establish a 
new, up-to-date housing requirement forms part of the adopted 
development plan. 

1.12		 Finally, the revised National Planning Policy Framework includes a new 
definition of what constitutes a deliverable site. In summary, all non-
major development (less than 10 dwellings or less than 0.5 hectares) 
and all sites with detailed planning permission are considered to be 
deliverable unless clear evidence suggests otherwise. Sites with outline 
planning permission for major development, allocated sites, permissions 
in principle and sites on the brownfield register shouldn’t be considered 
deliverable unless clear evidence suggests the development will 

4 Joint Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-operation relating to the Provision of 
Housing Land (September 2017). 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


commence within five years. This new definition has been adhered to in 
Section 3.2 of this report. 
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Housing Land Position 
At 31st March 2019 

2.		 Completion Details 

2.1		 Annual Completion 2003 - 2019 

Monitoring Period Net Completions 
April 2003 - March 2004 308 
April 2004 - March 2005 544 
April 2005 - March 2006 627 
April 2006 - March 2007 565 
April 2007 - March 2008 609 
April 2008 - March 2009 468 
April 2009 - March 2010 5 
April 2010 - March 2011 127 
April 2011 - March 2012 265 
April 2012 - March 2013 202 
April 2013 - March 2014  142 
April 2014 - March 2015 488 
April 2015 - March 2016 282 
April 2016 - March 2017 791 
April 2017 - March 2018 634 
April 2018 - March 2019 785 

Total Net Completions 2003 - 2019 6,842 

2.2 	 The graph below shows annual completions since 2003 along with the 
(now revoked) North West Regional Spatial Strategy requirement to 
2010, and Core Strategy requirement from 2010, totalling 8,112 net 
dwellings. The cumulative undersupply is also shown on the graph, at 
the end of the period the total undersupply equates to 1,270 net  
dwellings. 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


2.3 	 Empty Homes 

2.4 	 Following on from the 2018 Keyfold Farm/Sandygate Lanes appeals no 
allowance has been made for empty homes brought back into use for 
future supply or past completions. This is due to the Inspector concluding 
at paragraph 45 of the decision notice that: “the evidence before me is 
persuasive that, effective though the Council’s direct efforts to address 
ongoing vacancy in the older housing stock may be, the net effects of 
this on the overall supply of housing is effectively neutral and should 
therefore be discounted”. 

2.5 	 Student Accommodation 

2.6 	 Following on from the 2018 Keyfold Farm/Sandygate Lane appeals no 
allowance has been made for Student Accommodation within the future 
supply due to the inspector concluded at paragraph 45 that “for a variety 
of reasons [student accommodation], appears not to have released 
existing stock for significant inclusion in the supply”. At this point in time 
no allowance has been made for student accommodation as a result of 
council tax exemption data however this will be reviewed on an annual 
basis. 
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Housing Land Position 
At 31st March 2019 

2.7 Completions by Density 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Density /04 /05 /06 /07 /08 /09 /10 /11 /12 /13 /14 /15 /16 /17 /18 /19 Totals 
<30 
dwellings 
per ha 

No 
data 175 61 89 11 21 7 31 13 18 16 75 100 400 419 535 1971 

30-50 
dwellings 
per ha 

No 
data 149 128 95 13 28 5 6 87 82 25 90 11 119 63 97 998 

>50 
dwellings 
per ha 

No 
data 290 193 315 330 188 31 26 16 53 38 278 137 204 99 94 2292 

*Gross completions, net site area of development and schemes of 5 or more dwellings only 

37% 

19% 

44% 

2003/04 - 2018/19 Completions at densities of: 

<30 dwellings per ha 30‐50 dwellings per ha >50 dwellings per ha 
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Housing Land Position 
At 31st March 2019 

2.8 Completions on Previously Developed Land 

Land 
Type 

2003/
04 

2004/
05 

2005/
06 

2006/ 
07 

2007/
08 

2008/
09 

2009/
10 

2010/
11 

2011/
12 

2012/ 
13 

2013/
14 

2014/
15 

2015/
16 

2016/
17 

2017/ 
18 

2018/
19 Total 

308 141 124 95 5 5 1 13 4 26 106 114 470 458 597 2467 

Greenfield 
No 

data 47% 22% 21% 16% 1% 6% 1% 5% 2% 16% 20% 38% 58% 71% 74% 35% 

Previously 
Developed 

Land 
No 

data 

347 493 462 514 480 81 142 272 211 135 428 189 347 191 206 4498 

53% 78% 79% 84% 99% 94% 99% 95% 98% 84% 80% 62% 42% 29% 26% 65% 

*Gross Completions 

35% 

65% 

Dwellings built 2003/04 ‐ 2018/19 on: 

Completions on greenfield land between 2003/04 ‐ 2018/19 

Completions on previously developed land between 2003/04 ‐ 2018/19 
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Housing Land Position 
At 31st March 2019 

2.9 	 Affordable Housing Completions 

Monitoring Period Gross Affordable Completions 

April 2003 – March 2004 No data 

April 2004 – March 2005 58 

April 2005 – March 2006 0 

April 2006 – March 2007 33 

April 2007 – March 2008 35 

April 2008 – March 2009 45 

April 2009 – March 2010 15 

April 2010 – March 2011 0 

April 2011 – March 2012 38 

April 2012 – March 2013 66 

April 2013 – March 2014 35 

April 2014 – March 2015 16 

April 2015 – March 2016 1785 

April 2016 – March 2017           1376 

April 2017 – March 2018 1977 

April 2018 – March 2019 2138 

Total Gross Affordable 
Completions 2004 – 2019 

1,066 

2.7 	 Demolitions 

2.8 	 During the 2018/2019 monitoring period there were 2 dwellings recorded 
for monitoring purposes as demolished. 

DM/2018/000610 
Lightfoot Meadows, Lightfoot 
Lane, Preston, PR4 0AE 

Demolition of 2no. bungalows, 
2no. stable blocks and riding 
arena 

5 139 (RSL units) + 39 units (affordable element of market schemes) = 178 
6 83 (RSL units) + 54 units (affordable element of market schemes) = 137 
7 141 (RSL units) + 56 units (affordable element of market schemes) = 197 
8 206 (RSL units) + 7 units (affordable element of market schemes) = 213 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


2.8 	 Housing Delivery Test 

2.9 	 The revised National Planning Policy Framework introduced the Housing 
Delivery Test (HDT). The purpose of the HDT is to monitor delivery of 
new housing in every Local Authority across the country, against the 
respective local housing need figure (not an adopted housing 
requirement figure). 

2.10		 The HDT figures (quoted as percentages) are published by the 
Government in November of each year (commencing from November 
2018) and measure completion data over the previous three monitoring 
periods on a rolling basis. 

2.11		 The revised National Planning Policy Framework includes various 
thresholds which Local Authorities must meet in order to avoid 
repercussions. The most severe of which being an engagement of the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development if the HDT score falls 
below 75% (from November 2020). 

2.12		 The Government published table includes the relevant data for Preston 
for the period 2015-2018 demonstrating that the HDT score for that 
period was 252%. 

11 



  
  

 
 

 
      

 

  
 

 
 

  

    

   

 

   

 

   

  
 

  

   

  

     

  

Housing Land Position 
At 31st March 2019 

3. Housing Land Supply 

Housing Supply across the Local Plan Period based on Outstanding Permissions and Local Plan Allocations 

Local 
Plan 
Ref 

Planning Ref Address 

Net Gain 
Outstanding

at April 
2019 

Apr 19/20 -
Apr 23/24 

Supply 

Apr 24/25
- Apr 
28/29

Supply 

April 29 
Onward 
Supply 

06/2011/0469 Land adj 44 Geoffrey Street 6 6 

06/2013/0195 & 
06/2016/0504 

Land off Eastway - Hollins 58 58 

06/2013/0293 Land at Lockside Rd 16 0 16 

MD2 06/2013/0865 Haydock Grange, Hoyles Lane 11 11 

MD2 06/2014/0353 Lightfoot Lane Phase 1A 5 5 

MD2 
06/2014/0442 & 
06/2018/0592 

Sandyforth Lane Preston 176 150 26 

MD2 06/2014/0598 Maxy House Farm - Wainhomes 52 52 

06/2014/0902 Land off Preston Rd Grimsargh 150 60 90 

06/2014/0936 & 
06/2018/1258 

Land to rear of The Uplands, Fulwood 
Row 

6 6 

06/2015/0022 Miller Arcade, Lancaster Rd 45 0 45 

06/2015/0031 Church Hill Lodge, Durton Lane 6 6 

06/2015/0159 15 Moor Park Avenue 8 8 

06/2015/0173 Land at Durton Lane 7 7 

MD1 06/2015/0243 Cottam Hall - Story Homes 184 150 34 
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Housing Land Position 

At 31st March 2019
	

MD2 
06/2015/0282 & 
06/2016/1309 & 
06/2018/0108 

Lightfoot Lane Phase 2 108 108 

06/2015/0374 Glovers House, 35 Glovers Court 30 30 

MD2 06/2015/0530 
Land to the north of Hoyles lane and 
east of Sidgreave Lane 

194 120 74 

MD2 
06/2015/0546 & 
06/2017/1252 & 
06/2017/1038 

Connemara, Lightfoot Green Lane - 
Charles Church 

68 68 

MD2 06/2015/0769 Land at D'Urton Lane, Broughton 58 58 

06/2015/0816 
Land sth of 110-126 Whittingham Lane 
Broughton 

37 37 

06/2015/0950 & 
06/2018/0849 

Midland Hse Maritime Way 25 0 25 

MD2 06/2015/0968 
Land North of Eastway and South of 
Durton Lane 

233 120 113 

06/2015/0995 Garth Lodge, 62 Lightfoot Lane 2 2 

MD2 06/2016/0002 
Brookfield Farm Tabley Lane Higher 
Bartle 

12 12 

06/2016/0237 Land Nth of Dovedale Avenue Ingol 60 60 

06/2016/0457 
Manor House Farm, Button St, 
Inglewhite 

7 7 

06/2016/0579 Woodlands Barn Bartle Lane Bartle 7 7 

06/2016/0786 & 
06/2018/1101 & 
06/2018/1102 

Bridge House Lea Road 6 6 

06/2016/0848 3-5 Fishergate 14 14 
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Housing Land Position 

At 31st March 2019
	

06/2016/0873 87 Moor Park Avenue 8 8 

06/2016/0989 40-44 Meadow St 6 6 

06/2016/1039 
Land at rear of Holme Fell Goosnargh 
Lane 

93 84 9 

06/2016/1165 5-7 Moor Park Avenue 14 14 

06/2016/1192 21 - 23 Lord Street 11 11 

06/2016/1200 42 West Cliff 31 31 

06/2016/1243 639 Garstang Road 5 5 

06/2016/1259 Winckley House, 15, Cross Street 76 76 

MD2 06/2017/0004 
Land to the rear of 122-152 Hoyles 
Lane 

17 17 

06/2017/0206 Guild House Cross Street 46 46 

06/2017/0251 5-13, Market Street Preston 19 19 

MD1 
06/2017/0255 & 
06/2017/0256 

Former Cottam Brickworks Cottam 
Avenue 

114 84 30 

06/2017/0278 & 
06/2015/0306 

Land at Garstang Rd Barton 55 55 

MD1 06/2017/0324 Land west of The Weald Preston 119 80 39 

06/2017/0352 
land between 19 Garrison Rd and 68 
Chapman Rd 

8 8 

MD2 
06/2017/0366 & 
06/2018/1415 

Land Nth of Maxy House Fm Sandy 
Lane 

213 84 120 9 

06/2017/0379 Harrison House Farm Darkinson Lane 8 8 

06/2017/0418 Hope Villa 248 Lightooft Lane 14 0 14 

06/2017/0448 Land adj Railway St Barnabas Place 14 14 

06/2017/0531 131 - 137 Market Street West 12 12 

06/2017/0631 43 Church Street 6 6 
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Housing Land Position 

At 31st March 2019
	

06/2017/0724 
Park House Farm Whittingham Lane 
Grimsargh 

34 34 

06/2017/0757 Ingol Golf Club 450 60 120 270 

MD2 06/2017/0831 Land north of Durton Lane Preston 250 0 120 130 

06/2017/0941 
Land to the rear of 126A Whittingham 
Lane 

100 60 40 

06/2017/0970 58 - 60 Guidhall Street 35 35 

06/2017/1036 
Land adj Ashdene 268 Hoyles Lane 
Preston 

10 0 10 

06/2017/1048 
Land adjacent Old Rib Farm 55 
Halfpenny Lane 

11 11 

06/2017/1062 The Grange Durton Lane 6 6 

06/2017/1087 Land west of Geoffrey Street, Preston 30 30 

06/2017/1103 
Land adj Lloyds Pharmacy Longsands 
Lane Preston 

8 8 

06/2017/1104 Park House 472 Garstang Rd 38 38 

06/2017/1170  
Land at Preston Golf Club Fulwood 
Hall Lane Fulwood Preston 

12 0 12 

06/2017/1229 
Lawton House Farm Bartle Lane 
Woodplumpton 

14 0 14 

06/2017/1350 Land off Ribblesdale Drive Grimsargh 68 48 20 

MD2 06/2017/1384 Haydock Grange Hoyles Lane 245 120 125 

06/2017/1387 
Dean Farm Warehouse Pudding Pie 
Nook Lane Preston 

6 6 

06/2017/1432 Land east of Plumpton Field Preston 18 0 18 

MD2 06/2017/1435 Land at Tabley Lane Preston 175 0 120 55 

06/2018/0127 8-10 Waltons Parade Preston 17 17 
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Housing Land Position 

At 31st March 2019
	

06/2018/0238 
Cardwells Farm Garstang Road 
Preston 

55 0 55 

06/2018/0242 Land off Garstang Road Preston 45 0 45 

06/2018/0250 Land North of Inglewhite Rd Preston 3 3 

06/2018/0256 
Land to the north of Inglewhite Road 
Longridge 

5 5 

06/2018/0469 6 Winckley Square Preston 25 25 

MD2 06/2018/0688 
Land off Sandy Lane/Maxy House 
Road Cottam 

36 36 

06/2018/0703 
Red Rose House and Elizabeth House 
Lancaster Road Preston 

140 140 

MD2 06/2018/0728 Bridge House Tabley Lane Preston 58 0 58 

06/2018/0746 Lancashire House 24 Winckley Square 29 29 

06/2018/0803 3 Orchard Street Preston 6 6 

06/2018/0927 10 & 11 Camden Place Preston 14 14 

06/2018/0967 Broughton Hall Barn, midgery Lane 5 5 

06/2018/1063 91 Garstang Road Preston 5 5 

06/2018/1069 3 Nog Tow Bank Tabley Lane Preston 7 7 

06/2018/1091 
Kingsway Nurseries Newsham Hall 
Lane Preston 

9 9 

06/2018/1112 5-7 Cannon Street Preston 15 15 

06/2018/1282 Ribbleton Hospital Miller Road Preston 139 0 120 19 

06/2018/1328 
The Connelly Centre Steeple View 
Preston 

7 7 

06/2018/1385  
Former St Josephs Social Club 
Cemetery Road Preston 

44 44 

06/2018/1394 15-17 Cambridge Walk Preston 5 5 

16 



  
  

 
 

    
 

  

   

   

   

   

   

  
 

 
 

     

     

    
   

  

  

  

 
  

 

  

  

   

Housing Land Position 

At 31st March 2019
	

06/2019/0168 
Land South of Inglewhite Road 
adjacent Belmont Residential Home 
Preston 

6 6 

MD1 Remainder of MD1 701 0 150 551 

MD2 Remainder of MD2 1046 0 150 896 

HS1.1 
Lancashire Fire & Rescue HQ 
Garstang Rd 

40 0 40 

HS1.3 Parker Street 50 0 50 

HS1.4 06/2016/0585 Former Eastway Nurseries 8 8 

HS1.6 
Rest of Skeffington Rd/Castleton Rd 
site 

38 0 38 

HS1.7 Deepdale Mill, Deepdale Mill Street 28 0 28 

HS1.8 Shelley rd/Wetherall St 27 0 27 

HS1.9 Stagecoach Bus Depot Selbourne St 32 0 32 

HS1.10 06/2014/0707 
Former Golden Hill School, Cromwell 
Rd 

6 6 

HS1.11 Tulketh Community School 44 0 44 

HS1.12 Bretherens Meeting Rm, Egerton Rd 12 0 12 

HS1.13 Land North of Tom Benson Way 30 0 30 

HS1.14 06/2018/0585  
Land to the North of Whittingham 
Road, Longridge, Preston 

83 83 

HS1.14 06/2016/0493 
Former Ridings Depot and land to 
north and south of, Whittingham Road, 
Longridge 

88 88 

HS1.14 06/2017/0840 
Land at Inglewhite Rd (top section of 
north site) 

190 84 106 

HS1.15 06/2014/0535 Former Whittingham Hospital 3 3 
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Housing Land Position 

At 31st March 2019
	

HS1.15 06/2014/0535 
Former Whittingham Hospital 
remainder of the site 

500 120 380 

SP4.1 
(City 
Centre 
Plan) 

St Joseph's Orphanage 81 0 81 

SP4.2 
(City 
Centre 
Plan) 

Avenham Street Car Park 42 0 22 20 

SP4.3 
(City 
Centre 
Plan) 

Rear Bull & Royal Public House 14 0 14 

SP4.4 
(City 
Centre 
Plan) 

North of Shepherd Street 28 0 0 28 

SP4.5 
(City 
Centre 
Plan) 

Grimshaw Street/ Queen Street/ 
Manchester Road 

70 0 35 35 

SP4.6 
(City 
Centre 
Plan) 

Former Byron Hotel, Grimshaw Street 7 0 7 

Smaller sites minus 10% discount 262 262 

TOTAL 8,095 3,204 2,498 2,393 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


4.		 5 Year Supply Position 

4.1 	 The table at Section 3 identifies the potential for 3,204 units during the 5 
year period (2019/20 – 2023/24). 

4.2 	 Paragraph 73 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework states 
that ‘the supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a 
buffer (moved forward from later in the plan period) of: 

a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; or 
b) 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five 

year supply of deliverable sites through an annual position statement 
or recently adopted plan, to account for any fluctuations in the market 
during that year; or 

c) 	 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over 
the previous three years, to improve the prospect of achieving the 
planned supply* 

*From October 2018, this will be measured against the Housing Delivery Test, where 
this indicates that delivery was below 85% of the housing requirement. 

4.3		 In accordance with Paragraph 73 of the NPPF a 10% buffer has been 
applied to the 5 year housing calculation: 

5 Year Supply as at 31/03/2019 

Housing requirement to March 2019 (507 x 16) 8,112 

Net completions up to 31/03/2019 6,842 

Undersupply up to 31/03/2019 1,270 

5 Year requirement (507 x 5) 2,535 

5 Year requirement + undersupply 3,805 

5 Year requirement + undersupply + 10% buffer 4,185 

Annual requirement for the 5 year period 837 

5 Year potential supply 3,204 

5 Year Supply Position 3.8 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


4. Appendix 1 

The following is a schedule of outstanding permissions with capacity for under 
5 units (discounted by 10% according to the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment methodology). 

Planning Ref Address 
Net Gain 

Outstanding
at Apr 19 

06/2012/0218 
Former Joinery Workshop Land adj 1 Stone 
Chimney Cottage Blackleach Lane 

1 

06/2014/0235 Former Midland House Maritime Way 1 

06/2014/0460 Park House 472 Garstang Rd 0 

06/2014/0506 9 - 11 Church Avenue 2 

06/2014/0585 Greyfriars Hall Walker Lane 2 

06/2014/0661 Bedtime Unit 1 Southgate 2 

06/2014/0682 Royal Garrison 193 Watling St Rd 2 

06/2014/0678 592 Blackpool Road 1 

06/2014/0719 Old Woodsfold Farm Lewith Lane 1 

06/2014/0785 Spar House Farm Lewth Lane Woodplumpton 1 

06/2014/0912 Deafway Brockholes Brow 3 

06/2014/0958 Beech Grove Farm Malley Lane 3 

06/2015/0015 40 Thorntrees Avenue 3 

06/2015/0029 Hoole Fold Farm 840 Garstang Road 2 

06/2015/0068 5 Woodlands Avenue 1 

06/2015/0099 217 Garstang Road 1 

06/2015/0146 Land adjacent 146 Lightfoot Lane 2 

06/2015/0205 Winders Barn Durton Lane 1 

06/2015/0373 Tower House Woodlands Grove 2 

06/2015/0379 42 Eldon St 2 

06/2015/0648 Hooles Fm Brass Pan Lane Broughton 2 

06/2015/0661 Land off Wayside Back Lane (Grid Ref 575370) 1 

06/2015/0681 23a Fulwood Hall Lane Fulwood 1 

06/2015/0700 47 Whittingham Lane 2 

06/2015/0760 Barn to rear of Cross House Farm Barton Lane 1 

06/2015/0770 Land adj Oaklands Farm Ashley Lane 2 

06/2015/0981 Woodhey D'Urton Lane Broughton 3 

06/2015/1022 Land adjacent 39 Lower Bank Road 2 

06/2015/1033 Summers Farm Cow Hill 1 

06/2015/1040 Marimar Cumeragh Lane 1 

06/2016/0120 Moons Bridge Marina Hollowforth Lane 1 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


06/2016/0200 
Chingle House Farm Whittingham Lane 
Goosnargh 

3 

06/2016/0213 105 Whittingham Lane Broughton 1 

06/2016/0228 Land adj. 329 St George's Rd 1 

06/2016/0332 Winders Barn, D'Urton Lane, Broughton 1 

06/2016/0393 928 Garstang Road, Barton 1 

06/2016/0412 The Bents, Crumbleholme Fold, Goosnargh 1 

06/2016/0446 8 Ribbleton Avenue, Ribbleton 1 

06/2016/0531 Church House Farm, Preston Road, Grimsargh 4 

06/2016/0541 504 Whittingham Lane Broughton 1 

06/2016/0567 12 Royal Avenue Fulwood Preston 1 

06/2016/0573 37 Halfpenny Lane Whittingham 1 

06/2016/0580 Woodlands Barn Bartle Lane Bartle 3 

06/2016/0581 Land at Pudding Pie Nook Lane Goosnargh 1 

06/2016/0626 Inglemere Station Rd 4 

06/2016/0638 Land adj 135 West Park Ave Preston 2 

06/2016/0681 111A Plungington Rd Preston 1 

06/2016/0691 Land South of South Lodge Moor Park Avenue 1 

06/2016/0695 95 Cromwell Rd Preston 1 

06/2016/0704 Grimsargh Vicarage 46 Preston Road 4 

06/2016/0713 Grove House Newsham Hall Lane 1 

06/2016/0762 Stone Cottage 80 Whittingham Lane Broughton 1 

06/2016/0775 55A Bridge Rd Preston 2 

06/2016/0791 494-498 Garstang Rd Preston 3 

06/2016/0797 211 Woodplumpton Rd Woodplumpton 1 

06/2016/0798 Bell Fold Farm 708 Garstang Rd 3 

06/2016/0823 132 Church St 2 

06/2016/0826 Carr House Preston Rd 1 

06/2016/0838 
Sharoe Green Post Office 347 Garstang Rd 
Preston 

3 

06/2016/0853 15 Holmbrook Rd Preston 2 

06/2016/0862 Playground Heatherfield Place 2 

06/2016/0936 10 Guildhall St 2 

06/2016/0956 Woodplumpton Methodist Church 1 

06/2016/0987 Whinneyfield Farm, Whinneyfield Lane 3 

06/2016/1003 Land sth of woodlands Lea Lane 2 

06/2016/1004 Land to side of Lewth Lodge Cinder Lane 1 

06/2016/1026 Vine House Farm 38 Darkinson Lane 4 

06/2016/1074 53 Watling St Road -1 

06/2016/1134 413 New Hall Lane 2 

06/2016/1136 8 Avenham Place 1 

06/2016/1166 28 Church Lane Goosnargh 2 
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06/2016/1169 Dean Villa 139 Whittingham Lane 1 

06/2016/1250 land rr of 25 Lambert Rd 1 

06/2016/1266 Belmont Fm Inglewhite Rd 3 

06/2016/1286 7 St Theresa's Drive 1 

06/2016/1307 Hooles Farm Brass Pan Lane 0 

06/2017/0047 Lawton House Farm Bartle Lane 1 

06/2017/0076 Land adj 77 Church Ave 2 

06/2017/0077 Land adj 24 Tulketh Rd 4 

06/2017/0094 Broadfield Inglewhite Road 1 

06/2017/0214 Lingala Lightfoot Green Lane 3 

06/2017/0238 219 Tulketh Brow 1 

06/2017/0245 185 Marsh Lane 1 

06/2017/0254 Land adj 8 Derby Rd 2 

06/2017/0269 Old Methodist Chapel Chapel Lane 1 

06/2017/0301 99 Victoria Rd 0 

06/2017/0339 
Land rr of 907 & 909 Whittingham Lane 
Broughton 

4 

06/2017/0363 Land adj 19 Kingfisher Street 2 

06/2017/0364 Land west of Maxy House Farm Sandy Lane 1 

06/2017/0374 land rr of 113A Watling St Rd 2 

06/2017/0378 Land North of Bartle Lane 2 

06/2017/0424 Houghton House Farm Lightfoot Lane 1 

06/2017/0449 The Garden House, Catforth Rd, Catforth 1 

06/2017/0453 1 Christ Church St 2 

06/2017/0461 Lyndhurst, 67 Halfpenny Lane 1 

06/2017/0516 East View Barn, Cinder Lane 1 

06/2017/0590 3-3a Fox Street 2 

06/2017/0662 
land adjacent Ribble Lodge, 199-201 Ribbleton 
Ave 

2 

06/2017/0673 35, 37 & 39 Manchester Road 4 

06/2017/0682 228-232 Deepdale Rd 1 

06/2017/0685 2 Taylor Street  1 

06/2017/0708 
Land Adjacent Fell View Pudding Pie Nook 
Lane 

1 

06/2017/0788 Lower Hill House Farm Eaves Lane 2 

06/2017/0826 Thirlmere Blackleach Lane 1 

06/2017/0840 135-137 Manchester Road 1 

06/2017/0843 Union Court 2 Union Street 3 

06/2017/0917 21-23 East Street 1 

06/2017/0927 The Dingles Highgate Close 1 

06/2017/0943 25 Wodplumpton Lane 1 

06/2017/0995 135-137 Fishwick Parade 1 

06/2017/0996 18-20 Skeffington Road 4 

06/2017/1049 Brentwood House 15 Victoria Road  1 

06/2017/1060 Domus Iii, Durton Lane 1 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


06/2017/1080 Land adjacent 1 Fermor Road 1 

06/2017/1125 Cottam Lodge 34 Miller Lane  1 

06/2017/1238 
Land to rear of Abbotts Lodge 141 Lightfoot 
Lane 

1 

06/2017/1247 
Land adjacent to Craig Niesh (known locally as 
End House) Goosnargh Lane 

2 

06/2017/1251 Carr House Farm Preston Road 1 

06/2017/1258 Whitefield Hse Farm Mayfield Avenue 1 

06/2017/1345 Bryars House Lea Lane 0 

06/2017/1348 Bridge House Farm Tabley Lane 1 

06/2017/1400 Broadfield Inglewhite Road 1 

06/2017/1401 Broadfield Inglewhite Road 1 

06/2017/1458 57 Victoria Road 4 

06/2018/0021 64 Plungington Road 1 

06/2017/0380 Land between 71 & 75 Ramsey Avenue Preston 2 

06/2017/0984 The Mount Fernyhalgh Lane Preston 1 

06/2018/0007 Paradise House Moorside Lane Woodplumpton 1 

06/2018/0104 155 & 157 Garstang Road Preston 1 

06/2018/0132 Former Deepdale Mill Isherwood Street 4 

06/2018/0146 Oak Bank Mill Lane Goosnargh 1 

06/2018/0157 South Planks 928 Garstang Road Preston 1 

06/2018/0172 Belmont Farm Inglewhite Road 1 

06/2018/0224 Land at Garstang Road Preston 2 

06/2018/0244 339 Preston Road Grimsargh 4 

06/2018/0255 Land adjacent Whinfield Cottage Cow Hill 1 

06/2018/0281 1 Greenlands Grove Ribbleton 1 

06/2018/0282 Land adjacent Winders Lodge Durton Lane  1 

06/2018/0354 Land to rear of 16 Lambert Road Lambert Road 4 

06/2018/0359 Land adjacent 187 Kent Street Preston 2 

06/2018/0395 Broadith Cottage Broadith Lane Preston 1 

06/2018/0402 The Laurels 146 Lightfoot Lane Preston 2 

06/2018/0411 Bradcroft Cottage Goosnargh Lane Preston 1 

06/2018/0431 22 Egerton Road Preston 1 

06/2018/0448 Land off Inglewhite Road Preston 1 

06/2018/0512 
Plumpton Green 103 Woodplumpton Road 
Woodplumpton Preston 

3 

06/2018/0515 Whinneyfield Farm Whinneyfield Lane Preston 2 

06/2018/0517 Newfield Tabley Lane Preston -1 

06/2018/0584 Glenroyd 250 Lightfoot Lane Preston 2 

06/2018/0588 Brookview House Barton Lane Preston 1 

06/2018/0591 Barton House Blackleach Lane Preston 1 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


06/2018/0641 450 Blackpool Road Preston 1 

06/2018/0644 Bushells Cottage Mill Lane Goosnargh 1 

06/2018/0663 33 Ribblesdale Place Preston 1 

06/2018/0677 
Agricultural Building North of Oak House 
Pudding Pie Nook Lane 

1 

06/2018/0697 Bensons Cottage Bensons Lane Woodplumpton 0 

06/2018/0681 106 Deepdale Road Preston 2 

06/2018/0701 36 Waterloo Terrace Preston 1 

06/2018/0710 Marlings Barn Cumeragh Lane Preston 4 

06/2018/0718 
Land between 3 Spa Cottages & Laburnum 
House Bartle Lane Preston  

2 

06/2018/0726 Breakneck Farm Fernyhalgh Lane  1 

06/2018/0799 The Orchard Eaves Lane Preston 1 

06/2018/0793 Edge Farm Hollowforth Lane Preston 1 

06/2018/0818 Land off Whittingham Lane Goosnargh 4 

06/2018/0835 Newby House 4 Darkinson Lane Preston 1 

06/2018/0848 
Land adjacent Fell View Cottage Pudding Pie 
Nook Lane Preston 

1 

06/2018/0921 Elston Grange Elston Lane Preston 3 

06/2018/0954 Anderton Fold Farm 980 Garstang Road 2 

06/2018/0975 Land opposite 92 Darkinson Lane Preston 4 

06/2018/1039  Land adjacent Paradise House Moorside Lane 1 

06/2018/1050 Whinfield Cottage Cow Hill Preston 1 

06/2018/1056 
Land west of Becconsall Farm Bartle Lane 
Preston 

1 

06/2018/1094 Heron Gate Highrigg Drive Preston 1 

06/2018/1207 270 Garstang Road Preston 0 

06/2018/1213 Tanpit Stables Green Lane Catforth Preston 1 

06/2018/1227 Garlick House Green Lane Catforth 2 

06/2018/1229 Gleadale House Cumeragh Lane Preston 3 

06/2018/1238 White Gables Bartle Lane Preston 2 

06/2018/1240  
Prospect House 236 Woodplumpton Road 
Woodplumpton 

1 

06/2018/1335 11 Foregate Preston 1 

06/2018/1368 51 Whittingham Lane Preston 1 

06/2019/0021 
Land between 37 & 39 Christ Church Street 
Preston 

4 

06/2019/0023 
Building to the rear of Eccles Moss Ironworks 
Bleasedale Road Whitechapel 

1 

06/2019/0084 Marimar Cumeragh Lane Preston 1 

06/2019/0097 Cottam Hall Farm Merry Trees Lane Preston 1 

Total 297 
Minus 10% = 267 
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Housing Land Position 
At 31st March 2019 

5. Appendix 2 – Completions list 01/04/2018 – 31/03/2019 

Planning Ref Address Description 
Net gain 

01/04/2018 - 
31/03/2019 

06/2017/0381 60 Egerton Rd Preston Complete 1 

06/2015/0268 6 Langdale Crescent Preston Complete 2 

06/2016/0583 67A Longridge Road Preston Complete 3 

06/2017/1297 
Brookfield Methodist Church 
Oakworth Avenue Preston 

Complete 13 

06/2017/0374 
Land rr of 113a Watling Street 
Road Preston 

Complete 2 

06/2016/1074 
53 Watling Street Road 
Preston 

Complete -1 

06/2016/1258 
61 Watling Street Road 
Preston 

Complete 2 

06/2016/0320 3 West Road Preston Complete 1 

06/2015/0408 67 Fishwick Parade Preston Complete 1 

06/2017/1047 48 Fishwick Parade Complete -3 

06/2018/1267 Fazal House Midgery Lane Complete 1 

06/2018/0731 
224-226 Watling Street Road 
Preston 

Complete -1 

06/2015/0995 
Garth Lodge 62 Lightfoot Lane 
Preston 

Under 
Construction 

2 

06/2016/0336 2 Eastbourne Close Preston Complete 1 

06/2018/0720 4-6 Larches Avenue Preston Complete 2 

06/2017/1131 
Raikes House 68 Darkinson 
Lane Lea 

Complete 1 

06/2014/0932 
Land rr of 154 Hoyles Lane 
Lea 

Complete 3 

06/2016/1267 
Land adj Smiths Arms Lea 
Lane Lea 

Complete 3 

06/2017/0652 
Lea Road Nurseries Lea Road 
Lea 

Complete 1 

06/2016/0157 
Valentine House Tom Benson 
Way Preston 

Complete -1 

06/2018/0261 46 Henderson Street Preston Complete -1 

06/2016/0239 
Church Hill Cottage D’urton 
Lane 

Complete 4 

06/2017/0527 Downing 503 Garstang Road Complete 1 

06/2018/0213 
Haighton Barn Haighton Green 
Lane 

Complete 1 

06/2017/1362 Lower Barnsfold Back Lane Complete 1 

06/2017/0958 Crow Tree Villa Bartle Lane Complete 1 

06/2018/0928 9B Church Lane Complete -1 

06/2016/1222 
Hoole Farm 840 Garstang 
Road 

Complete 1 

06/2016/1233 
Anderton Fold Farm 980 
Garstang Road 

Under 
Construction 

2 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


06/2018/0085 
Land to rr of 37 Halfpenny 
Lane 

Complete 1 

06/2016/1032 Lyndhurst 67 Halfpenny Lane Complete 1 

06/2018/0250 Land N of Inglewhite Rd 
Under 
Construction 

3 

06/2016/0670 Fir Trees Barn Inglewhite Rd Complete 1 

06/2017/0743 Fir Trees Barn Inglewhite Rd Complete 1 

06/2017/1017 Belmont Farm Inglewhite Rd Complete 1 

06/2015/0813 
Agricultural Building adj to Fir 
Trees Barn Inglewhite Rd 

Complete 2 

06/2017/0111 
Old Woodsfold Farm Lewth 
Lane 

Complete 1 

06/2016/1260 
Oak House Pudding Pie Nook 
Lane 

Complete 1 

06/2017/0870 
Barnfield Coach House 
Rosemary Lane 

Complete -1 

06/2017/1248 
Land adj Catforth Primary 
School School Lane Catforth 

Complete 1 

06/2018/0196 
Dews Bottom Farm Stoney 
Lane 

Complete 1 

06/2016/0002 Brookfield Farm Tabley Lane 
Under 
Construction 

1 

06/2016/1075 
St Anthonys 734 Whittingham 
Lane 

Complete 1 

06/2015/0796 198E Miller Road Preston Complete 1 

06/2015/0564 
Lodge Bank Moor Lane 
Preston 

Complete 6 

06/2016/0570 1 St Davids Road Preston Complete 1 

06/2018/0134 13 St Pauls Square Preston Complete 1 

06/2017/0536 127 Acregate Lane Preston Complete 2 

06/2016/0441 
The Old Coach House 
Collinson Street Preston 

Complete 6 

06/2017/0122 59 Maitland Street Preston Complete 2 

06/2017/1332 
Land at Thompson Street 
Preston 

Complete 10 

06/2015/0959 Land at Thorn Street Preston Complete 6 

06/2017/0832 14-16 Bence Road Preston Complete -1 

06/2016/1240 21 Cannon Street Preston Complete 15 

06/2016/0994 19 Cannon Street Preston Complete 2 

06/2016/0923 17-18 Cannon Street Preston Complete 3 

06/2016/0461 17-18 Cannon Street Preston Complete 6 

06/2018/0161 101a Church Street Preston Complete -1 

06/2018/0182 5 Cross Street Preston Complete 2 

06/2017/0650 2 East Cliff Gardens Preston Complete 2 

06/2017/1462 5 Fleet Street Preston Complete 2 

06/2018/0142 46-56 Guildhall Street Preston Complete 18 

06/2015/0412 63 Guildhall Street Preston  Complete 26 

06/2016/0850 
84 Eldon St & 267 Brook 
Street Preston 

Complete 3 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


06/2016/1291 
Land adj 33 Coniston Avenue 
Preston 

Complete 2 

06/2017/1135 69 Lytham Road Preston Complete 3 

06/2016/1072 69 Lytham Road Preston Complete 3 

06/2016/1290 
Vacant land Parker Street 
Preston 

Complete 2 

06/2018/0207 43-44 Water Lane Preston Complete 6 

06/2016/1017 
Grimsargh Reservoirs Preston 
Road Grimsargh 

Complete 3 

06/2013/0148 Cottam Hall Site K 
Under 
Construction 

20 

06/2014/0598 
Land off Sandy Lane (Maxy 
House Farm) Cottam 

Under 
Construction 

30 

06/2014/0707 
Former Golden Hill School 
Cromwell Road Preston 

Under 
Construction 

1 

06/2015/0769 
Land at (Grid Ref 536344) 
D'urton Lane Preston 

Under 
Construction 

29 

06/2016/0585 
Eastway Nurseries Eastway 
Preston 

Under 
Construction 

4 

06/2015/0968 
& 
06/2016/0971 
& 
06/2016/0700 
& 
06/2017/1083 

Land North of Eastway and 
South of D'urton Lane Preston 

Under 
Construction 

14 

06/2017/1087 
Land west of Geoffrey Street 
Preston 

Under 
Construction 

4 

06/2017/0004 
Land to rr of 122-152 Hoyles 
Lane 

Under 
Construction 

21 

06/2013/0865 Haydock Grange Hoyles Lane 
Under 
Construction 

24 

06/2015/0243 
Land adj to Cottam between 
Hoyles Lane, Sidgreaves 
Lane, Lea Rd 

Under 
Construction 

38 

06/2015/0546 
Connemara Lightfoot Green 
Lane 

Under 
Construction 

35 

06/2015/0282 
&06/2016/1309 

Land to north of Lightfoot Lane 
Under 
Construction 

43 

06/2016/0504 
(Grid ref 521335) off Eastway 
Preston 

Under 
Construction 

63 

06/2014/0929 
Land off Ribblesdale Drive 
Grimsargh 

Complete 13 

06/2015/0610 
Land at Maxy House Farm 
Sandy Lane 

Complete 25 

06/2014/0442 
(Grid ref - 512344) Sandyforth 
Lane 

Under 
Construction 

38 

06/2015/0530 
Land to the North of Hoyles 
Lane and to the East 
Sidgreaves Lane 

Under 
Construction 

89 

06/2015/0816 
Land South of 110-126 
Whittingham Lane 

Under 
Construction 

16 
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Housing Land Position
	
At 31st March 2019 


06/2016/0493 
Former Ridings Depot and 
land to North and South of 
Whittingham Lane 

Under 
Construction 

25 

06/2014/0535 
Former Whittingham Hospital 
Site Whittingham Lane 

Under 
Construction 

50 

06/2017/0278 Land at Garstang Road 
Under 
Construction 

17 

DM/2018/0006 
10 

Lightfoot Meadows, Lightfoot 
Lane, Preston, PR4 0AE 

Complete -2 

Total 785 
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Introduction 

 

1.1. PWA Planning is retained by a number of landowners, developers and other parties with land and 

property interests within the three Central Lancashire authorities (“CLA”) of Chorley Borough, 

Preston City and South Ribble Councils to make representations in respect of the ‘consultation’ 

exercise being carried out from 1st November 2019 to 15th November 2019.  

 

1.2. PWA Planning wishes to raise significant concerns at the ‘consultation’ exercise, which, in our 

submission is inappropriate, is misdirected and is in fact legally flawed. PWA Planning has sought 

legal advice from leading Counsel on the consultation exercise and related matters and this advice 

forms the basis of the substantive part of this objection.  

 

1.3. It is noted that the CLA are consulting on the approach to the quantification of the housing 

requirement across the three authority areas which appears to flow from the ‘evidence’ offered 

within the “Central Lancashire Housing Study” (“CLHS”), produced by Iceni Projects Limited, which 

was published alongside the consultation on Friday 1st November 2019. 

 

1.4. The specific concerns that we have are mostly unrelated to the content of the CLHS, though for the 

avoidance of doubt, we consider its content is inadequate to provide a robust evidence base from 

which to test overall housing requirement scenarios and distribution as is being suggested. In this 

regard we have added comments on the general inadequacy of this document and its conclusions 

in the final part of this objection.   

 

  



 

 
  Page | 2 

2. Adequacy and effectiveness of the consultation exercise 

 
Consultation Announcements 

2.1. Despite the importance of the changes being proposed by the CLA, it appears that there was no 

direct advanced consultation with or notification to developers, housebuilders, architects and 

planning consultants or other interested parties. Having been inadvertently notified of the 

consultation by other parties, PWA Planning immediately reviewed the Central Lancashire Local Plan 

website and other websites of the three authorities.  

 

2.2. It was noted that the news page of the Central Lancashire Local Plan website was updated on 6th 

November 2019 (5 days after the start of the consultation) with the following article: 

 

Wednesday, 06 November 2019 

Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-Operation 

We are currently running a two-week consultation on proposals regarding the provision 

and distribution of housing land following the outcomes of the Central Lancashire Housing 

study. 

It is proposed to do this through a Joint Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

and Statement of Co-operation (SOC) which will be adopted by all three Councils. Upon 

adoption, the Councils will work together to monitor housing completions and five-year 

housing land supply positions against these requirements. 

Find out more about the proposals and review the study on our relevant consultation page. 

This consultation runs from Friday 1st November until Friday 15th November 2019 (at 

23:59). 

 

(emphasis added) 

 

2.3. The news page then links to a consultation page which states: 

 

Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-Operation 

Proposals Regarding the Provision and Distribution of Housing Land 

 

The Central Lancashire authorities (namely Preston City Council, South Ribble Borough 

Council and Chorley Council) propose to adopt the use of the standard method formula 

to calculate the aggregate minimum number of homes needed across the area, in 

accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Practice 

Guidance. The relevant development plan policy relating to the supply of housing in 

Central Lancashire was adopted in 2012, and as such is over five years old. 

 

It is proposed to do this through a Joint Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and 

Statement of Co-operation (SOC) which will be adopted by all three Councils. Upon 

adoption, the Councils will work together to monitor housing completions and five-year 

housing land supply positions against these requirements. 

 

https://centrallocalplan.lancashire.gov.uk/consultations/memorandum-of-understanding-and-statement-of-co-operation/
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The three Councils intend to implement a distribution of housing based on robust 

evidence. A Central Lancashire Housing Study has been produced by consultants Iceni, 

and is available to view in our online evidence base. 

 

The evidence contained within the Central Lancashire Housing Study recommends that 

the most appropriate distribution of the minimum number of homes needed in the area 

is as follows: 

 

Preston City Council    40% 

South Ribble Borough Council   32.5% 

Chorley Council    27.5% 

Total     100% 

 

We are currently running a two-week consultation on the approach following the 

outcomes of this study from Friday 1st November until on Friday 15th November 2019 

(at 23:59). 

 

You can give us your views on this approach by emailing us at: 

CentralLancashirePlan@chorley.gov.uk 

 

2.4. From the above wording within the website, what is being consulted upon is not the CLHS, nor even 

the text of the draft Memorandum of Understanding (“MoU”) or the text of a draft Statement of 

Co-operation (“SoC”). Rather it is the “approach” which is being consulted upon, which is said to be 

based on “robust evidence”, i.e. the CLHS.  

 

2.5. It is then clear that the consultation is about the outcome of the CLHS and not the content of the 

CLHS. Indeed, the terminology of the consultation exercise appears to be directed at seeking views 

of the narrow outcome of the CLHS and not the robustness or otherwise of the evidence base, which 

is expressly pre-supposed to be ‘robust’.  

 

2.6. Moreover, the online evidence base web-link brings a reader to the CLHS document and attention 

is not drawn at all to the 2017 MoU, nor to the text of proposed amended MoU or SoC. A statement 

of co-operation is not even a term which is described anywhere in national planning policy or 

practice guidance. Nor does the website draw the reader’s attention to earlier versions of the 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment. Indeed, the consultation page of the website does not 

actually explain the policy consequences of the intended adoption of the distribution in the draft 

MoU or SoC. Surprisingly it is the news page which explains that the “approach” is intended to give 

rise to policy consequences, since it is expressly stated to be intended to form the basis for 5-year 

land supply calculations in each of the authorities. Thus, the consultation page tells the reader that 

they are responding to the proposed approach of the CLHS distribution, whereas the actual 

motivation is the use of a proposed distribution to establish real policy consequences.  

 

2.7. This is a considerable flaw in the background to the consultation process which seems directed at 

deflecting attention from the true motives of the proposed changes.  
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Period for consultation 

2.8. The period given for consultation responses, for an ‘approach’ which will significantly and 

fundamentally alter the way the five-year housing land supply is assessed, is dramatically short. The 

period runs from 1st November (Friday) to 15th November (Friday) and amounts to 10 working days, 

even if interested parties were aware of the consultation, given the issues raised previously. 

 

2.9. Policy proposals declared through a development plan or even an SPD would be consulted upon for 

6 weeks as a minimum, whereas this consultation expects the matter to come to the attention of 

an interested respondent, for them to engage relevant advice, assimilate the evidence base and 

formulate a response all within 10 working days. It is very difficult to see how this can be deemed 

realistic and appropriate.  

 

Adequacy of consultation 

2.10. It is established law that where consultation takes place upon documentation which will inform 

administrative decisions, then such consultation must be both meaningful and fair.  

 

2.11. In R (Moseley) v Haringey LBC [2014] 1 WLR 3947, Lord Wilson said;  

"25 In R v Brent London Borough Council, Ex p Gunning (1985) 84 LGR 168 Hodgson J quashed Brent's 

decision to close two schools on the ground that the manner of its prior consultation, particularly 

with the parents, had been unlawful. He said, at p 189:  

‘Mr. Sedley submits that these basic requirements are essential if the consultation process is to have 

a sensible content.  

- First, that consultation must be at a time when proposals are still at a formative stage.  

- Second, that the proposer must give sufficient reasons for any proposal to permit of intelligent 

consideration and response.  

- Third … that adequate time must be given for consideration and response and, finally,  

- Fourth, that the product of consultation must be conscientiously taken into account in finalising 

any statutory proposals.’  

 

2.12. Based on the above, the consultation relating to an “approach” which it turns out will lead to a 

significant policy change across the CLA, would in our opinion fail each of the four elements of the 

‘Sedley principles’. 

 

2.13. It is clear that what is being put forward represents a failure to consult properly.  

 

Promotion of policy which ought to be within a DPD through a non-statutory route. 

2.14. The issues with the consultation become even more acute when one considers that the approach 

of simply recording an agreement in a MoU is an approach no longer favoured in national guidance 

in NPPG. Rather a Statement of Common Ground containing substantive elements is advised, 

including what each district’s capacity actually is1 . It is difficult to see how the above quoted 

guidance in NPPG has been taken into account.  

 

2.15. Formerly NPPG encouraged local planning authorities (LPAs) to enter into memoranda of 

understanding when agreement had been arrived at in relation to matters caught by the duty to co-

operate. The Plan-making chapter of NPPG was extensively revised in March 2019 and there is no 

 
1 NPPG Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 61-011-20190315 



 

 
  Page | 5 

longer any endorsement of Memoranda of the kind formerly promoted. Rather under the sub-

heading “Maintaining effective cooperation” the NPPG encourages LPAs to enter into statements of 

common ground (“SOCG”). Such SOCGs are not intended to be simply a memorandum of what has 

been agreed, but rather are intended to contain specific matters which are expressly directed 

towards plan-making. In NPPG Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 61-011-20190315, a check list of what 

should be contained in a SOCG is set out which includes: 

 

“e. …, the housing requirements in any adopted and (if known) emerging strategic policies relevant 

to housing within the area covered by the statement; 

f. distribution of needs in the area as agreed through the plan-making process, or the process for 

agreeing the distribution of need (including unmet need) across the area; 

g. a record of where agreements have (or have not) been reached on key strategic matters, including 

the process for reaching agreements on these;” 

(emphasis added) 

 

2.16. The following paragraph makes it clear that meeting point (f) requires a clear evidence base, thus: 

 

“What information will a statement of common ground be expected to contain about the distribution 

of identified development needs? 

 

When authorities are in a position to detail the distribution of identified needs in the defined area, 

the statement will be expected to set out information on: 

 

a. the capacity within the strategic policy-making authority area(s) covered by the statement to meet 

their own identified needs; 

 

b. the extent of any unmet need within the strategic policy-making authority area(s); and 

 

c. agreements (or disagreements) between strategic policy-making authorities about the extent to 

which these unmet needs are capable of being redistributed within the wider area covered by the 

statement.” 

 

2.17. Thus, it is clearly not enough for co-operating LPAs to simply record that agreement has been 

reached in a memorandum. Rather a SOCG now needs to be prepared and where it sets out a 

proposed distribution then it requires evidence of the extent to which each authority has capacity 

to meet its own needs and the extent of unmet need which can’t be met within its area. 

 

2.18. The continued use of MoU to deal with housing requirements and distribution is no longer 

provided for within NPPG and hence is inappropriate.  

 

2.19. Moreover, and insofar as the MoU is intended to give rise to policy consequences in how the 

authorities assess their individual housing requirements, then this is very obviously a matter that 

should be properly determined through the development plan process. To advance what should be 

promulgated as a DPD through a non-statutory route is inappropriate and a wilful circumvention of 

the statutory regime and has been repeatedly held to be unlawful. 
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2.20. The approach itself does not reflect NPPG, as the approach is manifestly more than just indicating 

that the standard methodology is to be used. It is actively deciding how the combined standard 

methodology for three districts should be divided up. Such an approach is self-evidently a ‘policy’ in 

that it is materially at variance with the core strategy distribution and is intended to have immediate 

policy implications in the calculation of the authorities’ 5-year supply. Whilst publication of the CLHS 

as an evidence-based document, which was a preliminary step to a replacement local plan, would 

be unobjectionable in principle (leaving aside the consultation period issue etc. and however flawed 

its recommendations), to then use its outcome as having immediate and important policy 

consequences, at variance with the distribution in the adopted development plan, is plainly 

unacceptable and is considered to be legally problematic. 

 

2.21. Accordingly, it is considered that adoption of the proposed MoU and SoC would amount to an 

unlawful pre-determination of strategic policy matters which need to be tested through the 

rigours of a local plan examination.  
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3. Central Lancashire Housing Study – Iceni Projects October 2019 
 

3.1. As a general comment, it is clear that determining the housing need for an authority or area is only 

the first step in determining an overall housing requirement. Such an exercise should be entirely 

separate from assessing land availability and establishing a housing requirement. The standard 

method identifies a minimum annual housing need figure, and certainly does not produce a housing 

requirement. It seems apparent that the two elements are conflated within the CLHS. 

 

3.2. National practice guidance indicates that:  

 

“The standard method for assessing local housing need provides a minimum starting point in 

determining the number of homes needed in an area.  

 

It does not attempt to predict the impact that future government policies, changing economic 

circumstances or other factors might have on demographic behaviour. Therefore, there will be 

circumstances where it is appropriate to consider whether actual housing need is higher than the 

standard method indicates. This will need to be assessed prior to, and separate from, considering 

how much of the overall need can be accommodated (and then translated into a housing 

requirement figure for the strategic policies in the plan). Circumstances where this may be 

appropriate include, but are not limited to situations where increases in housing need are likely to 

exceed past trends because of: 

- growth strategies for the area that are likely to be deliverable, for example where funding is in 

place to promote and facilitate additional growth (e.g. Housing Deals); 

- strategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to drive an increase in the homes needed 

locally; or 

- an authority agreeing to take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities, as set out in a 

statement of common ground;” 

 

3.3. The CLHS (paragraph 1.4) explains that it was commissioned as housing evidence to  

 

"provide a robust basis for working to agree a) an updated level of housing need to plan for across 

the Central Lancashire HMA; and b) how this level of housing need is to be appropriately distributed 

across the three authorities through an updated Memorandum of Understanding.  

 

3.4. The CLHS does not (inter alia): 

a. consider whether there is justification for a higher housing requirement; 

b. test the impact of higher requirement scenarios; 

c. test the potential negative impacts of the combined standard method figure being lower than 

the combined CLCS requirement. 

d. test any implications for the requirement as a result of growth strategies where funding is in 

place to promote and facilitate additional growth (e.g. City Deal) or strategic infrastructure 

improvements. 

 

3.5. In fact, the only ‘test’ undertaken in the CLHS is the use of 2016 based household protections. Table 

3.2 of the CLHS derives the housing requirement for the three authorities based upon the 2014 

household projections as advised by NPPG. The report then goes on to assess the calculation of the 

standard methodology using the 2016 household projection figures from under the heading 
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“sensitivity testing”. It states that it is prudent to do so because they are more recent official 

projections, before pointing out that the use of the 2016 figures for this purpose is expressly 

disavowed by NPPG2 and then advising that the figure to be used for the CLA is 1026. 

 

3.6. In section 4 of the CLHS it recognises that the application of the standard methodology directs far 

more housing to Chorley than to its neighbours and it goes on to consider a variety of different ways 

in which the three authorities could choose to justify a different distribution of the aggregate figure, 

which has been devised based on the application of the standard methodology for each individual 

district. It considers a number of factors including past development, the existing distribution of jobs 

and homes and even environmental constraints at figure 4.2, before finally coming to a 

recommendation based upon a range of factors at table 4.12, showing an inferred distribution based 

upon redistributing the 1026. 

 

3.7. What is therefore proposed is a deviation from the standard methodology in each of the three 

districts, namely: 

 

(i) Chorley - a reduction from 579 to 282 – i.e. a reduction of 51% compared to the standard 

methodology; 

(ii) Preston - an increase from 241 to 410 – i.e. an increase of 70% compared to the standard 

methodology; 

(iii) South Ribble - an increase from 206 to 334 – i.e. an increase of 63% compared to the standard 

methodology. 

 

3.8. NPPG advises that the use of the standard methodology when setting a housing requirement is not 

mandatory but that any deviation from it must be justified as part of the examination process: 

 

“Is the use of the standard method for strategic policy making purposes mandatory? 

 

No, if it is felt that circumstances warrant an alternative approach but authorities can expect this to 

be scrutinised more closely at examination. There is an expectation that the standard method will 

be used and that any other method will be used only in exceptional circumstances3.” 

 

3.9. Thus, whilst it is perfectly possible for the CLA to adopt figures which deviate from the standard 

methodology, in doing so, the evidence will need to be carefully scrutinised at examination and the 

test to be applied will be that of exceptional circumstances. 

 

3.10. NPPG goes on to recognise that where plans are prepared jointly that the need will be the aggregate 

of the standard methodology of the component authorities, but crucially goes on to say that this 

needs to be justified by the strategic plan making authority, and by inference therefore justified at 

examination4. What is emphatically not endorsed is that the CLA can, at the very early stages of joint 

plan making, come to a policy decision as to how it may wish to promote a housing distribution at 

odds with the standardised methodology based upon as yet untested evidence which has been 

 
2 National Planning Practice Guidance : Housing and Economic Needs Assessment; Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 2a-015-20190220 
3 Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 2a-003-20190220   
4 Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 2a-013-20190220   
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subject to grossly inadequate consultation. This is not at all a substitute for a properly examined 

evidence base and the scrutiny of a DPD examination. 

 

3.11. What is absolutely clear is that the factors which have led to the recommended distribution involve 

constraining the supply within one area because of factors such as green belt policy and directing 

those needs to another area. Such an approach is perfectly legitimate to promote and test within 

the confines of a local plan examination, but unless and until it becomes adopted policy it is not an 

appropriate basis for assessing 5 year land supply.  

 

3.12. We therefore consider that it is not appropriate to determine the spatial distribution of housing 

need and create housing requirements at this point in time as there is a clear need to provide robust 

evidence to support the intended requirement figures and for this evidence to be rigorously tested 

at examination, following the local plan processes. 
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4. Conclusions 
 

4.1. For all of the reasons previously indicated, consultation is extremely confused, since the CLHS is not 

itself the subject of consultation, but instead is the foundation for the “approach” of the proposed 

distribution derived from it. Similarly, whilst the MoU is intended to flow from the consultation, that 

is not linked on the consultation website so it is not at all clear whether and how that is to be 

consulted upon. Moreover, the news section suggests that the derived distribution (and by 

inference the figures in the CLHS) are intended to found the basis of 5 year housing land supply 

assessments, but that is not referenced on the consultation pages either. 

 

4.2. Combining this confusion with the grossly inadequate consultation period as well as efforts to adopt 

the approach with unseemly haste, it is clear that consultation and proposed approach is 

unsatisfactory in the extreme and is considered legally unsound in a considerable number of ways.  

 

4.3. Taking these concerns into account, it is considered that the CLA should draw back from its current 

course of action, withdraw the current consultation, reflect upon exactly what it intends to 

consult upon and most importantly how that fits into the plan making process and then to restart 

the process as part of the emerging issues and options consultation stage of the Central Lancashire 

local plan, which has recently commenced. 

 

 

Paul Walton MRTPI 

Managing Director 

PWA Planning 

15/11/2019 
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MINUTES OF COUNCIL

MEETING DATE Wednesday, 27 November 2019

MEMBERS PRESENT: Councillors Harry Hancock (Mayor), Jane Bell (Deputy Mayor), 
John Rainsbury, Carol Chisholm, Will Adams, Jacky Alty, 
Renee Blow, Damian Bretherton, Aniela Bylinski Gelder, 
Matt Campbell, Colin Clark, Colin Coulton, Bill Evans, 
James Flannery, Derek Forrest, Paul Foster, Mary Green, 
Michael Green, Jon Hesketh, Mick Higgins, David Howarth, 
Cliff Hughes, Ken Jones, Susan Jones, Chris Lomax, 
Jim Marsh, Keith Martin, Christine Melia, Caroline Moon, 
Jacqui Mort, Peter Mullineaux, Alan Ogilvie, Colin Sharples, 
David Shaw, Margaret Smith, Phil Smith, David Suthers, 
Stephen Thurlbourn, Michael Titherington, Caleb Tomlinson, 
Matthew Tomlinson, Matthew Trafford, Angela Turner, 
Karen Walton, Ian Watkinson, Gareth Watson, P Wharton-
Hardman, Carol Wooldridge and Barrie Yates

OFFICERS: Gary Hall (Interim Chief Executive), Paul Hussey (Director of 
Customer and Digital), Jennifer Mullin (Director of 
Neighbourhoods and Development), Jonathan Noad (Director 
of Planning and Property) and Dave Whelan (Legal Services 
Manager/Interim Monitoring Officer)

PUBLIC: 22

54 Purdah

The Interim Monitoring Officer read out some guidance relating to decision making in 
the Purdah period.

Whilst Members were not happy about the situation, they accepted the officer’s 
advice.

55 Apologies for absence

Apologies were received from Councillor Cliff Hughes and Mal Donoghue.

56 Declarations of Interest

Item 12 - The Leader of the Council, Councillor Paul Foster declared that all 
members of the Labour Group were affiliated to at least one Trade Union.

57 Minutes of the last meeting

RESOLVED (Unanimously):
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That the minutes of the Council meeting held on 25 September 2019 be held as a 
correct record for signing by the Chair.

58 Returning Officers Report

The Mayor welcomed Councillor Gareth Watson to the Council following his election 
to the Coupe Green and Gregson Lane ward on 24 October 2019.

The Leader of the Council, Councillor Paul Foster and Opposition Leader, Councillor 
Margaret Smith also welcomed Councillor Watson.

59 Mayoral Announcements

The Mayor provided an update on events he had recently attended and his 
forthcoming engagements.

60 Calendar of Meetings 2020/21

Members considered the Calendar of Meetings for 2020/21 which had been 
prepared earlier than in previous years to ensure that Councillors received as much 
notice as possible of key dates.

It was proposed by the Leader of the Council, Councillor Paul Foster, seconded by 
the Deputy Leader, Councillor Mick Titherington and subsequently 

RESOLVED (Unanimously):

That the Calendar of Meetings for 2020/21 be approved.

61 Cabinet

Members considered a general report of the meetings of Cabinet held on 16 October 
and 13 November 2019.

Councillor David Howarth reminded the Leader of the Council that it had been 
agreed that the tree planting maps would be circulated to all Members and also 
asked if details of the Memorandum of Understanding Local Plan consultation drop-
in sessions could also be provided as soon as possible. 

It was proposed by the Leader of the Council, Councillor Paul Foster, seconded by 
the Deputy Leader, Councillor Mick Titherington and subsequently

RESOLVED that the report be noted.
 

62 Governance Committee

Members considered a general report of the meeting of Governance Committee held 
on 27 November 2019.
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The Leader of the Opposition pointed out that under the Audit Progress and Sector 
Update, it should read the local governance audit and not government.

It was proposed by the Chair of Governance Committee, Councillor Ian Watkinson, 
seconded by Councillor James Flannery and subsequently

RESOLVED that the report be noted.

63 Scrutiny Committee

Members considered a general report of the meeting of the Scrutiny and Budget 
Performance Panel meeting on 11 November and meeting of the Scrutiny 
Committee held on 14 November 2019.

It was proposed by the Chair of Scrutiny Committee, Councillor David Howarth, 
seconded by Councillor Michael Green and subsequently

RESOLVED that the report be noted.

64 Member Development Update

Council considered a report of the Assistant Director of Scrutiny and Democratic 
Services that provided Members with an update on the work being undertaken by 
the Member Development Steering Group.

The report provided details of all training that had been provided to date and what 
work was being undertaken to ensure that the Council was undertaking to achieve 
the reinstatement of its North West Employers Member Development Charter.

The Leader of the Council urged all Councillors to familiarise themselves with the 
21st Century Councillor documentation and thanked all the members involved in the 
cross party group.

It was proposed by the Chair of the Member Development Steering Group, 
Councillor Paul Foster, seconded by Councillor Carol Wooldridge and subsequently 

RESOLVED that the report be noted.

65 Trade Union Voluntary Recognition

Council considered a report of the Interim Chief Executive that sought Members 
support of the proposed Voluntary Recognition Agreement between the Council and 
Unison.

The Council has for many years had a working relationship with Unison, but the 
arrangement has never been formally adopted and recognised. The Leader of the 
Council stated that what was being ask for was no different to the arrangements put 
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in place at other local authorities and he urged all Members of the Council to give 
their support.

The Leader of the Opposition commented that it was the Conservative Groups 
opinion that because of Purdah, the item should not have been presented on the 
agenda and that Members of her Group would not debate the proposal or take part 
in any vote.

Councillor David Howarth spoke in favour of the proposals.

It was proposed by the Leader of the Council, Councillor Paul Foster, seconded by 
Councillor Susan Jones, and subsequently 

RESOLVED (For: 21, Abstained: 1) to support the Voluntary Recognition Agreement 
between the Council and the Unison.

66 Review of Polling Districts and Polling Places

The Council considered a report of the Assistant Director of Scrutiny and Democratic 
Services that updated members on a recent review of polling districts and polling 
places that had been undertaken in line with statutory guidance.

The review sought to ensure that all electors have reasonable facilities for voting in 
elections and that every polling place is accessible to electors who are disabled.

Any new polling districts and polling places will come into effect for all future 
elections from the Police and Crime Commissioner elections in May 2020.

Following extensive consultation will all Members, the proposals recommended 
changes to polling places/polling district with Broadfield, Broad Oak, Buckshaw and 
Worden and Howick and Priory Wards. Detailed reasons for all the proposals were 
appended to the report.

As part of the review, officers have taken the opportunity to amend the polling district 
codes.

The Leader of the Council, Councillor Paul Foster gave his personal thanks to 
Elections Officer, James Wallwork for his hard work on the review.

Councillor Alan Ogilvie commented that whilst he was unhappy that both of the 
polling places recommended for Buckshaw and Worden were outside the ward, he 
accepted that they were the best of the available options and was pleased that they 
would be monitored. Councillor Ogilvie asked for measures to be put in place to 
inform residents of the changes and whilst the Interim Chief Executive stated that it 
would not be possible to distribute a ward wide flyer, notices would be displayed at 
the old polling places on election day.

It was proposed by Councillor Paul Foster, seconded by Councillor Jane Bell and 
subsequently 

RESOLVED (Unanimously):
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1. That the polling districts and polling places as indicated in Appendix 1 be 
approved.

2. That the Chief Executive be authorised to determine any unforeseen changes 
to polling places which become necessary for future elections.

67 Appointment to Committee's and Outside Bodies

Council considered a report of the Assistant Director of Scrutiny and Democratic 
Services that sought approval of appointments to the Licensing and Public Safety 
Committee and Leyland Festival Committee.

Following the resignation of Sarah Whittaker as a Councillor for South Ribble 
Borough Council, there was a vacancy for a conservative group member. As 
Councillor Gareth Watson was a Conservative Councillor, the Leader of the 
Opposition would like to formally appoint him to this role.

The Council were recently contacted by the Chair of Leyland Festival Committee to 
request that Councillor Mick Titherington, in his role of Cabinet Member for Health, 
Wellbeing and Leisure be formally appointed to the Committee. This role will provide 
a vital link in updating Council members on progress and monitoring of the event.

It was proposed by Councillor Paul Foster, seconded by Councillor Margaret Smith 
and subsequently 

RESOLVED (Unanimously):

1. That the appointment of Councillor Gareth Watson to the Licensing and Public 
Safety Committee be approved.

2. That the appointment of Councillor Mick Titherington to the Leyland Festival 
Committee be approved.

68 Council Tax Empty Properties and Second Homes Report

Council considered a report of the Director of Customer and Digital that sought 
approval to remove the Council Tax Second Home discount and increase the 
Council Tax Long Term Empty Premium charge with effect from 1 April 2020.

The report also sought approval for a new Council Tax Local Empty Discounts and 
Exemptions Policy appended to the report.

It was proposed by Councillor Aniela Bylinski Gelder, seconded by Councillor Paul 
Foster and subsequently

RESOLVED (Unanimously):

1. That Council approves the proposed policy changes for the removal of the 
current 10% discount applied for Council Tax Second Homes.

2. That Council approves the proposed policy changes to increase the Council 
Tax Long Term Empty Premium charge from 1 April 2020 as shown below:

Effective Date Empty Period Existing 
Premium

Proposed 
Premium

1 April 2020 2-5 years 50% 100%
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5+ years 50% 200%
1 April 2021 2-5 years

5-10 years
10+ years

50%
50%
50%

100%
200%
300%

3. That Council approves a new Council Tax Local Empty Discounts and 
Exemptions Policy to reflect the above changes.

69 Amended Terms of Reference for the Climate Emergency Task Group

Council considered a report of the Assistant Director of Scrutiny and Democratic 
Services that sought approval to amend the Terms of Reference in relation to the 
Membership criteria of the Climate Emergency Task Group.

The report sought to amend the appointment of the Chair of the Group to be the 
Lead Member for Air Quality which was currently Councillor Ken Jones. The Cabinet 
Member for the Environment would still attend the meetings and would provide 
regular updates to both Cabinet and Council.

A Vice Chair would also be chosen from within the membership of the Group. On 
this occasion the Group had nominated Councillor Stephen Thurlbourn to take the 
Vice Chair.

It was proposed by Councillor Ken Jones, seconded by Councillor Thurlbourn and 
subsequently

RESOLVED (Unanimously):

That the amended Terms of Reference in terms of Membership criteria be approved.

70 Central Lancashire Memorandum of Understanding on Housing Provision 
and Distribution

Council considered a report of the Director of Planning and Property that provided 
members with an update on housing numbers in relation to the Central Lancashire 
Local Plan and sought approval to agree a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
on the approach to be taken across Central Lancashire.

Supplementary information that included the consultation responses that had been 
received was also provided for Members.

The Cabinet Member for Planning, Regeneration and City Deal, Councillor Bill Evans 
explained that Housing numbers are a keystone of the Planning system and will be 
one of the key issues for the new Central Lancashire Local Plan. The current 
housing requirement for Central Lancashire dates back to the Regional Spatial 
Strategy of 2008 with evidence for that dating back to 2003.The recent Government 
Standard Method has provided a new approach that has been developed further by 
new evidence. Given that the new Local Plan will not be adopted for at least two 
years, it is imperative that a Memorandum of Understanding between the three 
Central Lancashire authorities is agreed to cover the interim period.

The Leader of the Opposition commented that it was the Conservative Groups 
opinion that because of Purdah, the item should not have been presented on the 



7

Council Wednesday 27 November 2019

agenda and that Members of her Group would not debate the proposal or take part 
in any vote.

It was proposed by Councillor Bill Evans, seconded by Councillor Paul Foster and 
subsequently

RESOLVED (For: 25) 

1. That the decision whether to approve the revised MOU be delegated to the 
Director of Planning and Property in consultation with the Cabinet Member for 
Planning, Regeneration and City Deal following completion and consideration 
of a detailed responses report.

2. That if approved, the Council will formally adopt the MOU upon formal 
approval by all three Central Lancashire Councils.

71 Leyland Town Deal

Council considered a report of the Director of Planning and Property that update 
members on the recent issuing of a prospectus by Central Government (MHCLG) 
regarding the Towns’ Fund and Leyland being named as one of 100 towns nationally 
to be part of this programme. The report also sought authority for officers to progress 
work on the Leyland Town Deal and to establish a Leyland Town Board.

The Cabinet Member for Planning, Regeneration and City Deal explained that the 
Town’s Fund prospectus highlights that the Town Deal is about the town as a whole 
and not just the Town Centre.

MHCLG has referred to an Office of National Statistics (ONS) dataset that defines 
towns by population density and had provided Leyland with a Town Boundary map 
that is a good starting point but missed out key bits of Leyland’s geography such as 
Worden Park, Test Track, Croston Road, Farington and the Cuerden Strategic site. 

Officers had therefore proposed a slightly amended boundary that was appended to 
the report.

The prospectus also requires that a Town Board be established, with a prescribed 
membership and a private sector chair that will develop and agree an evidenced 
based Town Investment Plan, a clear programme of interventions and to co-ordinate 
resources and influence stakeholders. 

Councillor Michael Green welcomed the proposals but asked if the area of Midge 
Hall at the side of the railway could be included within the plan. Members agreed to 
this proposal.

Councillor Karen Walton also asked if the whole of Farington could be included as 
opposed to a part and Members sought clarification as whether the Upper Tier 
Council representation meant district or county level.

Councillor David Howarth urged officers not to forget about the Penwortham Bypass 
work that was still to take place.
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The Leader of the Council, Councillor Paul Foster commented that whilst he was 
sceptical that this would actually happen, the Council could not just keep extending 
the boundary. 

The Cabinet Member for Finance, Property and Assets, Councillor Matthew 
Tomlinson commented that it was a tight turnaround and that the quality of 
representatives on the Board was important has that would affect the quality of the 
bids.

It was proposed by Councillor Bill Evans, seconded by Councillor Matthew 
Tomlinson and subsequently

RESOLVED (Unanimously):

1. That the report be noted.
2. That with the inclusion of the area of Midge Hall next to the railway line, the 

proposed boundary for the Leyland Town Deal be approved.
3. That delegated authority be granted to the Director of Planning and Property 

in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning, Regeneration and City 
Deal to create a Leyland Town Board.

4. That delegated authority be granted to the Director of Planning and Property 
in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning, Regeneration and City 
Deal and Leyland Board (once established) to progress work on developing 
the Leyland Town Deal and Investment Plan using the £162,019 allotted 
capacity funding given to the Authority by MHCLG. Work to include:

 Organising and conduction consultation events
 Commissioning consultants and technical studies
 Preparing a draft Town Investment Plan

5. That the submission Town Investment Plan be reported back to Council in 
Summer 2020

72 Questions to the Leader of the Council

A member of the public, Mr Mick Lennon asked the following question:

During the first full council meeting held under the present Labour control council, 
the leader Cllr Foster was asked a question from a member of the public about the 
three suspended senior officers including the CEO, Cllr Foster stated that he would 
give more information ASAP, he also stated that under his leadership the council 
would be an open and fully transparent council.
Please could Cllr Foster explain why it has been over 5 months since the suspension 
of the CEO (I presume on full pay?) but in the council constitution (Section 4I Officer 
Employment Procedure Rules – Section 6 Disciplinary action para b) is states the 
following:-
The Head of Paid Service/Chief Financial Officer and the Monitoring Officer may be 
suspended whilst an investigation takes place into alleged misconduct. That 
suspension shall be on full pay and last no more than two months.

We are more than five months on with no information or updates given by the 
Council Leader Cllr Foster, please can I and the residents of SRBC have an update?

The Leader of the Council, Councillor Paul Foster gave the following response:
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We cannot comment on any individual’s employment situation.

Speaking generally about the point you make about the Constitution, when dealing 
with any issues with any protected officers we would always follow the up to date 
rules and regulations. They are set nationally. As a general comment the complexity 
of the procedures involved would invariably mean that any proceedings involving a 
protected officer would last in excess of two months. However we would always 
strive to ensure that the protected officer would not be suspended for longer than 
necessary. I have asked the Chair of Governance Committee and the Monitoring 
Officer to consider updating this part of the Constitution.

73 Questions to Members of the Cabinet

Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member (Health, Wellbeing and Leisure)

No questions were received.

Cabinet Member (Community Engagement, Social Justice and Wealth Building)

No questions were received.

Cabinet Member (Finance, Property and Assets)

A member of the public, Mr Edward Clayton, asked the following question:

Sometime ago Morris Homes funded the Council to provide paths, linking their 
development of Wateringpool Lane, to paths on the Junction Nature Reserve, as 
part of a Section 106 agreement. Could the Cabinet Member give some indication as 
to when the work will begin, and how long it is expected to take?

The Cabinet Member gave the following response:

It is worth clarifying the funding received from the Wateringpool Lane development 
was for highways works and not for footpath improvements. As part of the Section 
106 Agreement for the Morris Homes site there was an amount of £77,000 identified 
for Highways works which related to improvements along Brownedge Road/Lostock 
Lane junction together with new bus stops. This amount was received as requested 
on 20 April 2016. This funding has been allocated to Lancashire County Council but 
so far they have not claimed the amount for any works.

That said the footpath works, Mr Clayton is referring to, are part of the Council’s 
green links capital programme where a project to implement them is currently being 
developed.

Cabinet Member (Environment)

Councillor Ange Turner asks the Cabinet Member if the Council could put measures 
in place to prevent the misuse of fireworks near wildlife.

The Cabinet Member gave the following response:
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It is almost impossible to enforce and monitor the misuse of fireworks but I agree 
that everyone needs to take more responsibility and I will liaise with officers on the 
promotion of a Council wide campaign on this issue.

Councillor David Howarth asked the Cabinet Member if she had seen a recent email 
that had been sent to all Members by Friends of the Earth relating to doubling tree 
coverage in the area by 2045.
The Cabinet Member responded to say that she had seen the email and had 
responded to inform Friends of the Earth about the 110,000 trees a global legacy 
project that the Council were currently undertaking. She urged all Members to do the 
same.

Cabinet Member (Planning, Regeneration and City Deal)

A member of the public Mr Edward Clayton, asked the following question:

Should a developer fail to comply with a legally binding Unilateral Undertaking, what 
remedies are available to the Local Authority?

This question related to the Wateringpool Lane development.

The Cabinet Member gave the following response:

In general terms rather than naming individual cases the Council would always seek 
to resolve the issue through negotiation with the developer in the first instance. If the 
negotiations prove unsuccessful then the Council would have recourse to the Courts 
to enforce compliance with any legal agreement. It is also worth highlighting that the 
developer may seek to vary a legal agreement where justified but ultimately this 
would be a decision of Planning Committee as to whether the variation is justified or 
not.

In terms of the position regarding the Morris Homes site at Wateringpool Lane, 
Officers have been working with this developer for some time to ensure that all 
requirements relating to the layout of the footpaths is completed. We understand that 
a delay has been experienced by the developer due to the need for a surface water 
fallout connection which needs to be installed and is currently awaiting an order. 
From liaison with the developer they are suggesting that this would be after 
Christmas due to issues with the recent wet weather. Officers are not happy with this 
delay and are currently assessing whether the delay is justified or not.

74 Questions to Chairs of Committees and My Neighbourhood Areas

Questions to Chairs of Committees.

None.

Questions to Chairs of My Neighbourhood Areas

None.

75 Questions to Member Champions and Representatives on Outside Bodies
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Questions to Member Champions.

None.

Questions to Representatives on Outside Bodies.

None.

76 Long Service Award

Councillor Mick Higgins received his Commemorative Badge for 12 years’ service to 
the Council from the Mayor.

Councillor Mick Higgins dedicated this honour to the people of Bamber Bridge.

77 Exclusion of Press and Public

RESOLVED (Unanimously):

That the press and public be excluded from the meeting during the consideration of 
the following item of business as it involved the discussion defined as exempt from 
publication under paragraph 3 of Part 1, of Schedule 12A of the Local Government 
Act 1072, ‘Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person (including the authority holding that information)’ and in which public interest 
in maintaining the exemption outweighed the public interest in disclosing it.

78 Garden Waste Charging Policy

Council considered a report of the Director of Neighbourhoods and Development 
that sought approval on the proposed reduction in charge for the provision of the 
garden waste collection service.

The Leader explained that this reduction had been a joint decision by the 
administration and the Liberal Democrat Group and that further initiatives were being 
explored to reduce this charge further.

RESOLVED (Unanimously):

1. That Council approves the reduction in charge for the provision of the garden 
waste collection service, from £30 per annum to £25 per annum from April 
2020. This is a 17% reduction in the Garden Waste collection charge,

2. That Council approves a review of the Garden Waste Charging Policy be 
undertaken, that will look at further reductions or removal of charges for those 
on pension credit or low incomes, reporting back to Cabinet in March 2020.

Chair Date
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Accessibility
Self Service

Media Statement: Housing land position
statement
20 December 2019

The Housing Land Position Statement constitutes an update to the published Housing Land Position (March 2019). To
view this statement please visit the Planning Policy Monitoring page.

Councillor Peter Moss, Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Planning and Regulations at Preston City Council said,

"Last week's Planning Inspectorate appeal decision regarding the proposed development near Chain
House Lane, Whitestake in South Ribble reaffirms the considerable legal and technical work that the
Council has been carrying out in the background and our proactive approach to establishing a
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) and Statement of Co-operation between Preston, South
Ribble and Chorley Councils for housing numbers in the area.

In advance of the current consultation on the MoU, we have updated our Housing Land position to
use the standard method to calculate our minimum annual housing need figure, in line with the appeal
decision. The external legal advice we have supports this approach.

Given that Preston shares the Central Lancashire Core Strategy, which was part of the evidence used
to support the five year supply position for South Ribble, this takes precedence over the previous
appeal decisions made in 2018 relating to two appeals in the Preston area.

The land debated in last week's appeal was safeguarded for future comprehensive development,
providing South Ribble with a unique opportunity to defend their decision and have the five year
supply situation re-evaluated.

Further more, South Ribble benefitted from a healthy housing land supply when defending this
appeal.

Planning is a complex issue and this decision underlines the varied interpretations that can arise.

The reality is that planning decisions are made based on the best information available - we cannot
shut the door and refuse to deal with new planning applications while dealing with issues such as
housing land supply and so must deal with them in a timely manner according to the information,
advice and policy that is relevant at that moment in time.

We remain committed to sustainable development that supports the needs of the growing city and
continue to seek the best for the city by applying a plan-led approach, when government planning
policy allows us."

“

https://www.preston.gov.uk/
https://www.preston.gov.uk/selfserve
https://www.preston.gov.uk/article/1723/Monitoring
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Additional information
The implementation of this decision will result in an additional Planning Committee in February, which will review a
number of undecided planning applications including:

06/2018/0072 - Forresters Hall, Great Shaw Street

06/2018/0705 - Land to the north of Hoyles Lane and east of Sidgreaves Lane, Lea

06/2018/0732 - Land to the rear of 126a Whittingham Lane, Broughton

06/2018/0811 - Goosnargh Cottage, 826 Whittingham Lane and land to the south/rear of Chingle Hall Cottage, 780-
818 Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh

06/2018/0867 - Land north off Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh

06/2018/0884 - Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Goosnargh

06/2018/0885 - Land of Riversway and west of Dodney Drive

06/2018/1157 - Land adjacent 329 Preston Road, Grimsargh 

06/2019/0311 - Land south of Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh

06/2019/0365 - Former Whittingham Hospital site, Whittingham Lane

06/2019/0752 - Land at Cardwell Farm, Garstang Road, Barton

06/2019/0772 - Land north east of Swainson Farm Goosnargh Lane

06/2019/0773 - Land at Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane      

06/2019/0866 - Land to the north of Jepps Lane, Barton

06/2019/1037 - Land north of Eastway, Preston

https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2018/0072&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2018/0705&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2018/0732&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2018/0811&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationSearch.aspx?Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2018/0884&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2018/0885&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2018/1157&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2019/0311&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2019/0365&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2019/0752&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2019/0772&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2019/0773&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2019/0866&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
https://selfservice.preston.gov.uk/service/planning/ApplicationView.aspx?AppNo=06/2019/1037&Id1=2019122013372823613b7273b45986
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FAO. Ben Sandover 

Planning Department 

Preston City Council  

Town Hall  

Lancaster Road 

Preston 

PR1 2RL 

 

31st January 2020 

 

OUR REF: PWA_15-188 

 

Dear Mr Sandover 

 

RE. 06/2018/0884: Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Preston, PR3 2BJ 

 

Outline planning application for up to 140no. dwellings with all matters reserved except for access 

 

The above planning application was presented to members of Preston City Council’s (PCC) Planning Committee 

at their meeting on 10th January 2019, and members resolved to approve the application in line with the 

officer’s recommendation. This approval was subject to a s.106 obligation being secured for the provision of 

on-site affordable housing, education provision, the implementation and future management of the public 

open space, and financial contributions towards improving sustainable transport provisions in the area. 

Subsequently, PCC received a holding direction from the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 

Government (MHCLG), stating that the Secretary of State was utilising his powers under Article 31 of the 

Development Management Procedure Order 2015 to consider calling in the application for his own 

determination. At the time of writing the application is still subject to this holding direction. 

 

Further to the above Committee decision, and in advance of the s.106 being signed and the formal decision 

issued, PWA Planning were contacted on 20th December 2019 by PCC and informed that with immediate 

effect, the Council considered they could demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land, and as 

such this application, and others, would be reconsidered by the Planning Committee on 13th February 2020.  

 

A revised Committee report for this application was issued by the Council on 20th January 2020. Whereas the 

report which supported the application at the previous Committee on 10th January 2019 had recommended 

the application for approval, the revised report now recommends this application for refusal. 

 

This letter identifies site specific considerations of the application, and partly summarises the legal context 

within which the applications subject of the 13th February 2020 planning committee are wrongly being 

discussed and reconsidered. The letter will be followed up by a legal letter from Shoesmiths early next week, 

which will highlight the shortcomings in the Council’s approach to the matter. The matter relates to the 

Council’s decision to bring this, and other applications, back to Committee predicated on the Inspector’s 

comments/conclusion in the ‘Land to the South of Chain House Lane, Whitestake, Preston’ decision letter on 

13th February 2019. Particularly:  
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• Preston City Council cannot simply rely (and give significant weight to), the assessment made by a 

single inspector on housing land supply issues – that is a matter for the emerging local plan process; 

• The Decision Letter refers to an appeal in a separate administrative district in any event (South 

Ribble). It is an interpretation of policy based upon the evidence in that case. It cannot be used as a 

device to justify the housing land supply position in Preston.  

• Crucially, it is a very material consideration in the determination of the Bushells Farm application 

that the Decision Letter is itself subject to a further appeal to the Planning Court.   

 

For all the above reasons it is unsafe in legal terms for the Council to rely on that decision letter as justification 

for a change to the original recommendation on the Bushells Farm application.  

 

The applications affected by this change in position, including those applications which have already been 

approved by the Planning Committee but remain undetermined (through no fault of the applicants), as well 

as those which would almost certainly have been supported but for the change in housing land supply position, 

should still be determined in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable development and in 

particular taking account of the requirements of NPPF Paragraph 11(d) and the so called ‘tilted planning 

balance’. This is a point clearly evidence by other applicants affected by the stance taken by the Council’s 

change in position and will be clearly explained in the subsequent legal letter from Shoesmiths that will 

accompany this letter. 

 

Site Specific Considerations 

The January 2019 Committee Report provided an assessment of the potential technical and environmental 

impacts arising from the proposed development, in addition to the benefits of the scheme. This assessment 

has been largely repeated in the revised February 2020 report.  On all relevant development management 

issues, the proposals were found acceptable. These are summarised below: 

 

• It would provide for a higher number of affordable dwellings than required by the Council’s planning 

policy, and as such would make an important contribution to the Council’s affordable housing provi-

sion over the coming years. 

• The joint applicant is an affordable housing registered provider, Community Gateway Association, who 

intends to deliver the development in the short term, providing Preston City Council with a high-qual-

ity affordable housing development within the next five years. Preston City Council will be aware of 

the high standard to which Community Gateway Association operate having worked with them on 

other key sites in the City.  

• The development would provide quality on-site public open space. In total this would comprise 1.8 

hectares. The indicative site plan shows how four areas of POS could be incorporated into the devel-

opment, including the provision of children’s play equipment.  

• The site provides a high-quality residential development, which abuts the settlement of Goosnargh on 

three sides. 

• The site is located outside of the Area of Separation and therefore is the logical location for the exten-

sion of the village. 

• The site has clear functional links with the existing settlement. 

• It would provide benefits to existing and proposed residents through improved pedestrian linkages 

from the site to the village that will allow access to facilities existing within the village, but also within 

the development in the form of community parking and green infrastructure. 

• The applicant has agreed to a condition requiring electric vehicle charging points on site. Furthermore, 

the site is not located in an Air Quality Management Area. The scheme therefore complies with the 

Council’s aims to improve air quality.  

• The impact on landscape character, visual amenity and residential amenity have been found accepta-

ble. In particular the application benefits from receiving no objection from the council’s landscape 

officer, who noted that the retention of vegetation where possible was a positive, along with the im-

provements secured to the proposed site access off Mill Lane. 



 

 

3 

 

• LCC Highways concluded there would be no significant adverse impacts as a result of the proposed 

development, with the access to the site considered suitable and no unacceptable impact on highway 

capacity identified.  Any impacts would be sufficiently mitigated by planning conditions and planning 

obligations requiring a funding towards an improved bus service in the village.  

• No unacceptable ecological impacts have been identified, with GMEU raising no objections to the pro-

posed development, subject to mitigation measures which the applicant has agreed to. 

• All trees are to be retained where possible, resulting in no objection from the Council’s arborist. 

• The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and the drainage strategy for the site, both the Lead Local Flood 

Authority and United Utilities have raised no objections to the development. 

• The applicant has agreed to the provision of the required education contribution as requested by LCC. 

The exact figure would be determined at the reserved matters stage. 

• The proposed dwellings would exceed Building Regulations in terms of energy efficiency and in line 

with Preston’s policies on this issue. 

• The County Archaeologist has not objected to the proposals. 

 

The site is located in an area designated as Open Countryside as designated in the adopted Local Plan. This is 

true of the majority of applications being taken back to Committee on 13th February. One of the key benefits 

of the development of the Bushells Farm site is that it can be delivered with minimal landscape and visual 

impacts given its location on the edge of an existing settlement abutting the village on three sides.  

 

As detailed in both committee reports ‘The submitted Masterplan indicates how the site could be laid out, 

whilst ensuring important landscape features such as mature trees and boundary hedgerows remain. The siting 

of the proposed dwellings and access roads indicate that existing trees on the site would be retained. 1.8 

hectares of the site would be reserved for the creation of formal and informal public space, and on-site play 

provision. The LVIA concludes that the potential magnitude of change in the landscape due to the development 

is considered to be medium, taking account of mitigation factors such as the proposed green infrastructure. 

The resultant landscape impact would be moderate, which is within the range of impacts that would be 

expected for residential development on greenfield land on the edge of an existing settlement. 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 and any new landscaping, including key hedgerows, should be welcomed 

and encouraged. The application would not include the loss of existing trees, and it is proposed to increase tree 

coverage on the site. Whilst precise details of public open space and landscaping would be dealt with at 

reserved matter stage should the application be approved, 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 aforementioned polices.’ 

 

With specific regard to the conclusion within the February 2020 Committee report, the benefits of the scheme 

appear to be largely downplayed: 

 

‘Whilst these are considered to be benefits resulting from the proposed development, that the majority of these 

benefits are generic and no more than would be expected from any major housing development, and as such 

they attract limited positive weight, which accords with the Inspector’s approach at paragraph 95 of her 

decision.’ 

 

The conclusion fails to recognise the 45% affordable housing to be provided by the application which is in 

excess of the policy compliant amount. This clearly is not a ‘generic’ benefit to be expected from any major 

housing development, likewise the open space provisions and community parking provisions go beyond what 

you would expect as a ‘generic’ benefit. Such matters should be granted significant weight in the decision-

making process, and not disregarded in the manner implied. Notwithstanding this, the points from the January 

2019 report remain wholly relevant to the Committee’s determination of this application; clearly there have 

been no changes to the proposed development since the last time Committee considered the application, and 
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the fact that the development of this site constitutes sustainable development in the context of the NPPF has 

not changed.  

 

Conclusions  

As set out briefly above (and to be expanded on in Shoesmiths forthcoming letter), it is our view that the titled 

balance should still be engaged either by virtue of the absence of a full review of housing requirements 

through a local plan process, meaning there is a shortfall in the five year housing supply; or if it were deemed 

appropriate for the Council to base the housing requirement on the unadjusted local housing need this would 

render the policies which are most important for determining the application out of date. As such the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development should apply.  

 

The December 2019 Committee Report clearly identified that: 

 

‘It is considered that there are no adverse impacts of approving the development that would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as whole.’ 

 

Since the application was previously considered on this basis and was recommended for approval and this 

recommendation was accepted by Planning Committee, it follows that the recommendation must remain for 

approval.  To advise Committee differently would be to mis-lead them.  

 

Should you require any clarification on the above points, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

Yours sincerely  

 

 

    

Daniel HughesDaniel HughesDaniel HughesDaniel Hughes    MRTPIMRTPIMRTPIMRTPI 

Associate 

PWA Planning 
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This is the Exhibit marked PAW 12 referred to in the Witness Statement of PAUL ANTHONY 

WALTON dated 28th day of May 2020. 
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Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market 



 

 

Joint Memorandum of Understanding & Statement of Co-operation 
Relating to the Provision and Distribution of Housing Land 

Statement of Common Ground – May 2020 

Parties to the Memorandum 

Preston City Council 

South Ribble Borough Council 

Chorley Council 

 

Signed on behalf of Preston City Council 

Chris Hayward (Director of Development) 

 

 

Date: 13 May 2020 

 

Signed on behalf of South Ribble Borough Council 

Jonathan Noad (Director of Planning and Property) 

 

Date: 13 May 2020 

 

Signed on behalf of Chorley Council 

Chris Sinnott (Deputy Chief Executive/Director of Early Intervention) 

 

Date: 13 May 2020 



 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Under the National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance, 
strategic policy making authorities, such as local planning authorities, should 
produce, maintain and keep up to date a Statement of Common Ground to 
highlight agreement on cross boundary strategic issues with neighbouring 
authorities and other relevant bodies. 

1.2 This Statement of Common Ground has been produced by the Central Lancashire 
authorities in accordance with part (d) to the Agreement contained within the 
Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Co-Operation Relating to the 
Provision and Distribution of Housing Land (MOU), implemented in April 2020. 

1.3 The scope of this Statement of Common Ground is not intended to go any further 
than the purpose described in paragraph 1.2, and should not be read as a 
Statement of Common Ground on all matters relating to the Central Lancashire 
Local Plan. 

1.4 Part (d) to the Agreement contained within the MOU states: 

(d) to produce a Statement of Common Ground annually to update the actual 
minimum housing requirements across Central Lancashire, in accordance with the 
agreed distribution set out in (b) until adoption of a new Central Lancashire Local 
Plan. At April 2019, these requirements are as follows: 

 Preston:  410 dwellings pa 

 South Ribble: 334 dwellings pa 

 Chorley:  282 dwellings pa 

  Total:   1,026 dwellings pa 

1.5 National planning guidance requires the Central Lancashire authorities to 
recalculate the forward looking minimum annual local housing need figure in April 
of each year. In addition, the MOU then requires the Central Lancashire authorities 
to produce a Statement of Common Ground to update these minimum 
requirements in accordance with the agreed distribution set out in part (b) to the 
Agreement contained within the MOU. For ease of reference, part (b) to the 
Agreement contained within the MOU states: 

(b) to apply the recommended distribution of homes as follows: 

Preston:  40% 

South Ribble: 32.5% 

Chorley:  27.5% 

Total:   100% 

1.6 In accordance with the above, Section 2 of this Statement of Common Ground sets 
out the updated minimum housing requirements across Central Lancashire at April 
2020. 



 

 

2. Current Requirements 

2.1 In accordance with national planning guidance, the 2014-based household growth 
projections are currently used to underpin the standard methodology formula and 
to calculate the baseline projected housing growth over the next ten years, with 
the current year (2020/21) being the base year. 

2.2 In addition, the most recent median workplace-based affordability ratios are 
applied to that baseline housing growth figure (published in March 2020), in order 
to provide an affordability adjustment factor, increasing the minimum need figures 
in areas of lower affordability. 

2.3 Table 1 (below), shows the relevant calculation for each Central Lancashire 
authority.  

Table 1: Central Lancashire Standard Methodology Calculation, April 2020 

 Preston 
South 
Ribble 

Chorley 

Total Households 2020 
(2014-based household growth projections, 2016) 

59,323 47,995 50,611 

Total Households 2030 
(2014-based household growth projections, 2016) 

61,632 49,712 55,446 

Projected Growth over 10 Years 2,309 1,717 4,835 

Annualised Average Growth 230.9 171.7 483.5 

    

Local Affordability Ratio (LAR) 
(Median workplace-based affordability ratio, 2020) 

5.35 5.76 6.83 

Adjustment Factor 
(Formula: ((LAR-4)/4) x 0.25) 

0.08 0.11 0.18 

    

Minimum Annual Local Housing Need (April 2020) 
(Adjustment Factor + 1 x Annualised Average Growth) 

250.38 190.59 569.03 

 

2.4 The aggregate Central Lancashire minimum annual local housing need figure at 
April 2020 is therefore equal to 1,010 dwellings. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

2.5 Applying the agreed MOU distribution to this aggregate figure means that, at April 
2020, the minimum requirement for each Central Lancashire authority is: 

  Preston:  404 dwellings pa 

  South Ribble: 328 dwellings pa 

  Chorley:  278 dwellings pa 

  Total:   1,010 dwellings pa 

2.6 In accordance with part (e) to the Agreement contained within the MOU, each 
Central Lancashire authority will monitor housing completions and each Council’s 
respective five-year housing land supply position against the requirements set out 
in paragraph 2.5 of this Statement of Common Ground with immediate effect. 

3. Review 

3.1 In accordance with part (c) to the Agreement contained within the MOU, the 
recommended distribution of homes set out in part (b) to the Agreement contained 
within the MOU will be reviewed no less than every three years, or upon the 
adoption of a new Central Lancashire Local Plan, which is sooner, unless new 
evidence that renders the MOU out of date emerges. 

3.2 In addition, in accordance with part (d) to the Agreement contained within the 
MOU, a Statement of Common Ground will be produced annually to update the 
minimum housing requirements across Central Lancashire. This is the first such 
Statement of Common Ground, the next Statement of Common Ground will be 
produced no later than May 2021.  

______________________________________________________________________ 
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