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1) This note has been prepared to sit alongside the note prepared by Daniel Hughes from PWA.  

 
2) I have read his note, the council’s response (via email correspondence with Mr Hughes) and 

understand the context of investigations is to ascertain the expected delivery from 
Whittingham Hospital.  
 

3) I have no reason to disagree with any of the content of Mr Hughes note.  
 

4) I do, however, have a number of observations which I hope are useful for the inquiry and the 
Inspector.  
 

5) At the outset, it is unusual for new evidence to be advanced at this late stage of proceedings. 
Especially when I understood that:  
 
i) the future supply of affordable housing was accepted by Dr Bullock as being 916 

homes – as per Dr Bullocks rebuttal paragraph 4.10 and the Cardwell Farm Inquiry (CD 
HB23);  

ii) the Council’s Housing Land Position as at 1st October 2020 (CD HA24) provides the 
following summary of the likely delivery of the Whittingham Hospital site (see Page 
14); and  

 

Local Plan 
Ref. 

Planning 
Permission 

Address Net gain 
outstanding 
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Oct 20/21 
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24/25 

Oct 25/26 
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29/30 

Oct 2030 
+ 

HS1.15 06/2019/0365 Former 
Whittingham 

Hospital 
remainder of 

the site 

750 0 120 630 

 
iii) I recall Mr Cannock, suggesting in my XX that delivery from Whittingham Hospital was 

expected between October 25/26 and Oct 29/30, whereas I corrected this to say the 
bulk of delivery (630 homes) was in fact beyond 2030+.   
 

6) I accept sites can come forward after the base date in the Housing Land Position, but these 
are not immediately added to the total because it fails to take account of any completions 
within the same period, and would require a rebasing of the entire exercise (a point agreed 
by Mr Blackburn in XX).  
 

7) Accordingly, I would expect new evidence to form part of a new Housing Land Supply Position 
statement, which takes account of additions and completions. Such a statement is not before 
the inquiry and therefore we only have a partial picture, if we were to only consider additions 
to the supply.    
 

8) That said, at best the site can deliver 74 additional affordable homes. Given my general 
premise that more affordable homes not less is a good thing, it would be churlish of me not 
to recognise that these homes will help support some of the vast number of people in need, 
which at the last count stood at 2,857 households.   
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9) However, in respect of the 74, I am not sure if the council expect all of these to be delivered 
within the current 5 year period. Notwithstanding this, (and recognising the site is not within 
the 5 year supply of sites expected to delivery housing) if I were to assume that all of the 74 
homes are to come forward this would increase the expected future delivery to 990 affordable 
homes within the 5 year period.   
 

10) Within my proof of evidence at paragraphs 6.39-6.45 and Appendix JS8, I refer to the 
previously “agreed” supply of 916 affordable homes and I advised this would amount to an 
annual average delivery of 183 affordable homes per annum. A number of these are within 
Goosnargh Whittingham, such as those at Holme Fell.   
 

11) If all the 74 homes were to come forward the annual average delivery across the 
administrative area would increase to 198 homes per annum.  
 

12) Even on this figure (as per my analysis in my paragraph 6.42) this falls significantly short of the 
net annual need identified in the 2017 SHMA (239pa) and the 2020 Central Lancashire Housing 
Study (250pa) and even shorter if the backlog needs are also removed within 5 years, as I 
advocated in Figure 6.6 of my evidence.  
 

13) Therefore, whilst the additional homes might come forward, they will not on their own come 
close to solving the “affordable housing crisis” in Preston, which I described in my PoE and 
Evidence in Chief.  
 

14) My additional observation are:  
 
a. Dr Bullock states at paragraph 4.10 of his rebuttal that 225 affordable homes will 

come from Whittingham Hospital (30%). However, there is no time period stated for 
their delivery and the total number of homes does not accord with the exceptions in 
Mr Hughes analysis.   

b. There is no apparent justification to move away from the evidence before the inquiry, 
without a full appreciation of the completions to date. This would be akin to 
comparing apples and pears.   

c. The council appear to be moving away from their own evidence produced in the 
Housing Land Position Statement.  

d. Apart from the RM approval decision notice there is no publicly available information 
as to when the site will actually deliver 74 affordable homes.  

e. There is no disaggregation of the net annual needs in either the SHMA or the HNS to 
ascertain a local or settlement specific need requirement.  

f. In respect of local evidence, I provided evidence on the number of bids placed on 
properties, which in my opinion is an extremely helpful proxy of the affordable 
housing demand in this location.  

 
15) In conclusion, I maintain my position that the future supply of affordable homes (even with 

the additional 74) is insufficient to meet the needs and demands of the local residents and 
Preston City Council as a whole. As such, given the totality of my evidence there is significant 
justification for the affordable homes from the appeal sites.  
 

16) In light of all matters before the inquiry, including the new evidence, I am firmly of the opinion 
that substantial weight should be provided in the planning balance to the much needed 
affordable homes within each the appeal schemes.  


