
RE: COMBINED PRESTON HOUSING INQUIRIES 

 

 

CLOSING SUBMISSIONS OF THE LPA  

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This combined Inquiry concerns s.78 Appeals into 7 applications for 

planning permission refused by Preston City Council (PCC) as Local 

Planning Authority (LPA).1 The Appeals are set out in Annex 1. The 

Appeals have been conjoined because there are a number issues which are 

common to all of them (see LPA Opening Submission). 

 

2. All of the proposals present a fundamental conflict with the statutory 

development plan, which is not outweighed by the need for more market 

and affordable housing and the generic social and economic benefits which 

that brings. The Appellants have, therefore, launched a central attack on the 

development plan and the plan-led system. They have raised a proliferation 

of bad points which the LPA must rebut in detail because, should such 

arguments prevail, it will set a very adverse precedent for decision-making 

in Preston, as it will permit a significant scale of development at the least 

sustainable locations in the area, outside villages at the bottom of the 

settlement hierarchy. This is the antithesis of the plan-led system and must 

be rejected.  

 

MAIN ISSUES 

3. The Main Issues have been set out in by the Inspector in the CMC Note, 

dated 19th January 2021, in respect of Appeals A to F. Appeal G has since 

been conjoined and raises no additional main issues compared to appeals A 

                                                 
1 The Appeals are set out in full in Opening  
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to E. Appeal F raises a main issue additional to those at play in appeals A to 

E and G in relation to odour. 

 

THE STATUTORY TEST 

4. The Main Issues fall to be determined in accordance with the development 

plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise (s.38(6) P&CPA 

2004). 

 

5. The NPPF (and the presumption in favour of sustainable development in 

NPPF 11) expressly does not change the statutory status of the development 

plan as the starting point for decision-making (see NPPF 2 and 12). On the 

contrary, the NPPF confirms that an application which conflicts with an up 

to date development plan should not “usually” be granted (NPPF 12). This 

is because the planning system should be “genuinely plan-led” (NPPF 15).  

 

6. This endorsement of the plan-led system is reinforced by the statutory and 

policy requirements that development plans must have regard to the NPPF 

(s.19(2)(a) P&CPA 2004) and be consistent with it (see NPPF 35). 

Development plans which post-date the NPPF have therefore been found 

expressly to be consistent with national policy, as a core component of the 

plan-led system. 

 

THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

7. So far as relevant, the statutory development plan comprises: 

 

 The Central Lancs Joint Core Strategy (JCS), adopted July 2012; 

 The Preston Local Plan (2012-2026), adopted July 2015. 

 

Key Issue 
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8. A key issue has emerged at this Inquiry regarding the interpretation of the 

development plan: what is the purpose of Policies 1 and EN 1? It is argued 

that the purpose of the policy is relevant to the weight to be attached to 

(agreed) conflict with Policy 1 and EN 1: 

 

(a) The Appellants contend that the purpose of Policy 1 and EN 1 is to 

protect the character and appearance of the countryside (AdP at 6.3.4 

et seq and XX of JM); 

(b) The LPA submit that Policy 1 and EN 1 are not policies which 

address landscape and visual impact. They do not seek to protect the 

intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside for its own sake (in 

the terms of PPS 7). Rather, Policy 1 and EN 1 are spatial policies 

which are central to the development plans’ aims to deliver 

sustainable patterns of development, concentrating development in 

the most sustainable locations and restricting development in the 

least sustainable locations, addressing the climate emergency and 

minimising the need for travel.  

 

9. It is agreed that the interpretation of policy is not a matter for witnesses. 

Rather, it is a matter of law (see e.g. Tesco v Dundee [2012] UKSC 13). 

Answers (in XX) given on the premise of a flawed legal interpretation of 

policy and the reasoned justification must be considered in that context.   

 

THE JOINT CORE STRATEGY (JCS) 

Preparation 

10. The JCS (CD HA 1) was submitted for examination on 31st March 2011. 

The NPPF was published on 1st April 2012. The IR was published on 7th 

June 2012 and the JCS was adopted in July 2012. The JCS was, therefore, 

examined by the EIP Inspector and found “sound” in the light of the NPPF 

2012. It is worth recalling that the 2012 NPPF required a DPD to be “the 

most appropriate strategy” (§182), a more stringent test than that in the 2019 
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NPPF (“an appropriate strategy”: §35(b)) when testing whether it was 

justified and thus sound.  Indeed, the EiP Inspector’s MM2 was made in 

order to secure compliance with the NPPF. The adoption of the plan was not 

legally challenged. It is, therefore, difficult to understand how AdP can 

argue the JCS is inconsistent with the NPPF, especially when this Inspector 

does not have jurisdiction to revisit the statutory and policy based 

conclusion of the EiP Inspector that the JCS is consistent with national 

policy. 

 

11. The EiP Inspector considered Policy 1 to be of “especial importance” to 

establishing the sustainability credentials of the Plan (CD HA 52 IR 16). He 

considered the thrust of the Plan to be the concentration of growth and 

investment in the Preston urban area, focussing on Preston City Centre (IR 

18). Further growth, including greenfield development, was proposed in the 

northern suburbs, particularly the Cottam SL (IR 18) and North West 

Preston SL (IR 19). The NWP SL was supported by housebuilders and 

considered to be “deliverable” (IR 20).  

 

12. By contrast, in “other places”2 development was to be (i) “small scale” and 

(ii) “limited to such schemes as infilling, conversions and to meet local 

needs” (IR 26). Large scale development was only supported 

“exceptionally” because: “as a matter of principle there is little point in 

encouraging significant growth in places where services are limited, likely 

to remain so and where it would be all too likely to result in travelling to 

larger centres for work, education, shopping and leisure, and often on roads 

ill-suited to accommodate substantially more traffic” (IR 27). In that 

context, the Inspector concluded that there was a: “commendable balance 

… between its support for rural settlements and its encouragement of 

investment in the urban areas where renewal should be promoted” (IR 27).    

                                                 
2 Which applies to all appeal sites, including the Longridge site. 
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13. AdP agreed that developers had the express opportunity to argue for a 

different spatial strategy in which significant growth was directed to “other 

places” at the bottom of the settlement hierarchy and spatial strategy. 

However, such an approach was emphatically not preferred or found sound 

by the EiP Inspector. 

 

14. It could not be clearer that Policy 1 was considered to be fundamental to the 

sustainability of the JCS as a whole. Further, Policy 1 is a spatial policy and 

not a landscape/visual policy. 

 

The Foreword to the Joint Core Strategy 

15. The JCS was prepared by, and applies across, the 3 JCS LPA’s. AdP places 

reliance on the foreword’s reference to the JCS being a “single strategy” 

which will be applied consistently. However, AdP conceded that the 

foreword is neither a policy nor part of the reasoned justification to a policy. 

He further accepted that: 

 

(i) The JCS applies across 3 separate LPA areas; 

(ii) This is a Part 1 Plan. It was intended to be refined and applied by 

individual LPA’s in their Part 2 Plans (consistent with P&CPA 

2004); 

(iii) Each LPA must provide its own allocations and windfall 

assumptions to meet their own housing requirement;  

(iv) Housing requirements are disaggregated between the 3 LPA’s (see 

Policy 4); 

(v) The 5YHLS assessments are calculated at a LPA level (not the HMA 

level); 

(vi) There is no policy mechanism in any Plan for the unmet housing 

needs/shortfalls of Chorley/South Ribble to be met by PCC.  
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16. It follows that there is no basis for AdP’s assertion that Policy 1 comprises 

a single indivisible strategy, to which identical levels of weight must apply 

across the 3 LPA’s. On the contrary, each LPA must calculate its own 

5YHLS. Where the HDT indicates delivery has fallen below 95%, that 

individual LPA should prepare an Action Plan to increase delivery in future 

years (NPPF 75). The weight to be attached to policies restricting a 5YHLS 

could be reduced in that LPA. However, there is no national or local policy 

basis for reducing the weight of such policies across the HMA. It does not, 

therefore, follow that should (contrary to the LPA’s case and the Pear Tree 

Lane decision) reduced weight be afforded to Policy 1 in Chorley, the same 

conclusion should apply (immutably or at all) in Preston, especially in 

circumstances where there is a 13.6 year supply. The foreword to the JCS 

does not provide any lawful basis for that conclusion.      

 

Vision and Strategic Objectives 

17. The JCS sets out a number of key challenges (1.10) including: (i) local road 

congestion; (ii) motorway congestion (especially the M6 and M55); and (iii) 

responding to the Climate Change Agenda. Climate Change constitutes an 

existential emergency, which has become more acute since the adoption of 

the JCS (XX of AdP). 

    

18. In the Spatial Portrait (Chapter 3), there is a real emphasis on “place-

making” in the JCS (XX of AdP). Local Surveys were undertaken, in the 

light of Parish Plans, to assess the character of settlements and their 

provision of services, facilities and accessibility (2.18). Chapter 3 contains 

the Spatial Portrait. It addresses the character of local places and the roles 

settlements play in Central Lancs (see p. 26 and 3.1). Goosnargh is 

considered to be a “flourishing village” (3.5), while Longridge is identified 

as a Key Service Centre (KSC) (3.13). 
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19. In that context, the JCS Vision provides that: “The character of rural 

villages will have been maintained, with access to services to sustain the 

local communities and overcome rural poverty.” The Vision further refers 

to the character of towns and villages reflecting their individual historic and 

cultural heritage. Accordingly, “character” is not referring to landscape and 

visual impact. It is referring to the character of Goosnargh as a rural village 

and the role it plays in the settlement hierarchy, which the Plan is seeking 

to “maintain” by constraining growth. 

 

20. The Strategic Objectives (SO) seek to deliver the Spatial Portrait and the 

Vision. SO 1 addresses the Spatial Strategy and Managing/Locating 

Growth. SO 2 seeks to ensure there is sufficient and appropriate 

infrastructure to meet future needs. SO 8 aims to significantly increase the 

supply of affordable housing (AH), particularly in places of greatest need 

such as in more rural areas. It could not be clearer that the Plan was premised 

on the basis that there was a need for AH in rural areas. The following 

policies were conceived on that basis and were found to be consistent with 

it. 

 

Policy 1 

21. Chapter 5 sets out the Spatial Strategy and implements SO 1, supporting 

service provision in rural areas, particularly in Rural Local Service Centres 

(RLSC), of which Goosnargh is not one. 2 key themes are: (i) achieving 

good design (“It is essential that growth maintains and enhances Central 

Lancashire’s character”) and (ii) tackling climate change (“…by focussing 

on the efficient use of existing urban areas, new development should be 

accessible by public transport, helping to reduce carbon dioxide and other 

emissions”).        

 

22. The Reasoned Justification makes the Spatial Strategy very clear. Growth 

and investment (in Preston) is directed to, in this order: (i) Central Preston 
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Strategic Location (5.42-5.46); (ii) North West Preston Strategic Location 

(NWPSL) and the Cottam Strategic Site as the major locations for growth 

(5.47-5.48 and 5.39-5.41); and (iii) “in” the Key Service Centre of 

Longridge (5.24).     

 

23. The Plan explains that there must be a comprehensive assessment of the 

transport network improvements to deliver the Strategic Locations (SL’s) 

(5.51). This will provide a clear opportunity to identify a strategic and 

integrated solution to the key challenges (supra). The NWPSL is 

complementary to the Cottam Strategic Site but significant improvements 

were acknowledged to be required to both the road network and public 

transport (5.47). It is for this (and related reasons) that Policy 2 seeks to 

provide adequate infrastructure to deliver the Plan. The Plan seeks to deliver 

sustainable development (at the SL’s) to make optimum use of existing and 

proposed infrastructure (5.16). 

 

24. The Plan expressly seeks to direct development to “the most sustainable 

locations for development” which “will help minimise the impact of climate 

change” (5.15). The Plan therefore provides that: “The size and connectivity 

of existing places, along with the level of services currently available, are 

key considerations in deciding where to locate development. It is sensible 

to minimise the need to travel because most types (modes) of transport 

pollute the environment, are becoming more costly to use and travelling can 

also take up a lot of time”3 (5.18). It could not be clearer that the purpose of 

Policy 1 is not related to landscape and visual impact. Character relates back 

to the points raised in the Spatial Portrait and the role of the rural villages 

(supra). Indeed, the Plan states (5.19): 

 

                                                 
3 Emphasis added 
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“Most parts of Central Lancashire could be further developed but, as the 

Spatial Portrait demonstrates, the area has many attractive features and 

much local character. These attributes could be lost by allowing the wrong 

type and scale of development to take place in unsuitable locations.” 

(Emphasis added) 

 

25. In that context: “the Core Strategy seeks to ensure that growth and 

investment take place in the most sustainable locations” (5.20). It follows 

that: “Outside of the main urban area and service centres, there are many 

smaller settlements [such as Goosnargh]. In the interests of sustainable 

development, growth and investment should be confined here to small scale 

infill and the change of use or conversion of existing buildings in 

accordance with Policy 13” (5.53). The RJ recognises that AH “of an 

appropriate scale on the edge of a rural settlement to meet a particular local 

need may be justified”4 [all emphasis added]. It is emphatically clear that: 

 

(i) The location and scale of housing development is fundamental to the 

Spatial Strategy; 

(ii) The JCS does not seek to address any issues of affordability in rural 

areas through significant development of market homes outside rural 

villages (agreed in XX of JS); 

(iii) The JCS does not seek to deliver significant market homes outside 

rural villages to deliver affordable homes in rural areas (JS agrees); 

On the contrary:    

(iv) It is a fundamental part of the Spatial Strategy of the JCS to “confine” 

or constrain/restrain development for market housing (and therefore 

affordable housing) outside rural villages (XX of JS); 

(v) The scale of any affordable housing should be related to the local 

need of the relevant rural village (XX of JS). 

                                                 
4 Emphasis added 
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26. Policy 1 therefore contains a balanced approach. It seeks to concentrate 

growth in Central Preston and the SL’s, whilst protecting the “character” of 

suburban and rural locations (supra). Growth and investment will be 

concentrated inter alia in (a) the Preston Urban Area, comprising (i) Central 

Preston SL; (ii) the northern suburbs of Preston, focussing on Local Centres, 

with greenfield development at Cottam and the NWPSL; and (iii) “in” the 

Key Service Centre of Longridge. 

 

27. Site F is not “in” Longridge and falls to be considered as an “other place” 

in Policy 1(f).  The reasoning for this conclusion is set out in the section of 

these submissions which deals with site F. 

 

28. Locations outside Goosnargh fall at the bottom of the spatial strategy, 

outside a lowest tier settlement i.e. the least sustainable locations in the 

development plan. “In other places”, development will typically be (i) 

“small scale” and (ii) “limited to appropriate infilling, conversion of 

buildings and proposals to meet local need”. It is agreed that proposals must 

meet both parts of the policy. None of the proposals seek to demonstrate 

“exceptional reasons”. It is agreed there aren’t any. 

 

29. There is no requirement in the policy to assess (contrast the Appellants’ 

evidence and approach) (a) landscape or visual impact; (b) the current role 

and function of Goosnargh/Longridge; (c) the accessibility of Goosnargh 

and Longridge; or (d) whether there will be harm to delivery in the renewal 

areas in the City Centre (as AdP, RH and HL have agreed). Rather, there is 

a requirement to test (i) the scale of the proposals; and/or (ii) the nature of 

the proposals because this is a spatial policy. AdP conceded that a spatial 

strategy restricting growth in certain parts of a Borough is consistent with 

the NPPF (EiC and XX of AdP). Indeed, given the Policy has been “sound” 

and consistent with the NPPF, the contrary is unarguable.   
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30. All of the proposals conflict with Policy 1. It is conceded that sites A, B, D, 

E and G are not small scale but none of them meet the other requirements 

of policy 1(f). None of the proposals seek to meet local need. All of the 

policies fail to meet both parts of policy 1(f).   

 

31. CB characterised this as a “fundamental breach” of the statutory 

development plan. It is not (even arguably) a “technical breach”. This was 

candidly conceded by AdP. Applying the EiP IR, it is a breach of policy 

which strikes at the heart of the Plan’s approach to sustainable development. 

Indeed, both CB and AdP agree that the proposals are contrary to the JCS 

as a whole (for the purposes of s.38(6)).   

 

32. That conclusion is not undermined (in any way) by the absence of objection 

by the LPA on landscape and visual grounds, as this forms no part of the 

policy. Rather, different policies seek to protect the character and 

appearance of the countryside. 

 

Policy 13 and Policy 21 

33. Policy 13 seeks to achieve economic and social improvement for rural areas 

by identifying 8 forms of potentially acceptable development, which must 

also enhance the character and quality of the landscape. None of the 

identified forms of development support the delivery of market housing. 

Policy 1 and Policy 13 are consistent in supporting the rural economy (see 

5.53 supra) but different policy tests are employed to address the “character 

and quality of the landscape”. 

 

34. Policy 21 is the relevant landscape policy and no Appellant asserts any 

conflict between it and the NPPF. It does not seek to protect the countryside 

for its own sake. It does not preclude change and does not provide universal 

“conservation”.  
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35. Policy 21 will require (if proportionate) a LVIA to assess compliance. In 

that context, AdP agreed that Policy 1 and 21 (i) address different policy 

aims; and (ii) contain different policy tests based on different assessments. 

The Plan must be interpreted and applied as a whole. Policy 1 and 21 need 

to be applied together.  AdP accepted that you could have compliance with 

Policy 21 but conflict with Policy 1(f). It is agreed that Policy 21 is 

consistent with NPPF (170(a) and (b)). It cannot therefore be concluded that 

the JCS as a whole is inconsistent with NPPF 170 (cf AdP at 6.3.9-6.3.13).  

 

36. A by-product of Policy 1(f) may be that the character and appearance of the 

Open Countryside is therefore conserved by virtue of built development 

being restricted to small scale uses. However, this is neither its purpose nor 

part of the policy itself. It is a spatial policy, which sets out (in policy terms), 

the spatial strategy.  

 

37. Further, the Appellants’ case must be wrong. If large scale market housing 

schemes, with policy compliant5 levels of AH, with attendant economic 

benefits, were capable of outweighing fundamental conflict with Policy 1, 

then the spatial strategy (fundamental to the delivery of sustainable 

development in the JCS) would be robbed of any meaning. All appeal 

schemes provide the generic benefits of any housing development. That 

must be an irrational interpretation and/or application of Policy 1 and the 

JCS as a whole.  

 

38. In reality, the Appellant’s approach (most notable in respect of Appeals C 

and D) is to substitute the policy tests in Policy 1 (scale etc), with a claimed 

underlying purpose (impact on character and appearance), in order to reduce 

the weight to the conflict with the policy. The LPA submit that is a flawed 

                                                 
5 The marginally enhanced level of AH at Appeal E is not material for the purposes of this point. 
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approach on two bases: (i) it is not a proper approach to the interpretation 

and application of the policy; and (ii) it misunderstands the fundamental 

purpose of the policy, which is not related to the character and appearance 

of the countryside for its own sake.   

 

39. The LPA therefore submit that it is unanswerable that: 

 

(i) Policy 1 is a spatial policy; 

(ii) Its underlying purpose it is deliver sustainable patterns of growth, 

consistent with the settlement hierarchy and spatial strategy, so as to 

minimise travel and address climate change; 

(iii) Its underlying purpose is not to protect or enhance the character and 

beauty of the open countryside, whether for its own sake or at all; 

(iv) Conflict with Policy 1 is not undermined by compliance with Policy 

21 because they contain different policy tests, based on different 

evidence, reflecting different purposes.    

 

CITY DEAL (CD HA 17) 

40. The Appellants have placed significant reliance on the City Deal to justify 

a departure from the statutory development plan. It is therefore important to 

understand: (i) the provisions of the City Deal; and (ii) how the City Deal 

informed the Preston Local Plan. If the City Deal was taken into account in 

the preparation, examination and adoption of the development plan, it 

cannot rationally constitute a material consideration which justifies 

departure from it. This is a fundamental point which neither BP nor AdP 

have considered.  

 

41. The City Deal was signed in 2013 (CD HA 17). The City Deal sets out the 

key economic opportunities and challenges which it will address (p.2). 

Preston is identified as the key employment generator for Lancashire (p.2). 

However, the City Deal (consistent with the JCS) identifies that, in order to 
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unlock further significant levels of growth, there is a requirement to: 

“remove the existing critical infrastructure barriers to enable sustainable 

housing and economic growth” (p.3).   

 

42. AdP’s evidence is that the City Deal is inconsistent with the development 

plan.6 It can, therefore, be a material consideration to which greater weight 

can attach. That evidence is wholly contrary to the express terms of the City 

Deal itself (which AdP’s evidence ignores): 

 

“The Central Lancs Core Strategy (2010-2026) was adopted in summer 

2012 by three LPA’s … The Core Strategy provides the overarching 

development and planning framework for the Central Lancs area, setting 

out the scale and end-use of sites to be developed during the Plan period.” 

(emphasis added) 

  

43. The City Deal does not promote any and all housing growth. It does not 

promote growth in “other places” contrary to Policy 1(f). On the contrary, 

it refers to the JCS being the planning framework for the committed growth. 

AdP dogmatically disagrees. 

   

44. AdP further argues that the City Deal is promoting a level of housing growth 

which is inconsistent with the JCS. Again: his position ignores the express 

wording of the City Deal: 

 

“The Core Strategy sets out a total provision for Central Lancs of 22,158 

new homes over the 15-year plan period. The new homes identified in the 

City Deal represents the proportion of the total Central Lancs allocation 

relating to Preston and South Ribble. The City Deal LPA’s along with the 

County Council, in its capacity as LHA, worked in consultation with the 

                                                 
6 That appears to be his approach in XX, although his answers were far from clear or coherent. 
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Highways Agency (HA) to identify the impact of the Core Strategy on the 

transport network.” (emphasis added) 

 

45. The City Deal is therefore seeking to address the infrastructure issues 

identified in the JCS, which must be addressed in order to deliver the 

significant growth planned at the SL’s. 

 

46. Further, the 22,158 housing requirement is derived expressly from Policy 4 

JCS. The City Deal is delivering the Preston and South Ribble allocation. 

The Preston/SR allocation of the 22,158 in Policy 4 is 15,4867 (agreed with 

AdP). In that context, the City Deal commits to “up to 17,420 net new 

homes” (p.4). That figure is higher than the JCS but is not expressed as a 

requirement or minimum.  

 

47. In that context, it is important to consider what the City Deal is trying to 

actually achieve. It notes a number of residential consents had been refused, 

including developments in Preston City Centre, due to infrastructure 

constraints on the highway network and that other residential applications 

were “at risk of refusal” (p.3). The City Deal would allow such proposals to 

proceed, along with a first phase of the NWPSL (p.3). Further, the important 

development of the EZ would require an efficient highway network. It is 

beyond clear that the City Deal is seeking to deliver the critical highway 

infrastructure required to facilitate the infrastructure necessary to facilitate 

the development planned in the JCS. It says so expressly (see pages 3, 4 and 

7). Again, AdP disagrees (without coherent explanation).    

 

48. The City Deal commits to 4 major road schemes (p.7):  

 

                                                 
7 Calculated as follows: (Preston: 16 yrs x 507 = 8112) + (SR: 16 years x 417 = 6672) + 702 

shortfall = 15,486 
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(i) Preston Western Distributor (PWD) – expressly to deliver the Lancs 

EZ and over 4,000 homes at the NWP SL;  

(ii) South Ribble Western Distributor (SRWD) – to unlock the Cuerden 

strategic site, Lancs Business Park and to deliver 2,700 homes; 

(iii) Broughton Bypass – to unlock housing sites for over 1,400 homes; 

(iv) Penwortham Bypass – which will deliver the South of Penwortham 

SL identified in the JCS.   

 

49. All of those schemes are expressly to deliver housing schemes to which 

significant housing growth is identified in the JCS (or 2004 Preston Local 

Plan). Contrary to AdP’s evidence, none of those schemes refer to the 

delivery of significant housing growth outside settlements at the bottom of 

the hierarchy. 

 

50. Bizarrely, AdP asserts that it would be “unconscionable” for the LPA to 

resile from its commitments in the City Deal (at 4.12). CB has robustly 

refuted any such suggestion. Further, AdP’s own evidence (as distinct from 

his assertion) is that considerable progress has been made in respect of all 4 

highway schemes (see AdP at p.12). PCC is not resiling from anything. In 

short:  

 

(i) The Broughton Bypass opened in 2017; 

(ii) The Penwortham Bypass was opened in 2019; 

(iii) The Preston Western Distributor will open in 2023; 

(iv) A Planning application has been made for the South Ribble Western 

Distributor (in March 2020). 

 

51. Further, (as set out below) the LPA has granted a very significant number 

of planning permissions at the Cottam Strategic Site and the NWPSL. The 

LPA has recently resolved to approve 1,100 homes at BGV (with a 13.6 

year supply), as it is bisected by the PWD and well-located adjacent to the 
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NWPSL. There is no evidential basis to claim that PCC is resiling from any 

City Deal commitment. Further, PCC is currently negotiating a 5 year 

extension and there is no obvious impediment to the grant of such an 

extension. The commitments will, therefore, be met albeit (perhaps) in a 

slightly longer period than envisaged in 2013. 

 

52. AdP nonetheless argues that the City Deal is seeking to deliver something 

fundamentally different from the JCS. This is based on the commitments on 

p.10. Again, AdP has failed to read the document. It states: 

 

“To grant the necessary planning consents, in line with planning policy, and 

commit to ensuring delivery of the following housing units within the City 

Deal area …[an annual delivery rate is then set out]” (Bold is original 

emphasis, underlining added) 

 

53. The annual delivery rates result in a total of 17,401. That is consistent with 

the commitment to deliver up to 17,420 (supra). The “commitment” is to 

grant the necessary planning consents. As CB explained, that is as much as 

the LPA can do. The LPA can (and has) granted a very substantial number 

of planning consents since 2013. The LPA is, however, dependent on 

developers and house builders to make such applications in sustainable 

locations (consistent with the JCS) and then to build them out. The LPA has, 

therefore, abided by its commitment in the annex to the City Deal. 

 

54. There is a difference of 1,915 between the JCS allocation and the schedule 

in the City Deal. There is no transparent explanation for the difference. The 

LPA submit that it is not promoting something different from the JCS. 

Rather, the elevated figure is based on accelerated delivery at the Strategic 

Locations, which the key infrastructure schemes would unlock.  This is 

entirely consistent with the JCS which co-locates housing growth and 

existing/proposed infrastructure (supra).  
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55. AdP wrongly relies on the IR from the CPO/SRO into the Broughton Bypass 

(CD HA 55) to assert that the 1,400 units delivered by the Broughton Bypass 

(supra) refers to significant growth at Goosnargh. Again, AdP has failed to 

read and understand the documents. The CPO/SRO IR (CD HA 55) refers 

to the Broughton Bypass enabling “strategic growth at 

Goosnargh/Whittingham” (3.3). The IR refers to the 1,400 units in the City 

Deal, unlocked by the Bypass (3.35). However, the IR explains (3.36) that 

1,500 will be delivered at Whittingham Hospital (a strategic allocation in 

the 2004 PLP), Longridge, NWPSL and Barton. It could not be clearer that 

this is referring to development supported in the PLP (2004), the JCS and 

the (then) emerging PLP. It is not referring to significant free-standing 

growth at Goosnargh or Longridge expressly contrary to Policy 1 JCS. 

 

56. There is no evidential basis for concluding that the City Deal is seeking to 

deliver a level of housing which is different from the JCS. That conclusion 

is expressly consistent with the terms of the PLP, which takes the City Deal 

into account. Indeed, in XX, AdP conceded that he could not point to any 

support in the JCS or City Deal or PLP for significant growth outside 

Goosnargh, save for the allocations in the JCS and PLP.    

 

57. Further or alternatively, BP accepted that: 

 

 The City Deal is not part of the statutory development plan. It is not a 

planning policy; 

 The City Deal does not contain a policy “housing requirement” (for the 

purposes of the NPPF 59/60 or at all); 

 The City Deal is not a spatial policy. It does not specify where housing 

growth should take place. Rather, it defers to the JCS; 

 The City Deal pre-dates the Preston Local Plan (PLP).  
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  The PLP was submitted on 11th July 2014. The EiP was held in Oct 

2014 and adopted in July 2015. The PLP was therefore prepared, 

examined and adopted specifically in the light of the City Deal; 

 The PLP specifically makes reference to the City Deal (at 1.19-1.21). 

The PLP expressly refers to: “…the building of over 17,000 new 

homes”; 

 

58. BP therefore conceded that the City Deal was expressly taken into account 

in the formulation of the PLP. The number and location of the allocations 

took it into account. The spatial approach to development took it into 

account. The PLP was not constrained by the housing requirement of the 

JCS (ReX of AdP) because the housing requirement in Policy 4(a) is a 

minimum. The PLP therefore could have and did consider whether more 

allocations were required to deliver City Deal commitments.  The PLP does 

not, however, endorse any elevated housing requirement as a result of any 

commitment in the City Deal. 

 

59. It follows that the City Deal cannot rationally be a material consideration 

which outweighs conflict with the JCS (which the City Deal sought to 

deliver) and/or the PLP, which post-dated it and took it into account. Neither 

BP nor AdP address this central point. There is no answer to it. 

 

PRESTON LOCAL PLAN (PLP) – CD HA 2  

60. The Appellants have fundamentally misunderstood the approach of the PLP. 

As a result, Policy EN 1 has been mischaracterised as a landscape and visual 

impact policy, when it is a spatial policy, consistent with Policy 1. 

 

61. The PLP identifies sufficient land for housing to meet the requirement set 

out in the JCS for market and affordable housing over the Plan period (5.4), 

not the figure in the City Deal. The LPA allocated land for 8,637 homes in 
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HS 1 (5.9). The allocations are in locations which accord with Policy 1 (5.9). 

Policy HS 1 includes allocations at: 

 

 MD 1 – Cottam Strategic Site – 1,300 units; 

 MD 2 – NWP SL – 5,322 (a total of 6,622); 

 HS 1.14 – Land North/South Whittingham Road, Longridge – 488; 

 HS 1.15 – Former Whittingham Hospital – 650. 

 

62. The PLP identifies other sources of supply (including windfalls), which will 

meet the JCS housing requirement to 2026. The PLP was found “sound” on 

that basis.  

 

63. The PLP addresses Areas for Development (ch. 4) and addresses 

Development within Existing Villages. Given the level of 

services/facilities/accessibility, Goosnargh was identified as a Rural Village 

(4.25) where there are “no significant growth aspirations” (4.26). The 

approach is the same as Policy 1, where development is restricted to certain 

small scale uses (4.27): “This is to abide by the principles of sustainable 

development” (4.27). This is because: “Villages appear at the bottom of this 

hierarchy as they are often small, are not situated in the most sustainable 

locations and cannot offer a wide range of services to residents” (4.27). It 

could not be clearer that the spatial strategy of the PLP is to constrain growth 

at Goosnargh. This has nothing to do with landscape and visual impact 

assessment and/or protecting the intrinsic character and beauty of the open 

countryside for its own sake. 

 

64. Policy AD 1(b) applies inside the existing villages. Windfall development 

would be acceptable, subject to the criteria of AD 1(a)-(d). Policies HS 4 

and HS 5 apply outside the settlement boundary of Goosnargh. Rural 

Exception Affordable Housing is acceptable (subject to strict criteria) 

outside Goosnargh (HS 4), as is Rural Workers’ Dwellings (HS 5). 
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65. Policy EN 1 needs to be read in conjunction with the allocations and Policies 

AD 1, HS 4 and HS 5. It is the logical obverse of them because it restricts 

development in the Open Countryside outside the settlement boundary, save 

where consistent with policy HS 4 and HS 5. It doesn’t matter which section 

of the PLP it is in, as the Plan is applied as a whole. Policy EN 1 needs to 

be considered with the housing policies. 

 

66. Policy EN 1 is not a Landscape and Visual Impact Policy (as AdP expressly 

conceded). The policy does not mention character and appearance. The 

Policy does not require any landscape and visual impact assessment. It is 

emphatically a spatial policy, which needs to be interpreted and applied with 

Policy 1, HS 1, AD 1(a) and (b) HS 4 and HS 5.  Its purpose (consistent 

with Policy 1) is to create sustainable patterns of development and to 

minimise the scale of development at the least sustainable settlements. This 

is fundamental to the delivery of sustainable development in the PLP.  

 

67. It follows that the spatial approach of the PLP is: (i) to allocate sufficient 

land to meet the JCS housing requirement; (ii) to allow small scale windfall 

development in villages; (iii) allow restricted development outside 

settlement boundaries of villages; but (iv) otherwise restrict the scale of 

development in the open countryside, in accordance with the spatial strategy 

and settlement hierarchy because sufficient land has been identified. 

Consistent with his answers regarding Policy 1, AdP agreed that such a 

spatial policy was consistent with the NPPF, given the policy was 

formulated, examined and adopted in the light of the NPPF. This is the only 

rational position to adopt. There is no conceivable inconsistency with the 

NPPF. 

 

68. The reasoned justification states that: “It is important that the Areas of Open 

Countryside are protected from unacceptable development which would 
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harm its open and rural character” (8.4). This is the source of the 

Appellant’s contention that the purpose of EN 1 is to protect the character 

and appearance of the countryside. That proposition is legally flawed 

because: 

 

(i) This is the reasoned justification and not the policy. It may be 

relevant to the interpretation of the policy but it is not part of the 

policy and cannot add to it (see Cherkley Campaign Ltd v Mole 

Valley DC [2014] EWCA Civ 567); 

(ii) The policy makes no reference to character and appearance. This is 

not part of the policy test; 

(iii) “Open” (as in “open character”) is not defined in the Plan. It is an 

open textured concept. It means free from built development. It 

could also mean visually open. The construction of modern housing 

estates on greenfield sites cannot maintain visual openness. Either 

meaning supports the contention that EN 1 is a spatial policy which 

does not relate to character and appearance; 

(iv) “Rural character” needs no further explanation. Self-evidently the 

development of farms and agricultural fields will not protect their 

rural character. As GH accepted (in XX), there will be an inevitable 

adverse impact from greenfield development. This again supports 

the proposition that the policy is a spatial policy; 

(v) Neither an assessment of “open character” nor “rural character” 

require any form of technical assessment. The judgment will be self-

evident in any given case.          

 

69. The LPA accept that a consequence of the EN 1 spatial strategy is that open 

and rural character is likely to be protected because significant development 

will (in principle) be refused and directed to higher order settlements. That 

does not make the protection of character and appearance the purpose of EN 

1 (whether the primary purpose or at all). The Council’s approach to policy 
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EN1 is supported by the approach of Inspector Mr Dakeyne in the Cardwell 

Farm decision. He addressed policy EN1 as part of the development plan 

strategy and did not even mention it in the part of the DL which dealt with 

the impact of that proposal on character and appearance.  

 

 

70. All of the appeal schemes fail to comply with Policy EN 1. There is a 

fundamental breach of the spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy set out 

in the PLP (applying the JCS). This makes the proposals contrary to the PLP 

as a whole. There is, therefore, a fundamental conflict with statutory 

development plan as a whole. 

 

71. The Appellants have no answer to such a fundamental conflict with an up 

to date development plan. They have, therefore, sought (skilfully) to 

misinterpret and thereby misapply Policy 1(f) and EN 1. They have mis-

characterised them as landscape and visual policies because the LPA accept 

(as they have always accepted) that the landscape and visual impact of the 

proposals does not merit refusal. The misinterpretation and misapplication 

of Policy EN 1 allows the Appellants to argue that the fundamental conflict 

with the statutory spatial strategy should be afforded reduced weight. The 

Appellants thereby introduce a new policy test, which they can pass (dressed 

as an underlying purpose), in order to diminish the conflict with the 

development plan. This approach is legally flawed (not least) because: 

 

(i) It misinterprets and misapplies policies 1(f) and EN 1; 

(ii) It interprets and applies EN 1 without regard to the Plan as a whole 

(see Policy 1, HS 1, AD 1 and HS 4 and 5, as well as JCS 1, 13 and 

21); 

(iii) It unlawfully seeks to substitute clear conflict with the policies for 

conflict with an underlying purpose; 
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(iv) It misunderstands and thereby misrepresents the underlying purpose 

of the policies; 

(v) It seeks to diminish the full weight which attaches to clear conflict 

with the policy through reliance on a misinterpretation of a reasoned 

justification which cannot (lawfully) override the policy.     

 

72. CB’s clear evidence for the LPA is that there is a fundamental conflict with 

the statutory development plan to which full weight should attach. That is 

also the approach of BS (in respect of Appeals E and F). AdP agrees.8  

 

73. The LPA must acknowledge that this was not the approach of JM (in XX by 

SR). He accepted that the underlying purpose of Policy 1 and EN 1 was the 

protection of the character and appearance of the area. Based on the 

undisputed findings of the Appellants LVIA, he proceeded to make a 

number of concessions, including that: (i) limited weight should attach to 

the conflict with Policy 1 and EN 1; and (ii) planning permission should be 

granted if the tilted balance is engaged in respect of Appeals C and D. There 

is, therefore an internal inconsistency in the LPA’s evidence between 

CB/BS and JM, which must be resolved. The LPA submit it must be 

resolved in favour of CB/BS. Further, JM’s evidence proceeded on the 

Appellant’s flawed interpretation of Policy 1/EN 1 and its purpose. This is 

a legal issue (supra). It follows that JM’s evidence is neither binding on the 

LPA nor is it (bluntly) correct. The Inspector is asked to accept the evidence 

of CB and BS (supported by the answers of AdP and HL), which is 

consistent with these legal submissions.    

 

                                                 
8 That is the LPA’s understanding of his answers but given his refusal to answer questions it was 

not always easy to be clear. AdP certainly did not dispute the proposition. 
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74. It follows that the proposals conflict with Policies 1 and EN 1. Such a 

conflict constitutes a fundamental conflict with the development plan, to 

which full statutory weight must attach. 

 

Role and Function of Goosnargh 

75. The Appellants have (for reasons which are unclear) provided evidence on 

the current role and function of Goosnargh. The role and function of 

Goosnargh is established in the development plan. The policies do not 

require an assessment of the current role and function of Goosnargh. Rather, 

evidence on role and function informed the settlement hierarchy which (in 

turn) informed the spatial strategy (supra). RH purports to provide updated 

evidence on role/function. However, such evidence will inform the next 

round of plan-making. It is not materially relevant to this decision and it is 

not argued that evidence on the current role of Goosnargh outweighs 

conflict with the spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy. Further, in XX, 

RH conceded that: 

 

(i) He had not assessed the level of services and facilities which existed 

in 2012, when the JCS was adopted; 

(ii) He did not know the level of services and facilities in 2012; 

(iii) His conclusion (3.18: In my view the tipping point of change from a 

rural village to a different sort of settlement has already occurred) 

was not informed by any analysis of whether the level of services 

and facilities had changed since the adoption of the Plan; 

(iv) He has made no analysis of how (if at all) services and facilities in 

Goosnargh have survived lockdown. 

 

76. The Whittingham Plan (2005) provides helpful evidence on the points RH 

failed to address (CD HA 21). There was a strong feeling that there is a 

“rural village atmosphere” (p.4). However, the major source of 

employment (the Whittingham Hospital) had gone. Over 75% of the village 
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worked outside the village. Over 25% worked beyond Preston. The bus 

services were not sufficiently frequent or timely to meet the needs of the 

working population. Most households were therefore dependant on private 

cars (p.7). RH agreed therefore that Goosnargh was a rural village and a 

commuter settlement in 2005. The level of services and facilities has not 

improved since 2005. If anything, there had been a contraction in rural 

services in Goosnargh (see p.3). 

 

77. RH’s case is that Goosnargh has changed from a rural village to a commuter 

satellite (see RH at 3.18 and 4.17). However, the two terms are not mutually 

exclusive. In any event, given his concessions that Goosnargh had been a 

commuter satellite in 2005 (supra) and that there has been no change in 

travel pattern (the majority remains car-based), the claimed change is 

illusory not real. It does not justify any conflict with the development plan. 

All of these characteristics of Goosnargh which existed in 2005 would have 

been taken into account when Goosnargh’s location in the development 

strategy in JCS policy 1 was settled upon seven years later. No Appellant 

has sought to suggest that Goosnargh was wrongly placed in the hierarchy 

in 2012 or that it should be regarded as playing a different role in 2021. 

   

78. RH’s sole point appears to be that a significant number of new homes 

(1,043) have been consented (RH at 3.7). However, whilst development has 

been consented, there has been no provision of additional services or 

facilities. On the contrary, RH accepts that the demand for services will 

outstrip provision in Goosnargh (EiC and XX). Further, 900 of the 

consented units are derived from the longstanding strategic allocation at 

Whittingham Hospital. The overwhelming majority of growth is derived 

from the plan-led development of a publicly owned previously developed 

site. To rely on planned growth to support speculative appeals, when they 

are fundamentally contrary to the same development plan which planned 

such growth, is irrational.  
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79. Further, such a level of growth does not take the Appellant’s case anywhere. 

RH conceded that Goosnargh falls (today) to be considered as a rural village 

(for the purposes of Policy 1). It has not grown to become a RLSC. The 

same policy approach therefore applies. 

 

80. Finally, there is no dispute that the cumulative scale of the proposals is 

fundamentally contrary to Policy 1, regardless of the baseline which is 

taken. The LPA are concerned with the impact of the appeal proposals on 

the character of Goosnargh as a rural village, which means its character as 

a settlement and is not related to its landscape character. It is the village 

which should, therefore, form the baseline. RH takes the LSOA (3.11). The 

difference (532 homes cf 644 homes) is not material. RH considers that the 

consented development should be included in the baseline. CB disagrees 

because: (i) Whittingham is not a settlement; (ii) the Hospital does not form 

part of Goosnargh Village for the purposes of the settlement hierarchy in 

the JCS, on which the proposals will have the impact; (iii) Whittingham 

Hospital represents planned growth and cannot therefore justify significant 

growth at Goosnargh contrary to the Plan; (iv) whilst within the settlement 

boundary (see CD HA 5 Proposals Map), the Masterplan shows that the 

Whittingham Hospital development is physically and spatially divorced 

from Goosnargh Village. There is a significant area of planned Green 

Infrastructure between the Village and the site. There is a strip of 

development linking the Hospital to Whittingham Lane. However, this 

comprises a significant mature tree belt, an existing house, the bell mouth 

of the junction and the rear gardens of 3 properties. The site is visually 

contained and distinct from the Village, even from Whittingham Lane. It 

follows that the 900 units at the Hospital should be discounted (a net 

addition of 143 to the baseline). The potential calculations are as follows: 

 

 [532 (Goosnargh Village) + 1043] + 557 = an increase of 35%; 
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 [644 (LSOA) + 1043] + 557 = an increase of 33%; 

 [532 + 143] + 557 = an increase of 83%; 

 [644 + 143] + 557 = an increase of 77%.  

 

81. As RH properly conceded, in any scenario: “The Appeals constitute a very 

significant increase in the scale of this rural village”. There is a significant 

breach of Policy 1 and EN 1. Indeed, the village of Goosnargh will almost 

double in size.  

 

82. The LPA submits that the conflict with Policy 1 and EN 1 is significant. The 

Goosnargh Appeals represent the antithesis of the plan-led approach.       

 

POLICY 1 IS OUT OF DATE/INCONSISTENT WITH THE NPPF 

83. AdP asserts that Policy 1 is out of date, if LHN is used as the basis for the 

5YHLS calculation. He considers materially less weight should be attached 

to the constraint on housing growth in the lowest order rural villages (Policy 

1(f)), in circumstances where there is a 13.6 year supply. His proposition is 

self-evidently absurd. It is a contrived means by which the tilted balance is 

claimed to be engaged.    

 

84. A central part of AdP’s argument is that LHN has led to an intentional and 

significant change in the distribution of housing across the HMA (AdP at 

6.3.37). There is express agreement between CB and AdP on this point. 

They rely on the same table (see AdP at Fig 1 p. 28). This is relevant to 

whether there has been a significant change in circumstances since the 

review in October 2017. 

 

85. The key issue is whether Policy 1(f) is out of date, for the determination of 

these appeals in Preston. This requires the exercise of a planning judgment 

(per Lindblom J in Bloor Homes CD HC 9 para 45). This is not a planning 

judgment which should be exercised in the abstract. It needs to be exercised 
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in the context of these appeal proposals. Delivery in the Central Preston SL 

and PDL delivery rates are irrelevant to that judgment, in circumstances 

where the supply of housing is very healthy. The issue (which AdP fails to 

grasp) is whether Policy 1(f) is out of date because there is a need for 

significant levels of market housing outside rural villages in Preston because 

Policy 1(f) is constraining the ability of Preston to deliver a 5YHLS.  

 

86. The LPA submit that Policy 1 cannot rationally be considered to be out of 

date as inconsistent with the NPPF for the following 9 reasons. 

 

87. Firstly, the LHN requirement is 250d/pa. It is agreed that (on this basis) 

there is a 13.6 year supply i.e. sufficient land to 2034 (ignoring other 

consents). Further, the JCS housing requirement will be met in full at the 

end of the Plan period applying Policy 4(a) (see below). There is no basis 

for concluding that Policy 1 (and in particular 1(f)) is constraining the ability 

of PCC to deliver an adequate supply of housing, such that significant 

housing is required now on greenfield sites outside either Longridge or 

Goosnargh. 

 

88. Secondly, Policy 1 should not be interpreted and applied as being indivisible 

(AdP’s approach at 6.3.46). Even if PDL delivery in the Central Preston SL 

is less than expected, that does not mean (with a 13.6 year supply) that more 

greenfield housing is required outside rural settlements contrary to Policy 

1(f). Policy 1(a)(i) may9 be out of date but Policy 1(f) is not.  

 

89. Thirdly, Policy 1 should not be interpreted and applied in an indivisible and 

immutable manner across the 3 LPA’s (for the reasons given supra). Policy 

1 contains the spatial strategy which is applied and refined in the Part 2 

                                                 
9 The LPA does not accept this because there is insufficient evidence on which to reach a judgment 

and it is not necessary to. 
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Local Plans. It is not a single strategy (supra cf AdP at 6.3.46). 5YHLS 

calculations are undertaken at the LPA level. If CBC do not have a 5YHLS, 

Policy 1 might be afforded less weight10. The same conclusion would not 

apply in PCC. Accordingly, different levels of weight can and must be 

applied to Policy 1 in different LPA areas. 

 

90. Fourthly, the Policy 1 spatial strategy is applied in the PLP. Policy EN 1 is 

a key part of the spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy in PCC alone 

(supra). It is no part of AdP’s evidence to suggest that Policy EN 1 is out of 

date because of this significant change in distribution (see AdP 6.3.34-50). 

The spatial strategy in the PLP (policies HS 1, AD(1), HS 4, HS 5 and EN 

1) and the settlement boundaries are not arguably out of date where there is 

a 13.6 year supply because they are not providing any meaningful restraint 

on meeting the need for housing (whether in the Plan period or at all). If (as 

AdP accepts in his evidence) EN 1 and the settlement boundaries are up to 

date in the PLP, there is no rational basis for concluding Policy 1(f) is out 

of date, when the spatial strategy is the same. AdP’s “single strategy” point 

(AdP at 6.3.46) does not assist in arguing the Preston Local Plan is out of 

date at all.    

 

91. Fifthly, this point has already been considered in Chorley. The Pear Tree 

Lane (PTL) Decision Letter specifically addressed the weight to be applied 

to Policy 1 (see CD HB 1). The Inspector concluded that full weight should 

attach to LHN, as it was consistent with the NPPF and PPG (DL 33). There 

was not, therefore, a 5YHLS (DL 37). Policies 1 and 4 were the most 

important policies (DL 41, 42 and 44). Policy 1 was not out of date in 

Chorley, even where there was 1,373 unit shortfall against the 5 year 

requirement (DL 52). The fact that Policy 4 was out of date did not mean 

                                                 
10 NB – the Pear Tree Lane Inspector expressly rejects this approach (see CD HB 1 at para 47) 
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Policy 1 was out of date (DL 47). Policy BNE 3 (safeguarded land) was out 

of date (DL 50).  

 

92. The touchstone for the decision (as AdP accepted) is that: (i) Policy 1 does 

not define settlement boundaries (DL 47); (ii) Policy 1 would not 

“unreasonably constrain” the ability of CBC to meet its LHN housing 

requirement (DL 47); (iii) safeguarded land boundaries are constraining 

CBC from delivering an adequate housing land supply (DL 49); and (iv) 

land currently safeguarded in BNE 3 may need to be released before the end 

of the Plan period to meet the LHN requirement (DL 50); (v) Policy 1 is 

therefore not out of date. The LPA submits that the same rationale should 

apply in these Appeals. If Policy 1 is not constraining delivery in Chorley 

(with a 2.8 year supply), it cannot rationally be considered to be constraining 

housing delivery in Preston (with a 13.6 year supply). 

 

93. Sixthly, the foundation of AdP’s argument is Chorley’s evidence for the eLP 

(an Issues and Options document). He argues that: “Chorley’s proposed 

housing sites direct growth in a manner which is at odds with CS Policy 1 

in so far as almost 80% of the proposed housing land is located at the lower 

order settlements” (AdP at 6.3.41). This point is extraordinary. It cannot 

reasonably be argued that Policy 1 is out of date because a different spatial 

strategy may be required in the next Plan period. We do not know the next 

Plan’s housing requirement, base date, number of commitments or spatial 

strategy. No weight can apply to CBC’s position in the I&O document 

(whether as a matter of policy or evidence). AdP had no coherent answer to 

such points.      

 

94. Seventhly, CBC’s evidence in the I&O document does not demonstrate that 

lower order settlements need to meet the 5 year requirement. Gregg Boyd 

has calculated (for the Chainhouse Lane Inquiry) that there is a 1324 unit 

shortfall (CD HA 30 Table 7.2 p.26). The Chorley 2019 SHELAA identifies 
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a potential capacity of 3940, of which 1517 are on Safeguarded Land (CD 

HA 30 Table 7.3). The 1324 unit shortfall can, therefore, be met on allocated 

sites, SHELAA sites inside settlement boundaries and on unwanted 

employment allocations (etc), without recourse to the greenfield sites 

outside rural villages on safeguarded land. AdP’s analysis does not 

demonstrate the contrary. Rather, AdP’s Fig 2 demonstrates there is 

160.97ha of land proposed by CBC in higher order settlements. It cannot 

rationally be argued that the 1324 unit shortfall cannot be met on such an 

area of land. This is (in any event) a matter for CBC’s Action Plan. 

 

95. Eighthly, the high point of AdP’s point is that the I&O evidence 

demonstrates that Safeguarded Land may be needed prior to the end of the 

Plan period (AdP at 6.3.42). That is precisely the point considered by the 

PTL Inspector (CD HB 1 DL 50), who refers expressly to the I&O 

consultation document (see DL 50 and footnote 35). There is no basis to 

reach a different conclusion on the same evidence.  

 

96. Ninthly, the central point in AdP’s evidence is that significant housing 

growth outside 1(f) settlements in Chorley is fundamentally inconsistent 

with the spatial strategy. He fails to appreciate that the same must apply with 

even greater force in Preston, in circumstances where there is a 13.6 year 

supply (not a 2.8 year supply). The internal inconsistency is entirely lost on 

him. It is irrational to argue that Policy 1(f) is out of date in Preston because 

it is unacceptable for Chorley to develop contrary to Policy 1(f), when there 

is no need for development outside 1(f) settlements in Preston.  

 

97. AdP’s response was not coherent. He appeared to suggest that Policy 1 as a 

whole must be out of date but full weight should then be attached to it in the 

tilted balance. That does not follow at all as it is based on his flawed single 

strategy point (supra). The fact that CBC may be dependent on 1(f) 

settlements does not mean Policy 1(f) is constraining growth in Preston at 
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all. Further, it fails to grapple with why Policy 1(f) should be considered to 

be out of date at all, in circumstances where there is no need for housing 

outside rural villages in Preston when there is a 13.6 year supply (a 

proposition which AdP accepts). This is an utterly contrived means of 

engaging the tilted balance.  

 

98. It remains to be seen the extent to which the Appellants will place 

meaningful reliance upon the evidence of AdP. It is hopelessly flawed and 

borne of desperation. 

 

99. The LPA submits that Policy 1 is not out of date. The tilted balance is not 

engaged. However, even if the tilted balance is engaged (which is firmly 

rejected), full weight should nonetheless be attached to Policy 1 in the 

application of the tilted balance because there is simply no need for more 

housing outside rural villages and the spatial strategy remains entirely valid.  

 

POLICY EN 1 IS OUT OF DATE/INCONSISTENT WITH THE 

NPPF 

100. The essence of AdP’s evidence is that for EN 1 “to be consistent with the 

NPPF it must allow for a judgement to be made as to whether an adverse 

impact would be outweighed by the scheme’s benefits” i.e. a cost/benefit 

analysis approach (see AdP at 6.3.14 and 6.3.33). The Appellants rely on 

Colman v SoS CLG (CD HC 5 paras 7, 9, 19 and 22).  

 

101. The LPA submits that this proposition is legally flawed. AdP has 

fundamentally misunderstood the Colman decision and, consequently, 

reaches a number of flawed conclusions. 

 

102. Firstly, AdP fails to realise that the Colman judgment concerned an “old 

style” development plan which comprised RPG 10, North Devon Local Plan 

and Devon Structure Plan (para 9). All of the development plan policies 
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were adopted under the T&CPA 1990, prior to the P&CPA 2004. NPPF 

(2012) paragraphs 211, 214 and 215 were therefore engaged because the 

development plan had been adopted prior to the NPPF (2012). The 

Inspector was therefore required to consider whether policies were 

consistent with the NPPF, such that weight could be attached to them (para 

6). This is materially different to these Appeals, where both the JCS and 

PLP were found to be sound and consistent with the NPPF.  

 

103. Further, the wording of the policies was quite different to EN 1. Policies SP 

CO1 and ENV 1 both sought to protect and enhance the landscape character, 

quality, beauty and diversity (para 19-21). This is materially different from 

Policies 1, 21 and EN 1 (supra). Policy 1 and EN 1 are spatial policies. 

Policy 21 does not seek to protect and enhance landscape character. The 

circumstances underlying the Colman case are therefore materially 

different. 

 

104. Secondly, Colman is not authority for the proposition that a policy which 

does not include a cost benefit analysis is inconsistent with the NPPF (cf 

AdP at 6.3.14). Rather, it is simply authority for the proposition that (in the 

materially different circumstances of that case) the Inspector properly 

directed his mind to the relevant policies and correctly analysed the 

inconsistencies between those (different) policies and the NPPF (see the 

judgment at paragraph 24). The LPA’s submission is expressly supported 

by Bloor Homes (below). 

 

105. Thirdly, AdP’s analysis is irreconcilably inconsistent with the decision of 

Lindblom J in Bloor Homes (see CD HC 9 paras 175 – 177, 181/2 and 186). 

Linblom J held: 

 

“182. I do not think Mr Cahill’s argument gains anything from Kenneth Parker 

J.’s analysis of the particular policies of the development plan that he had to 

consider in Colman, in which he compared of those policies with government 
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policy in the NPPF. In any event I do not read Kenneth Parker J.’s judgment 

in that case as authority for the proposition that every development plan policy 

restricting development of one kind or another in a particular location will be 

incompatible with policy for sustainable development in the NPPF, and thus 

out of date, if it does not in its own terms qualify that restriction by saying it 

can be overcome by the benefits of a particular proposal. That is more than I 

can see in what Kenneth Parker J. said, and more than I think one take from 

the NPPF itself. The question of whether a particular policy of the relevant 

development plan is or is not consistent with the NPPF will depend on the 

specific terms of that policy and of the corresponding parts of the NPPF when 

both are read in their full context. When this is done it may be obvious that there 

is an inconsistency between the relevant policies of the plan and the NPPF. But 

in my view that was not so in this case.” [Emphasis added] 

 

106. This judgment is a complete answer to AdP’s point. It should have been 

withdrawn in XX, had AdP engaged (at any stage) in the questions which 

were put to him 

 

107. Fourthly, this is a complete answer to AdP’s point (in EiC) that this claimed 

inconsistency could not have been considered through the PLP EiP process. 

The Colman judgment is dated 9th March 2013. The Bloor Homes judgment 

is dated 19th March 2014. The PLP was therefore prepared, submitted, 

examined and adopted in the light of the Colman/Bloor Homes judgment. 

If any objector developer wished to argue that Policy EN 1 was inconsistent 

with the NPPF, they could have done.  

 

108. Fifthly, it is no part of AdP’s case to rely on NPPF para 213 (see AdP 6.3.14-

6.3.33 and confirmed in XX). This part of the NPPF applies where the 

development plan pre-dates the NPPF and may consequently be 

inconsistent with it. Accordingly, AdP’s reliance on the Telford and Wrekin 

case (CD HC 6) and Eastleigh BC case (CD HC 7) takes the matter no 

further. Both cases concerned (as AdP conceded) the consistency of 

development plan policies which pre-dated the NPPF and therefore required 
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a judgment to be exercised under NPPF 213.11 That is a materially different 

set of circumstances to the present Appeals, which required a significantly 

different planning judgment: 

 

(a) In Telford and Wrekin – the Core Strategy had settlement 

boundaries based on the revoked RPG. That approach was not lawful 

(per the Court of Appeal in Hunston and Gallagher), as it failed to 

boost significantly the supply of land because PPS(3) para 34 

required environmental constrains to be considered. In that context, 

the Inspector was required to consider whether settlement 

boundaries which were based on RPG and which expired in 2006 

were out of date and inconsistent with the NPPF (see inter alia paras 

24 (and DL 25 and 34) and 45-47). The Inspector concluded that the 

settlement boundaries were out of date and even the LPA 

acknowledged that housing would be required outside them (para 24 

and DL 34). In such circumstances, the Inspector concluded that the 

settlement boundaries were out of date and the policies (OL 6, OL 7 

and CS 1, 3 and 7), which sought to restrict development outside the 

settlement boundaries, were also out of date and inconsistent with 

the NPPF (para 24 (and DL 34)). None of those factors apply here. 

Policies of constraint are not out of date here, in circumstances 

where settlement boundaries run to 2026 and the JCS Plan 

requirement will be met by April 2026. A materially different 

planning judgment is required;    

 

(b) In Eastleigh BC – the development plan was the Eastleigh Local 

Plan Review (2006-2011). It was a Plan adopted under the T&CPA 

1990 and which was significantly time-expired at the time of the 

Appeal in October 2018 (see CD HB 6 DL10). Given the Plan was 

                                                 
11 Or the predecessor paragraph in NPPF (2012) para 215 
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significantly time-expired and the LPA were granting consents 

outside the settlement boundaries in order to maintain a 5YHLS, 

with draft housing allocations outside the settlement boundaries, the 

Inspector concluded that the boundaries were out of date, as were 

the policies of protection (DL 10-20), applying NPPF 213-215. The 

circumstances are (again) materially different as the Plan is not time-

expired, NPPF 213-215 does not apply and the housing requirement 

will be met at the end of the Plan period.   

   

109. The ratio of the judgment in Telford and Wrekin was simply that the 

Inspector had to exercise a planning judgment to determine whether policies 

were in conformity with the NPPF (para 47). The Claimant Council failed 

to demonstrate any public law error in his approach (para 47). Given the 

materially different circumstances, this is not a judgment of any wider 

application to these Appeals.  

 

110. Similarly, the ratio of the Eastleigh BC case supports Lindblom J in Bloor 

Homes. Garnham J held: That certainly makes good the submission that a 

policy is not out of date simply because it does not include an internal cost-

benefit analysis (para 57). This case is expressly contrary to AdP’s evidence 

at 6.3.14 and 6.3.33 and his central reliance on Colman. Rather, Garnham J 

concludes this is a matter of planning judgment for the Inspector and no 

public law error was manifest (see paras 38(iii), 55, 57-63). Neither Lang J 

nor Garnham J were endorsing the planning judgment that was reached. 

That was a matter for the Inspector not for the Courts. They were simply 

concluding that it was not unlawful.  It follows that the Appellants have 

fundamentally misunderstood the cases on which they purport to rely (cf 

AdP at 6.3.28). 

 

111. Sixthly, Policy EN 1 is not inconsistent with NPPF 170 (cf AdP at 6.3.10-

6.3.13). It is a spatial policy not a landscape and visual impact policy 
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(supra). Indeed, GH agreed that Policy 21 was consistent with NPPF 170 

and that neither policy 1 nor EN 1 were landscape policies for him to 

consider (see XX of GH and GH at 8.6, 8.9 and 8.11).  

 

112. Seventhly, unlike in the previous cases, this development plan provides an 

opportunity to consider the cost-benefit analysis (benefits of housing 

delivery v. landscape harm and conflict with spatial strategy) in considering 

whether the proposal complies with the development plan as a whole. A 

housing proposal might derive support from Policy 4(a) if there was a need 

for housing in the Plan period. AdP’s contention that the development plan 

precludes such a balanced approach is absurd and legally flawed. The 

benefits of rural growth can be considered under Policy 13. If the site is 

sustainably located, it could derive support from Policy 1. If however, it is 

a proposal with significant landscape harm, which conflicts with the spatial 

strategy and settlement hierarchy, it would be contrary to Policies 1, 21 and 

EN 1. AdP’s analysis has focussed on Policy EN 1 alone and (unlawfully) 

failed to consider the interpretation and application of the development plan 

as a whole, which permits of a clear cost/benefit analysis consistent with the 

NPPF (as two EiP Inspectors have found).  

 

113. Eighthly, AdP places reliance on Braintree DC v SoS (CD HC 4) in arguing 

that there has been a material change from NPPF (2012) para 55 to NPPF 

(2018/19) paras 78 and 79 (see fn 12 and AdP 6.3.30 to 6.3.33). The 

Braintree case simply addresses the meaning of the word “isolated” (CD 

HC 4 para 5). The Court held that “isolated” is seeking to differentiate 

between housing within a settlement and housing which is separate from or 

remote from a settlement (para 29). This judgment has no relevance to these 

appeals at all and AdP does not try to demonstrate the contrary. The 

Braintree case does not support this point at all. Rather, AdP’s point is that 

paragraph 55 has been split into two paragraphs (78 and 79) which renders 

Policy EN 1 out of date. In XX, he could not articulate any material change 
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in policy. There is no such change. A change in paragraph formatting is not 

(even arguably) a material change in policy. AdP’s evidence, relied upon by 

the Appellants, is risible. 

 

114. Ninthly, in the light of the LPA’s Opening, it appeared to dawn on AdP that 

his position was unarguable in the light of Bloor Homes. His case therefore 

changed in EiC. For the first time, he argued that it didn’t matter whether 

the adoption of a policy pre-dated or post-dated the publication of the 

NPPF. AdP argues, therefore, that the statutory process of examination of a 

development plan is irrelevant to the planning judgment of whether a policy 

is up to date and consistent with the NPPF. Borne of desperation, such a 

proposition is simply not credible.  

 

115. Policy EN 1 was prepared, submitted, examined and adopted in the light of 

the NPPF and the Colman and Bloor Homes judgments. Section 19(2)(a) 

of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 required the LPA to have 

regard to the NPPF in the preparation of the PLP. Section 20(5)(b) required 

the EiP Inspector in 2015 to determine whether EN 1 was “sound” i.e. 

consistent with the NPPF (see NPPF (2012) para 182). This is expressly 

clear from the EiP IR (CD HA 9 IR 1 and 162). The Inspector expressly 

concludes that the PLP is consistent with the NPPF (IR 162). That process 

of submission, objection, examination and adoption is plainly highly 

material to whether Policy EN 1 is consistent with the NPPF. It is not 

conceivably irrelevant. Further, this Inquiry does not have jurisdiction to 

review or appeal that decision. There is a separate statutory mechanism for 

challenging a plan, the time for which has long since time-expired. The EiP 

Inspector’s conclusion should therefore conclusively determine this issue in 

the absence of any material change in the law or national policy. The 

Appellants have failed to identify any at all. 
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116. Tenthly, AdP’s purported criticisms of the EiP IR are therefore irrelevant. 

The Inspector’s Report (IR) is written to the parties who are well aware of 

the issues in dispute. The fact that a particular point is not addressed does 

not mean it was not considered. It might mean the point was not raised 

and/or that it was not a principal controversial point. The fact that the EiP 

IR does not deal with AdP’s fanciful points does not, therefore, suggest 

there is any merit in them at all. Rather, it suggests that no-one at the EiP 

thought they were properly arguable, consistent with the Colman judgment. 

 

117. Lastly, AdP conceded in XX that a spatial strategy could lawfully restrict 

growth in the Open Countryside as part of the spatial strategy. Successive 

witnesses agreed that this is a perfectly usual approach to spatial planning 

in development plans up and down the country. As Policy EN 1 is simply 

part of the expression of the spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy in 

Preston, it must follow that it can also lawfully restrict housing growth at 

scale in the Open Countryside. 

 

118. It follows that Policy EN 1 is not out of date or inconsistent with the NPPF. 

Rather, full statutory weight must attach to it. 

 

119. It is in the light of this fundamental conflict with Policies 1, EN1 and the 

statutory Development Plan as a whole that Housing Land Supply (HLS) 

must be considered.   

 

HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

Housing Delivery to Date – The Shortfall 

120. BP’s analysis (Table 4.2) starts at 2003 (the base date of the RSS). PCC’s 

housing requirement was 507 even though this pre-dates the adoption of the 

JCS by 9 years. The housing requirement was met to 2008/9. In 2008/9, 

housing delivery fell below 507 d/pa. In 2009/10, the LPA fell into deficit. 

Indeed, it is agreed that housing delivery “fell off a cliff” (EiC of CB and 
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XX of BP) in 2009/10, as a result of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) 

which occurred from September 2008. There was a low number of 

completions between 2009/10 to 2013/14. Peak undersupply was reached in 

2015/16 (-1,959 units). By far the greatest contributory factor was the GFC 

and its ramifications (referred to as key challenges in the JCS at 1.8-10).  

 

121. In the last 4.5 years, there has been strong housing delivery and over-

provision. Peak delivery was 1,121 (over 18m in 2019/2020). There has 

been over-provision of 1,049 units (~2 years full supply). The shortfall has 

reduced very significantly from -1959 to -910. 

 

122. Average net completions have been 455 d/pa (from 2003/4) but 740 d/pa in 

the last 4.5 years. Between 2016/17 and 2018/19, annual delivery was 776 

d/pa, with an HDT of 313%. Between April 2017 to October 2020, annual 

delivery was 725 d/pa, with an HDT of 339% (CB at 3.74/5). This puts 

Preston City Council in 8th position when compared to all Councils (CB at 

3.75). This is a LPA which is boosting significantly the supply of new 

housing and has been for the last 5 years. 

 

123. It follows that the issues with housing delivery in Preston are historic. They 

relate back to recessionary issues caused by the GFC and they are being 

addressed. Indeed, it is agreed that with the deliverable 5 year supply of 

3,581, the LPA will meet the base 5 year requirement of 2,535 (507 x 5 

years = 2,535) plus the shortfall of -910 (2,535+910 = 3445) in the next 5 

years and before the end of the Plan period.  

 

124. It is agreed that the shortfall of -910 will be met by Sept 2025. In such 

circumstances, it cannot be argued that there is a need for housing to meet 

historic under-delivery, especially on greenfield sites in the least sustainable 

locations in the Borough. 
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Housing Requirement in the Plan Period 

125. The JCS Plan period runs between 2010 and 202612. It sought to identify 

sufficient land for housing to meet the requirements of the JCS for market 

and affordable homes over the Plan period (PLP at 5.4).  The PLP was 

examined with a base date of April 2014 (PLP at 5.3). The Plan met a 

housing requirement of 7,301 to 2026 (ibid). It is not disputed that the 

housing requirement in the PLP (as written) has already been met by sites 

in the 5 year supply. However, the LPA accept that there is an error on the 

face of the PLP (XX of CB). The housing requirement should have been 

7,799 (not 7,301) because the undersupply was 1,715 (not 1,217). The PLP 

therefore planned to meet a requirement for market and affordable houses 

of 7,799 (2014-2026). 

 

126. The PLP allocated land for 8,637 homes in accordance with Policy 1 JCS 

(see 5.8, 5.9 and HS 1). 2,837 dwellings were expected to come forward 

after 2026 but could come forward sooner if required (5.9). The Plan 

identified a number of other sources of supply, including windfalls to meet 

the requirement (5.10 – 5.13). The Plan was found sound on that basis.  

 

127. Since April 2014, there have been 4,101 completions (to Sept 2020) in 

Preston (BP Table 4.2). There is a residual requirement of 3,698 (Sept 2020 

to 2026). However, there is an agreed 5YHLS of 3,581 units (Sept 2020 to 

Sept 2025). It follows that there is a residual requirement of 117 units to be 

found between Sept 2025 and April 2026. This is not a “shortfall” or a 

“deficit”. It is simply 117 new homes which have to be completed prior to 

April 2026, which do not form part of the deliverable 5 year supply at Sept 

2020. 

 

                                                 
12 It is not clear that the end of the Plan period is April 2026. However, this is the approach that the 

LPA is taking at this Inquiry, in order to be robust. 
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128. In the light of this agreed evidence, BP unequivocally conceded that: 

 

(i) The 602 units promoted through these Appeals are not all required 

to meet the development plan housing requirement across the Plan 

period; 

(ii) The 557 units promoted at Goosnargh are not all required to meet 

the development plan housing requirement across the Plan period. 

 

129. The Appellants have a number of professional witnesses. None of them have 

drawn this point to the attention of the Inspector, contrary to their 

professional obligations to draw attention to points contrary to their 

evidence. BP (as the housing land supply witness) was specifically aware of 

this point but did not refer to it in his evidence. Whilst submissions may be 

made about the credibility of CB’s evidence (XX of CB by PT QC), such 

submissions must be considered in the light of the Appellants’ (collective) 

failure to even refer to such points. In truth, they have no answer to them. 

Their appeals are fundamentally based on a requirement for market and 

affordable homes (with related economic benefits) which outweighs the 

conflict with the development plan. This point fundamentally undermines 

their appeals. 

 

130. Further, because neither BP, nor any other Appellant witness, has even 

considered this residual requirement of 117 units (to Apr 2026), none of the 

Appellants’ witnesses have considered which site(s) are required or best 

placed to meet any such requirement.13 Rather, they have been content to 

promote a cosy consensus approach. That, however, cannot be the approach 

of the decision-maker. Once the 117 units are provided for (by whichever 

site(s)), materially different planning judgments are required in respect of 

the remaining sites. 

                                                 
13 The possible exception is paragraph 39 of the Opening by PT QC for Appeal E 
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131. Further, the residual requirement of 117 units (Sept 2025-Apr 2026) 

ignores: (i) the recent consent at Cardwell Farm for 151 units; (ii) the 

resolution to approve 1,100 units at Bartle Garden Village (BGV); and (iii) 

the homes which can reasonably be expected to complete between Sept 

2025 and April 2026 which are not in the 5 year deliverable supply. 

 

132. In referring to these additional sources of supply, the LPA is not seeking: 

(i) to rebase the Oct 2020 5YHLS calculation; nor (ii) undertake a new 

5YHLS calculation from April 2021. The Appellants have sought to 

mischaracterise the point. Rather, the LPA is seeking to exercise a planning 

judgment on the likelihood of the housing requirement being met at the end 

of the Plan period. Accordingly, the definition of “deliverability” in the 

context of the 5YHLS does not apply. The Appellants appear to conflate the 

two judgments. BP recognised properly that these were “different 

projections” (in EiC and in XX). 

 

133. BP acted for Wainhomes at Cardwell Farm. The Appeal was pursued on the 

basis of an absence of the same 5YHLS deficit of 36 units14. The Appellant 

placed reliance on the contribution the site could make to the 5YHLS (as 

BP confirmed in XX). At no point did BP nor the Appellant suggest that the 

Appeal site was not deliverable to meet the 36 unit shortfall, when (as BP 

agreed) he would have been duty bound to do so. In EiC and XX, BP agreed 

the LPA’s projection of 62 units being delivered by April 2026, leaving 96 

(151-62=96) to be delivered in the next plan period. If (as agreed) 62 units 

will be delivered by 2026, there is a residual requirement of 55 units (117-

62 = 55). It is supremely unattractive to argue that (less than 3 months after 

the Cardwell Farm Inquiry), the Cardwell Farm site could not deliver a mere 

                                                 
14 On the contested basis that Policy 4(a) applied. 
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62 units in 5 years, contrary to the assertions made by Wainhomes at that 

Inquiry. In fairness, BP does not seek to do so.   

 

134. The LPA has resolved to approve 1,100 at BGV (CD HB 34). The BGV 

Applicants submitted a letter from John Francis (DPP) – a very experienced 

planner – which addresses delivery on the site (CD HJ 16). BP agreed that 

it was submitted to inform the LPA’s decision and (in the absence of any 

evidence to the contrary) it can be assumed to be accurate. The Applicant 

tells the LPA that due to high capital costs, the developer will deliver 200 

units in the early phase, which would make a significant contribution to the 

5YHLS (CD HB 34 p.17/56). The Applicant is specifically asserting that 

200 units will be delivered before the end of the Plan period (as BP agreed). 

BP has no evidence to the contrary. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume 

that 200 units will be delivered from BGV by the end of the Plan period. 

There is, therefore, likely to be a surplus of 145 units at April 2026, with a 

further 900 units to be delivered in the next Plan period. 

 

135. Further, both CB and BP agree that (absent Cardwell Farm and BGV) it is 

reasonable to assume the residual requirement will be met in a couple of 

months (from Sept 2025), given extant consents and strong delivery. 

Accordingly, BP expressly agreed that (assuming no delivery from 

Cardwell farm and BGV) it is reasonable to conclude that the housing 

requirement will be met by the end of the Plan period. He said: “It should 

be met.”  

 

136. Moreover, at September 2025, the current deficit of -910 units will be more 

than made up.  

 

137. In Re-X, BP sought (inappropriately) to cast some doubt on such 

concessions. Firstly, he suggested there would be a requirement for 254 

units to be delivered between Sept 2025 and April 2026 (507dpa x 6 
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months). That may correct but such units are not required to meet the 

housing requirement of Policy 4(a) across the Plan period. This is an 

evidential red herring. Secondly, BP asserted that there was “uncertainty” 

in the supply and that neither Cardwell Farm nor BGV could be considered 

“deliverable”. However: (i) planning judgments are not based on 

“certainty”; a planning judgment is required on the balance of probability 

and (ii) this is not an issue of 5 year supply calculation (supra); and (iii) 

generic concerns about delivery in the housing market based on Brexit, 

recessionary factors or volatility in supply need to be considered in the light 

of 4.5 years of very strong delivery. Further, these Appeals must be 

considered and determined on a consistent basis. If it is to be seriously 

argued that neither Cardwell Farm nor BGV can deliver any units in the 

Plan period (and this was not BP’s evidence), then no material weight can 

attach to the Appellants’ assertions that their sites can deliver prior to April 

2026 because the same generic concerns apply to the Appeal sites. 

 

138. The Appellants seek consistency in decision-making. The LPA submit that 

it would be inconsistent to conclude that: (i) Cardwell Farm and BGV could 

contribute to meeting the 5YHLS shortfall of 36 units in decisions in March 

2021; but then conclude (ii) no such delivery will arise in decisions in April 

2021. Indeed, such conclusions would inevitably reduce public faith in the 

planning system. It cannot be the case that every site in Preston can rely on 

the application of the tilted balance based on the same 36 unit shortfall and 

117 unit residual requirement.  

 

139. Again, the Appellants’ cosy consensus means they have not sought to 

demonstrate which site is best placed to deliver the 36 unit deficit in the 

5YHLS (if required). Self-evidently, not all of the sites are required. This 

cannot be the approach of the decision-maker. Should consent be granted 

for one appeal site, there is no deficit in the 5YHLS and the tilted balance 

cannot rationally be applied in respect of the remaining 6 Appeals.  
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140. Further, BP agreed CB’s evidence (at 3.71) that: 

 

 Permissions have been granted for ~11,000 new homes since the City 

Deal was signed (2013); 

 This is significantly more than is required to meet the JCS housing 

requirement of 7,799 (at April 2014); 

 Consent for 5,000 new homes was granted between April 2018 and 

October 2020, to which can be added Cardwell Farm and BGV (totalling 

6,251); 

 The LPA has granted planning permission for far more homes than 

allocated to meet Policy 4. 

 

141. These Appeals therefore fall to be determined on the basis that there is no 

requirement for any further housing to be permitted to meet the housing 

requirement of Policy 4(a) JCS in the Plan period, whether on greenfield 

sites in the least sustainable Policy 1(f) locations or at all. 

 

Future Supply – Beyond 2026 

142. The PLP made allocations for ~2,837 after the Plan period (supra). 6,622 

units are allocated in the NWPSL (sites MD 1 and 2 Policy HS 1). At March 

2019, there had been only 1200 completions (CD HJ 14 para 2.4). BP agreed 

that there is very significant residual capacity, with active interest from 

developers submitting applications (see CD HJ 14 at 2.4, 5.11 and 6.2-6.19), 

given consent, funding and the deliverability of the PWD and East-West 

link road is assured. It is reasonable to conclude there will be very strong 

delivery in the NWPSL up to and beyond the Plan period. 

 

143. BP agreed that 96 units (at Cardwell Farm) and 900 units (BGV) can be 

added to the 2,837. As a minimum, this is 3,833 units which the LPA have 

identified as being acceptable in principle now to address any identified 
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need for housing beyond April 2026. Of course, the housing requirement 

for the next plan period has not (yet) been resolved but it is agreed that the 

basis will be a LHN requirement of 250d/pa. Indicative (only) calculations 

can be undertaken to inform a planning judgment. Assuming a housing 

requirement of 250d/pa or 507 d/pa (indicatively), the supply after April 

2026 is 15.3 years or 7.6 years. On either basis, this is a very strong forward 

supply with more than 5 years of the Plan period remaining. Indeed, BP 

accepted that the LPA has more than enough time (5 years) in which to 

produce a new Plan to address the requirements of the next Plan. 

 

144. On that basis, BP conceded that there was no need for housing to be 

consented now in order to maintain continuity of supply in the next Plan 

period. There is no requirement for housing up to 2026 and for a significant 

period beyond. There is a robust forward supply identified by this LPA 

(now) for the next decade in areas specifically endorsed in the statutory 

development plan, such as Cottam and NWPSL, where investment in 

infrastructure has taken place.    

 

145. Two further conclusions can be reached: 

 

(i) If (which is denied) there is any residual shortfall in the Plan 

requirement at April 2026, it will be more than addressed at the start 

of the Plan period; 

(ii) As the forward supply is relevant to the weight to be attached to 

development plan policies even if there is not a 5YHLS, this level of 

forward supply strongly indicates that significant weight should 

nonetheless attach to Policy 1 and EN 1 (per CB’s oral evidence, 

applying Lindblom J in Crane v SoSCLG [2015] EWHC 425 

(Admin) at paragraph 71).    
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146. In the light of such concessions, BP agreed that it was simply not 

possible to conclude that there is a need/requirement for greenfield 

housing sites outside the settlement boundaries of rural villages or 

KSC’s to meet the requirements of the JCS or PLP to 2026 or beyond. 

He agreed that was a: “reasonable conclusion”. On the basis of the 

evidence, it is the only reasonable conclusion.  

 

5 YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY (5YHLS) 

147. The Appellants rely on a claimed deficit in the 5YHLS. The sole (agreed15) 

issue is: “the basis for assessing whether a 5 year supply of deliverable sites 

exists” (NPPF 73 and fn 37). The issue is not: what is the “housing 

requirement” for the purposes of the emerging Local Plan. It is important 

that the two processes are not conflated.  

 

148. It is agreed (XX of BP) that the Appeals fall to be determined on the basis 

of a strict binary choice between (a) 507 d/pa (Policy 4); and (b) 250 d/pa 

(LHN applying the Standard Methodology (SM)). There is no other figure 

before the Inquiry. Whether there should be any uplift above the LHN figure 

is a matter for the eLP process and is not a matter for this Inquiry to consider 

(XX of BP). Indeed, neither Party has provided any evidence on such an 

uplift.    

 

149. It is further agreed (XX of BP) that: (i) the weight to be attached to a 

development plan policy depends on whether it is up to date16; and (ii) 

whether a policy is up to date requires a planning judgment based on the 

facts (see Bloor Homes CD HC 9 para 45). Accordingly, it is agreed (XX 

                                                 
15 XX of BP 

16 Per Males J in Tewkesbury BC v SoS CLG [2013] EWHC 286 (Admin), quoted in Bloor 

Homes at para 25 
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of BP) that whether Policy 4 is out of date (as the basis for assessing the 

5YHLS) requires the exercise of a planning judgment. 

 

150. The LPA submit that this issue falls to be determined on 2 key points: 

 

(i) Whether the Inspector can lawfully consider whether policy 4 is out 

of date, given the terms of NPPF 73 and fn 37? 

(ii) If he can consider it: whether policy 4 is out of date, as a matter of 

planning judgment?  

 

151. These 2 key points fall to be considered in the light of the following agreed 

propositions (XX of BP): 

 

 But for the review in 2017, Policy 4 would be considered to be out of 

date and inconsistent with the NPPF because inter alia it is based on 

PPS 3 and RSS and is not an up to date objective assessment of housing 

need (per Hunston and Gallagher); 

 The process of review culminated in MOU 1 (CD HA 22), dated Oct 

2017; 

 The entirety of the review pre-dated NPPF (July 2018), which 

introduced LHN and the SM and NPPF para 73 and fn 37; 

 The review did not take any account of the changes to the NPPF and the 

introduction of LHN; 

 Whilst the process in 2017 is a review (for the purposes of fn 37), it was 

not undertaken as a review (as NPPF 73 and fn 37 did not exist).  

 

152. In that context, the Appellants expressly concede that all the changes in 

circumstances since Oct 2017 are not irrelevant in considering whether 

Policy 4 is out of date as a basis for calculating 5YHLS (XX of BP).  
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153. That concession is important because it is clear (on examination) that the 

Appellants do not (in fact) contest that there has been a material change in 

circumstances since the review concluded in Oct 2017. 

 

154. Further, it should be noted that the case presented at this Inquiry by the 

Appellants is materially different to that presented by the Appellant at 

Cardwell Farm. Consequently, the LPA submissions are materially 

different. The Cardwell Farm decision letter is not, therefore, an answer 

(much less a complete answer) to these submissions (as will be made clear 

below).  

 

155. It should also be noted that BP has misrepresented significantly the LPA’s 

case (see e.g. BP at 7.39 and 7.41). The LPA does not suggest that there is 

a policy requirement to consider whether there has been a material change 

in circumstances. Rather, the LPA submit that the decision-maker is 

lawfully entitled to consider whether or not such a change in circumstances 

has occurred, in exercising a planning judgment on whether Policy 4 is out 

of date. Given the agreement (supra) that such a change in circumstances is 

lawfully relevant, the contrary cannot be argued. The LPA request that its 

submissions are addressed on their merits and the Appellants’ 

mischaracterisations are ignored. 

 

Key Point 1 - Whether the Inspector can lawfully consider whether 

policy 4 is out of date, given the terms of NPPF 73 and fn 37 

156. The Appellants interpret and apply NPPF 73 and fn 37 to mean that Policy 

4 should form the basis of the 5YHLS calculation. They consider that 

position is supported by the PPG. They assert that there is no SoS or 

Inspector decision letter and/or article supporting a contrary approach.  

 

157. The Appellant asserts that, as long as Policy 4 has been reviewed, it should 

continue to be used for 5YHLS calculations. The Appellants’ case is that a 
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review is the end of the matter (see BP at 7.39-7.41). This is a matter for 

legal submissions (see BP at 7.40). 

 

158. The LPA submit that the Appellants’ proposition is untenable. The LPA 

submit that the LPA/Inspector is entitled to exercise a planning judgment 

on whether Policy 4(a) is out of date. 

 

159. Firstly, it is agreed (XX of BP) that neither the NPPF nor the PPG represent 

comprehensive or complete policy/guidance which address all the 

circumstances in which a planning judgment is required e.g. nowhere does 

it address where settlement boundaries may be out of date. 

 

160. Secondly, it is agreed (XX of BP) that neither the NPPF nor the PPG 

preclude changes in circumstances since October 2017 being taken into 

consideration in deciding whether Policy 4 is out of date. On the contrary, 

it is agreed that they can be relevant (supra). 

 

161. Thirdly, the Planning Court have been clear that planning policies can 

become out of date as a result of things which have happened since it was 

adopted, such as a change in national policy, or for some other reason such 

as the consequences on the ground of such a change. Decision makers must 

reach a decision, in the light of such changes in circumstances, on whether 

policies are out of date, as a matter of fact and judgment (per Lindblom J in 

Bloor Homes paragraph 45). This judgment applies to Policy 4, as to any 

other development plan policy. In reaching such a judgment, all relevant 

circumstances must (as a matter of law) be taken into consideration. 

 

162. Fourthly, the LPA’s submissions are entirely consistent with the judgment 

of Dove J in Wainhomes (CD HC 1). The Judge held inter alia that: 

 

43. There may be many material changes in the planning circumstances 
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of a local authority’s area which would properly render their existing plan 

policies out of date and in need of whole or partial review. I am unable to 

accept Mr Fraser’s submission that it is impermissible to regard the 

emergence of a local housing need figure which is greatly reduced from 

that in an extant development plan policy as having the potential to 

amount to a significant change. Whilst he is entitled to point to the wider 

national planning policy context of boosting significantly the supply of 

housing land, as Mr Cannock points out in his submissions, the use of the 

standard method to derive local housing need is part and parcel of the 

Framework’s policies to achieve that objective. Moreover, the question of 

whether or not any change in circumstances is significant is one which 

has to be taken on the basis of not only the salient facts of the case, but 

also other national and local planning policy considerations which may 

be involved. In short, in my view, the language of the PPG and its proper 

interpretation did not constrain the Inspector and preclude her from 

reaching the conclusion that she did, namely that the significant 

difference between the housing requirement in Core Strategy Policy 4(a) 

and that generated by the standard method was capable of amounting to 

a significant change rendering Core Strategy Policy 4(a) out of date. 

[Emphasis added] 

 

163. Further, at paragraph 45, the Judge concludes:  

 

…I am satisfied that the conclusion the Inspector reached in paragraph 

37(iii), that there had been a significant change pursuant to the PPG arising 

from the introduction of the standard method, was a planning judgment 

reasonably open to her based upon a correct interpretation of the PPG 

(albeit other conclusions might reasonably be reached by other 

Inspectors), and therefore she was entitled to conclude that Core Strategy 

Policy 4(a) was out of date. (Emphasis added) 

 

164. The judgment supports the LPA’s case that the LPA is entitled to exercise a 

planning judgment on whether Policy 4(a) is out of date for the purposes of 

the 5YHLS calculation. Indeed, such a planning judgment was upheld as 

lawful (a planning judgment reasonably open to her). The Judge expressly 

concludes that different “planning judgments” may reasonably be reached. 

Accordingly, a different judgment might reasonably be reached to the 

Cardwell Farm Inspector. The LPA/Inspector is therefore lawfully entitled 
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to exercise a planning judgment on whether Policy 4(a) is out of date, taking 

into account NPPF 73 and fn 37.  

 

165. Fifthly, MOU 1 (CD HA 22) expressly states that it will be reviewed no less 

than every 3 years and will be reviewed when new evidence emerges which 

renders it out of date (7.1). The 3 year period expired in Oct 2020. MOU 1 

expressly recognises that the basis of the 5YHLS calculation is a dynamic 

issue, on which new evidence or policy may emerge, which may render the 

review out of date. Plainly the introduction of new national policy and a new 

basis for the calculation of LHN is capable (legally) of rendering the review 

and MOU 1 out of date. 

 

166. Sixthly, the Appellants place significant reliance on the Cardwell Farm DL 

(CD HB 23) and demand consistency with it. At DL 33, the Inspector states: 

“… it seems to me that there may be justification to revert to LHN even if 

the requirement had been previously reviewed and found not to require 

updating...” (emphasis added). The Inspector is therefore concluding that 

the LPA/Inspector can lawfully consider whether Policy 4 is out of date. 

Such a planning judgment is not precluded by the NPPF/PGG and a review 

is not the end of the matter. Indeed, BP expressly conceded that this was the 

Inspector’s conclusion (but gave no reason for distinguishing it). 

 

167. This is the only Appeal decision of which the LPA is aware which post-

dates Bloor Homes and Wainhomes and it is authority (since the Appellants 

ask for one) for the proposition that it is permissible/lawful to consider 

whether Policy 4 is out of date as a result of a change in circumstances since 

Oct 2017. BP accepted that the Cardwell Farm Inspector was not basing his 

decision on the express words of NPPF 73 and fn 37. Further, BP did not 

consider the Inspector’s approach to be objectionable, even though it is the 

polar opposite of the Appellants’ case. 
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168. The Inspector does add the qualification (DL 33) that: “…the decision to 

depart from the findings of the review undertaken in the last 5 years would 

need to be supported by a robust process.” However, the LPA submit that: 

(i) there is no statutory or policy requirement to that effect; (ii) there is no 

guidance to that effect; (iii) there are no decision letters supporting such an 

approach; (iv) it is therefore entirely unclear from where the Inspector 

derives this requirement, which he then addresses in DL 34-40. Further, the 

LPA submit that it is simply wrong. It is clear (Bloor Homes and 

Wainhomes supra) that a planning judgment is required to consider whether 

policy 4 is out of date. There is no requirement for a planning judgment to 

follow “a robust process” (whatever that may mean). Indeed, all manner of 

planning judgments do not follow such a process. 

 

169. The Appellants suggest that a “robust process” means the same as “a good 

reason” (PT QC XX of CB and confirmed in XX of BP). The Appellants 

claim this is a departure from policy (NPPF 73) which requires “a good 

reason”. The LPA does not accept this interpretation of DL 33. It is far from 

clear that this is what the Inspector is concluding. Further, a “process” is 

clearly different from a “reason” (as BP conceded). A planning judgment 

will need reasons. It does not need a process. Further or alternatively (as BP 

agreed): 

 

 There is no policy/guidance on what constitutes a “review” for the 

purposes of FN 37; 

 There is guidance on reviews of policies (PPG 61-062) which simply 

require them to be proportionate to the issues in hand; 

 What constitutes a “robust process” is a matter of judgment for the LPA. 

There is no requirement for consultation and/or any other formal 

requirement (such as an update to the SHMA 2017); 

 The conclusion which is reached, after such a process, is also a matter 

of judgment; 
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 It follows that these are matters in which the LPA enjoys a very wide 

measure of discretion. 

 

170. The same applies in respect of providing a “good reason”. BP agreed that: 

(i) how you arrive at a good reason is a matter of judgment; and (ii) whether 

you have a good reason or not is a matter of planning judgment.  

 

171. It follows that there is no meaningful difference between the Appellants’ 

and the LPA’s approach: whether policy 4 is out of date requires a planning 

judgment, taking into account all material considerations (BP did not 

disagree: It may well do). Further, the Appellants agree with CB that a 

significant change in circumstances since the review in Oct 2017 is capable 

of constituting “good reasons” for departing from their interpretation of 

NPPF 73 and fn 37. 

 

172. For all those reasons, the LPA submit that it is unanswerable that the 

Inspector can lawfully consider whether policy 4 is out of date, 

notwithstanding the review in 2017, in the light NPPF 73 and fn 37. 

 

Key Issue 2 - Whether Policy 4 is Out of Date 

173. This issue requires the exercise of a planning judgment, taking into account 

all relevant changes in circumstances since October 2017. 

 

174. The RSS for the North West was based on the PPS 3: Housing methodology 

(see PPS 3 para 33). It was based on the 2003 household projections (1998-

2003) which resulted in 416,000 households across the region. The 2003 

HHP’s were then manually re-distributed across the North West (and 

Central Lancs) in accordance with the RSS spatial strategy. The RSS 

housing requirement (2003-2021) was: 

 

 Chorley - 417 d/pa; 
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 Preston  - 507 d/pa; 

 South Ribble   -     417 d/pa; 

 Total - 1341 d/pa. 

 

175. The JCS was required to be in general conformity with the RS. The EiP 

Inspector required the JCS to adopt the RS housing requirement. Policy 4 

is based simply on the RSS for the NW. Policy 4 is based on the RSS/PPS 

3 methodology, which resolved a housing requirement at the regional level 

before it was manually re-distributed. Policy 4 is therefore based on the 

2003 household projections, which are based on evidence between 1998 and 

2003. Such evidence is significantly out of date.17  

 

176. It follows that Policy 4 cannot be used as a proxy for an objective assessment 

of housing need. The housing requirement in the CS is significantly out of 

date and inconsistent with the NPPF (2012) and (2018/19).  

 

177. Whilst it is accepted that there has been a fn 37 “review”, the review 

comprised a process based on the SHMA (Aug 2017), concluding with the 

MOU Oct 2017. The LPA submits that there has been a significant change 

in circumstances since the completion of the review (as envisaged by para 

7.1).  

 

178. The significant change is not the introduction of new NPPF per se (in 2018). 

Rather, it is the practical consequences of the new national planning policy 

which constitute the significant change for this LPA.  

(a) Significant Change in Methodology 

179. The SM was introduced because the Government wanted to deliver 

sufficient housing in the right locations. BP agreed that the White Paper 

                                                 
17 This is not in dispute. A full explanation is provided in the evidence of Nick Ireland to the CHL 

Appeal (CD HA 25 from 5.20) 
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identified methodological issues, delivery/numbers issues and spatial issues 

with the NPPF 2012 methodology. The intention was to deliver a 

significantly different methodology in order to address issues of complexity, 

delay, expense and transparency (see CD HA 27 at 1.2-1.12).  

 

180. The SM18 has two stages: (i) household growth; plus (ii) affordability 

adjustment. This results in the LHN figure. It is common ground that the 

change in methodology intentionally removed the reference to the HMA 

(figures are set at the local level) and removed NPPF 2012 step 2 – 

consideration of economic forecasts. BP therefore accepted that: 

 

(i) This is a significantly different methodology to RSS/PPS3, which 

underpinned Policy 4 JCS; 

(ii) This is a significantly different methodology to NPPF 2012, which 

underpinned the SHMA (2017), which formed the basis of the 

review. 

 

181. The change in methodology is a significant change since the review in 

2017, which is intended to yield different results in the amount and 

distribution of housing. 

 

(b) Significant Reduction in Local Housing Need in Preston 

182. It is agreed that the application of the standard methodology results in 

Preston’s housing figure significantly reducing from 507d/pa to 250d/pa – 

a reduction of ~50%.  

 

183. BP conceded that this is a significant change in circumstance since the 

review in 2017. This is (now) a matter of common ground. 

 

                                                 
18  see CD HA 25 NI Table 5.1 on p. 22 
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 (c) Significant Reduction in Local Housing Need in the HMA 

184. It is agreed that the application of the standard methodology results in: 

 

 A significant change in housing need in South Ribble – 417 d/pa to 191 

d/pa; 

 A significant change in housing need in Chorley – 417 d/pa to 569 d/pa; 

 A significant reduction in the total HMA figure from 1341 d/pa to 1010 

d/pa (a reduction of ~25%).  

 

185. BP conceded that this is a significant change in circumstance since the 

review in 2017. This is (now) a matter of common ground. 

 

(d) Significant Change in the Distribution of Housing 

186. It is agreed (AdP supra) that the application of the standard methodology 

results in a significant change in the distribution of housing across Central 

Lancs (XX of BP). Housing moves away from Preston and South Ribble 

towards Chorley (in the context of a significantly reduced total figure): 

Distribution of Housing Need – Policy 4 & Standard Method  

 Chorley  Preston  South Ribble  Central Lancashire  

Standard Method LHN  
569  250  191  1010  

56%  25%  19%  100%  

CS Policy 4 - Annual Requirement  
417  507  417  1341  

31%  38%  31%  100%  
 

 

187. It is agreed that (consistent with the White Paper intention to deliver housing 

in the right locations) the SM requires Chorley to deliver the most housing. 

This is consistent with the 2003 HHP’s which underpinned the RSS, before 

they were manually re-distributed.  

 

188. BP conceded that this re-distribution of housing is a significant change in 

circumstances, consistent with the evidence of AdP. 



60 

 

 

189. BP therefore conceded that there have been significant changes in 

circumstances, since the 2017 review resulting from this redistribution. 

 

190. The LPA submit that such changes render Policy 4 out of date, as the basis 

of the 5YHLS calculation. That conclusion is further supported by the 

findings of the CLHS (CD HA 10). 

 

Central Lancs Housing Study (CLHS)  

191. In EiC, CB explained that the decision to rely on LHN was not pre-judged,  

it was informed by the CLHS and this was accepted by BP. The specification 

(CD HA 28) explains the requirements for the Study (see outputs), which 

contain all the ingredients required to exercise a judgment on whether LHN 

should be used. Thereafter, there was a draft for consultation to which the 

development community responded (including BP). This was a robust 

process. 

 

192. At 3.25 the CLHS (CD HA 10) concludes that the minimum LHN figure of 

1,026 should form the basis on which to calculate 5YHLS. It has been 

suggested that this conclusion was outside the specification. That is rejected 

by PCC (EiC of CB). Further, BP accepted that no LPA had suggested it 

was outside the specification. It was, therefore, a proper conclusion for Iceni 

to reach. 

 

193. The Appellants nonetheless rely on §2.14 to suggest that this conclusion 

would change, had the LPA’s accepted (at that time) that a fn 37 review had 

been undertaken. However, that does not follow at all. Nick Ireland rejected 

that contention at the Chainhouse Lane Inquiry, as does CB at this Inquiry. 

Iceni wrote the SHMA 2017 and were heavily involved in the preparation 

of MOU 1 and the first Pear Tree Lane Inquiry (at which MOU 1 was 

discussed). Iceni were very well aware of the substance of the review, even 



61 

 

if it was not referred to as a fn 37 review. Accordingly, the substance of the 

decision would not have changed at all. BP’s point is simply (again) that 

NPPF 73 and fn 37 preclude reliance on LHN given the review, which is 

why it is material to the conclusions of the CLHS. That issue has been 

addressed above. 

 

194. Finally, the CLHS is not undermined by the absence of a SHMA or an 

update to a SHMA. The whole point of the LHN was to dispense with time-

consuming opaque SHMAs. 

 

195. The CLHS is, itself, a change in circumstances since the 2017 review. It 

provides good reasons for the LPA’s change in position and reliance on 

LHN.   

 

Counter-Arguments 

196. The Appellant raises a number of counter-arguments. Firstly, it is argued 

that NPPF 73 and fn 37 preclude such changes in circumstances rendering 

Policy 4 out of date. This has been addressed (sura). 

 

197. Secondly, it is argued that the drafters of the NPPF cannot have expected 

the introduction of LHN and the standard method to render reviewed 

policies out of date. However, no evidence has been provided on the 

intention of the framers of the NPPF beyond what appears in the White 

Paper, which clearly demonstrates that the standard method was and is 

intended to deliver a significant change in the methodology of LHN. It is 

quite clear that the SM is intended to have nationwide and significant 

consequences. Existing policies being found to be out of date cannot, 

therefore, be an unintended consequence (as BP appeared to suggest). This 

is also consistent with the effect of the introduction of the OAN (NPPF 

2012), the effect of which was to render existing LP policies based on 

RSS/PPS 3 to be out of date (per Hunston and Gallagher). There is a clear 
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history of changes in national policy delivering significant changes and the 

SM is intended to do just that. 

 

198. BP argued that the same argument could be deployed over the country. That 

may or may not be true. Significant changes in Liverpool or Cheshire East 

are no relevance on the issue of whether there is a significant change here. 

Rather, Bloor Homes and Wainhomes clearly establish that each 

LPA/decision-maker must exercise a planning judgment on whether the 

introduction of the SM (and any consequential changes in housing numbers) 

has had a significant change rendering their existing policies out of date. A 

range of planning judgments will emerge but they are aof no materiality to 

the planning judgment required here.  

 

199. Thirdly, the Appellants rely on Cardwell Farm. This DL is capable of being 

a material consideration. However, it is not binding on this Inspector and he 

is free to disagree with it, providing reasons are given (North Wiltshire DC 

v SoSE [1993] 65 P&CR 137). Further, Preston have challenged the 

decision. Whilst there is a presumption of regularity, the LPA submit that it 

should not be followed because of the identified flaws. Further or 

alternatively, the LPA consider that the decision is legally flawed and/or 

they simply disagree with it as a matter of judgment (on whether there has 

been a significant change).  

 

200. The decision fails to address (adequately or at all) whether there has been a 

significant change in circumstances (despite the issue being raised at DL 

32). It fails to take the decision of Dove J on Ground 3 into account at all. 

The decision therefore fails to take into account material considerations in 

deciding whether policy 4 is out of date. Further or alternatively, the 

Inspector fails to give reasons why there has not been a significant change 

in circumstances, contrary to the submissions of Preston (see DL 32) and 

the clear conclusions of Dove J (supra).  
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201. Rather, the Inspector appears to consider whether there has been a second 

review. That is the question he asks (DL 33) and answers (see DL 34-40). 

However, there is no requirement for there to be a second review before it 

can be concluded that there has been a significant change. A planning 

judgment is simply not limited in that manner.  

 

202. It follows that the Cardwell Farm decision is not a material consideration of 

any material weight. Rather, it is flawed and inconsistent with the Pear Tree 

Lane (PTL) decision and the judgment of Dove J. It leaves the Central Lancs 

authority in the unhappy position of having inconsistent decisions, resulting 

in different approaches being taken across the same HMA. This must be 

addressed (now) in the Courts and at this Inquiry.  

 

Conclusion on 5YLS 

203. It follows that Policy 4(a) is out of date. LHN should form the basis of the 

5YHLS calculation. The LPA has a 13.6 year supply. 

  

AFFORDABLE HOUSING (AH) 

204. There is no dispute between the Parties that there is a clear and pressing 

need for more affordable housing (see JS at 5.21 and MB(r) at 2.1). Rather, 

the key issues are: (i) whether the need for affordable housing can outweigh 

the fundamental breach of the development plan; and (ii) the weight to be 

attached to the need for AH (addressed below in the context of the individual 

appeals). 

 

205. All of the Appeal schemes provide a policy compliant level of AH (35%), 

save Appeal E, which delivers 45%. As JS agreed, the appeal schemes are 

properly described as market home developments which provide a policy 

compliant level of AH (save Appeal E which provides an additional 14 

affordable units).  
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206. The Appellants rely on the following LPA evidence regarding annualised 

need for AH (see JS at 5.6-5.11): 

 

 The SHMA 2009 – 397 d/pa; 

 The SHMA 2017 – 239 d/pa (2014-2034); 

 The Central Lancs Housing Study (CLHS) 2020 – 250 d/pa (2018-

2036). 

 

207. In XX, JS agreed that the annualised need for AH was greater at the time of 

the adoption of the JCS than now. He conceded, therefore, that the new 

evidence in the SHMA (2017) or CLHS (2020) could not be a reason for 

asserting that the JCS was out of date or inconsistent with the NPPF. The 

need for affordable housing cannot rationally justify a departure from the 

spatial strategy and conflict with EN 1. 

 

208. SO 8 JCS (CD HA 1) seeks to significantly increase the supply of AH, 

particularly in areas of greatest need, such as in rural areas. The SHMA 

(2009) identified an annual average shortfall of 1,780 dwellings p.a. up to 

2014, which is more than the JCS housing requirement (see JCS at 8.36). 

The SHMA (2009) identified an annualised requirement of 397 d/pa 

(supra). There is no dispute (XX of JS) that at the time of the adoption, there 

was a very significant need for AH. Further, JS concedes that the JCS 

intentionally did not plan to meet all of the identified need. Market housing 

was seen as the principal means of delivering AH, hence the need for a 

Housing Viability Study ((JCS at 8.37).  

 

209. In the light of such evidence, JS agrees that Policy 7 seeks to enable 

“sufficient provision” of AH. There is no annualised requirement in Policy 

7. Rather it seeks delivery of 30% AH (in urban areas), 35% (in rural areas) 
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and 100% on rural exception sites. JS accepts that the Policy is based on 

what can be sustainably be delivered.  

 

210. The JCS contains a Performance Monitoring Framework (App D). It 

provides for an annual AH completion target of 46 AH/pa. It is clear 

(beyond dispute) that the JCS did not plan to meet the annualised 

requirement in the SHMA (2009). That is not the approach of the 

development plan. 

 

211. It is agreed that there have been 1,066 AH completions gross (22% of total 

delivery). It is agreed that delivery of 30-35% of total completions is 

unrealistic, given viability constraints and non-qualifying developments. It 

is agreed that 107 AH/pa (1,066/10 years) is “significantly above” the JCS 

requirement (XX of JS). Net completions are agreed to be 832 or 83 AH/pa. 

Again, it is agreed that this is significantly more than required by the 

development plan. These Appeals therefore fall to be determined on the 

basis that the LPA has more than met the AH requirements of the 

development plan. Indeed, JS conceded that because: (i) the acute need for 

AH was taken into consideration in the formulation of the development 

plan; and (ii) because the Council has more than met the requirements of the 

JCS, the clear and pressing need for AH cannot be a reason for departing 

from the development plan. This was a key concession. 

 

212. JS further conceded that: (i) it was not the approach of JCS Policy 1 to direct 

significant levels of housing growth to Goosnargh/Longridge to: (a) address 

any unmet need for AH in rural areas; and/or (b) to address issues of 

affordability in rural areas. Objectors had the opportunity to argue for such 

a dispersed spatial strategy but this was not the approach of the Plan. Rather, 

the JCS sought small scale housing in 1(f) locations to meet “local needs” 

i.e. needs local to the smaller villages. 
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213. In desperation, therefore, JS sought to attack the statutory development plan, 

arguing: (i) the 46 AH/pa was “particularly unambitious”; and (ii) the basis 

for such a monitoring target was “unclear”. However, in XX JS agreed that: 

(a) any lack of clarity in the evidence was a matter for the EiP Inspector to 

consider and resolve; (b) this Inquiry has no jurisdiction to query the level 

of AH provision; (c) this Inquiry cannot question policy but must apply it; 

(d) Policy 7 and App D were found to be “sound”; (e) this Inquiry cannot 

conclude that 46AH/pa is either unclear or unsound; (f) the policy is (as a 

matter of interpretation) clear. Further, the EiP IR specifically considers the 

Performance Monitoring Framework to be sound (see especially CD HA 52 

at IR 44). It follows that such a forensic attack is entirely misplaced and 

contrary to the plan-led system.     

 

214. The PLP was also adopted in the light of the SHMA (2009). JS accepted 

that it was not the approach of the PLP to meet the need for AH across PCC 

in the rural villages (see PLP at 4.25 and 4.26). Rather, the PLP applies 

Policy 7 (see PLP at 5.41). Policy HS 4 is the mechanism to deliver rural 

AH (consistent with SO 8 and Policies 1 and 7). New housing adjoining 

Longridge and Goosnargh may be permitted as an exception where there 

has been a comprehensive assessment of need for the local area. None of 

the proposals contain any such local needs assessment and none seek to 

comply with HS 4. Yet, it is HS 4 which is the policy vehicle by which the 

need for AH in rural areas will be delivered, together with allocated sites. 

 

215. JS therefore conceded that there is no support for significant levels of 

market housing to deliver AH in 1(f) locations in the JCS, in the light of 

evidence of unmet need for AH across Preston and/or to address issues of 

affordability. On the contrary, the development plan seeks to constrain the 

scale of market housing (and thereby AH) in such locations. 
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216. The PLP was also adopted in the context of a clear need for AH. JS accepts 

that the PLP does not seek to meet the unmet need for AH across Preston in 

Goosnargh or Longridge. It does not seek to address any claimed issue of 

rural affordability (see 4.25 and 4.26). Rather, the PLP applies Policy 1 and 

7 (5.41). Policy HS 4 is the policy mechanism to meet rural AH need. JS 

agreed it was consistent with SO 8 and JCA 1 and 7. The Appellants concede 

that none of the proposals are accompanied by a comprehensive need 

assessment for the local area, contrary to the policy requirement. None of 

the proposals seek to comply with HS 4. The proposals are therefore 

expressly contrary to the up to date policy framework to meet AH needs in 

Preston (in general) and the rural areas (in particular). JS therefore conceded 

that there is “no support for significant levels of market housing to deliver 

affordable housing in 1(f) locations in either the JCS or the PLP, in the light 

of evidence of an unmet need for AH on an annual basis”. Rather, both plans 

significantly constrain market housing in 1(f) locations in the full 

knowledge this would also constrain AH.       

 

217. The NPPF does not require AH needs to be met in full. Rather, it requires 

the type and tenure of housing to be “assessed and reflected in planning 

policies” (see NPPF 61). That is consistent with the PPG (ID 67-008/9) 

which requires AH need to be considered in the context of its likely delivery, 

taking account of the probable percentage of AH to be delivered by market 

housing schemes. This is precisely the approach of the LPA through the 

statutory development plan. JS agreed that there is no support in national 

policy or guidance for AH needs to be met in full, especially through market 

housing delivering policy compliant levels of AH in lowest tier settlements 

contrary to the spatial strategy (see also the Kings Lynn case (CD HC 20 

paras 35-38). The LPA fully understands that there are “real people” in 

need. That was fully understood when the NPPF was published and the 

development plan was adopted. Accordingly (as JS accepted), when the 

NPPF and development plan knowingly plans not to meet AH needs in full, 
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it does so mindful of the real world consequences, as part of a balanced 

policy approach to delivering sustainable development.  

 

218. The evidence of JS nonetheless seeks to annualise the level of AH need 

identified in the 2009 SHMA (Fig 6.3 p.25), the 2017 SHMA (Fig 6.4) and 

2020 Housing Study (Fig 6.5). The Appellants place very significant 

reliance on this approach to justify the conflict with the development plan. 

However, JS expressly conceded that annualising the need from a SHMA: 

(i) is not the approach of the development plan which rejected it; (ii) is not 

the approach of national policy/guidance. He conceded evidence of AH 

need should not be applied as an AH requirement. The approach of JS is 

contrary to policy and the Appellants’ reliance on it is wholly misplaced. 

Unhappy with the adopted policy approach, JS has simply invented a new 

one.  

 

219. This is a heretical approach. JS placed reliance on the Aviation Lane DL 

(CD HB 11). However, in that case the development plan (the East 

Staffordshire BC Local Plan (2015) specifically provided for an annual 

requirement of 112 affordable units pa (see CD HB 11 at para 5). In XX, JS 

conceded that the JCS was materially different because it did not annualise 

the requirement of the SHMA (2009). The Aviation Lane DL provides no 

support for the approach of JS, which is the antithesis of the plan-led system.  

 

220. JS further sought to demonstrate a difference in median house prices 

between the urban and rural areas (see Figs 10.1 and 11.1). However, JS has 

fundamentally misunderstood the context. The urban area of Preston is in 

significant need of urban renewal. It cannot seriously be argued that housing 

supply must be increased in the rural areas, in order to match house prices 

in renewal areas. No analysis is provided as to how many homes would be 

required to achieve this invented policy aim. Again, this is the antithesis of 

local and national policy.  
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221. Further, the evidence demonstrates that in Goosnargh, median house prices 

have fallen between 2011/12 and 2019/2020. JS conceded that as there was 

no need or policy to address this issue in 2012, there is no greater need now. 

This cannot be an issue which outweighs the development plan. Indeed, 

house prices in Goosnargh and Longridge are significantly below the UK 

average (Figs 11.2 and 12.2). 

 

222. JS asserts that an analysis of market signals is “critical” in understanding 

the affordability of housing. However, his evidence demonstrates that the 

ratio of lower quartile house prices to incomes across Preston’s area is 4.84. 

He conceded that this is: “really pretty good”. The LPA submits it is as good 

as you will see anywhere in the country and does not demonstrate any need 

for more market housing, especially as JS conceded: (a) he could provide 

no policy/guidance on what it should be; and (b) he did not a ratio  which 

he would advocate; (iii) he had no idea how many homes might need to be 

build to materially reduce the ratio; and (iv) he did not know how the 602 

units promoted at the Inquiry would reduce the ratio (if at all).   

 

223. The Appellants therefore rely on a vague (unevidenced) assertion that the 

grant of consent(s) will improve affordability. However, JS provides no 

evidence on the type, size, sales price or specification of the market housing. 

He accepts that specification and sales price cannot be controlled by the 

planning system and/or by any consent. He could therefore provide no 

certainty that the consented homes would not be high end executive or 

family homes above lower median or even average house prices. The LPA 

submit this is highly likely given the attractive rural location. Indeed, JS 

agreed that should such housing be offered to the market above average 

prices, the grant of consent would actually make matters worse.  
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224. Finally, there has been a good level of provision of AH in Goosnargh 

recently. Of the 1,043 consented units, JS agreed that 252 were affordable 

units. The 139 units at Whittingham Hospital may be delayed but there is 

still more than enough to meet the need for housing identified by Dr Bullock 

(see his Table 3). The Appellant has not provided any different local need 

assessment. 

 

225. It follows that the LPA submit that, whilst there is a clear and pressing need 

for affordable housing, this cannot be a material consideration which 

outweighs the fundamental conflict with a development plan, which was 

conceived in the light of such a need and took it into account in formulating 

an approach to the delivery of sustainable development to 2026. The AH 

needs in the Plan are being met. 

 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 

226. The Goosnargh Appeals have been refused because of their cumulative 

impact. The Appellants have two substantive responses. 

 

227. Firstly, the Appellants have raised the process by which the applications 

were refused. This response is misplaced: (i) the LPA have a valid resolution 

to refuse the Goosnargh Appeals; (ii) this issue is raised in the LPA’s SoC; 

(iii) this issue is also raised by local residents of Goosnargh; (iv) s.78 

T&CPA 1990 provides that this Inspector must determine the Appeals as if 

they had been made to him afresh. Accordingly, the process by which the 

Applications have been refused is not relevant to the substance of the 

refusal, which is the concern of the Inquiry. At best, the Appellants can point 

to an inconsistency in the LPA’s analysis and resolved position over time. 

The LPA accept that local residents have consistently objected on this basis 

(supra) and the LPA did not resolve to refuse consent until February 2020. 

That inconsistency must and can only be resolved by considering the 

substance of the cumulative impact RFR because the latest resolution (7th 
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January 2021) is the position which should prevail over previous 

resolutions. As CB states, it would be rather absurd not to consider the 

cumulative impact of these proposals (CB at 9.6).  

 

228. Secondly, the Appellants have spent time at the Inquiry demonstrating what 

the RFR is not i.e. not a LVIA refusal or not a highway refusal etc (XX of 

CB). This is, self-evidently, not an answer to the substance of the RFR 

either. 

 

229. The LPA consider that each individual proposal would conflict with Policies 

1 and EN 1 because they are not small scale and are not proposals to meet 

local need. It follows that as the scale of the proposed development(s) 

increase, the degree of conflict with the development plan increases. This is 

not (again) a landscape and visual impact point. The Goosnargh Appeals 

propose a very significant amount of new development outside a rural 

village with no increase in the range of services or facilities in the village or 

elsewhere19, expressly contrary to the spatial strategy and settlement 

hierarchy. RH described the Goosnargh appeal schemes in his evidence as 

bringing a significant new volume of development at all points of the 

compass around the village.  

 

230. Part of the RFR concerns the impact of rapid growth of Goosnargh. Local 

residents have raised significant concern about the cumulative impact 

caused by the simultaneous operation of multiple construction sites over a 

protracted build out period. All Appellants rely on their ability to meet the 

36 unit shortfall in the next 5 years. There is, therefore, the possibility of 

either: (i) all 6 sites being developed at the same time; or (ii) the sites 

cannibalising demand and the 557 units being delivered over a significantly 

longer period, increasing the impact on the character of this rural village. 

                                                 
19 The s.106 and conditions do not increase the range of services and facilities 
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The Appellants have failed to address the timescale over which the village 

could be beset by multiple development sites and their impact on the 

character of this small rural community, in addition to consented 

development. The LPA submit, on either basis, the cumulative impact of 

this scale of construction would be significant. 

 

231. Indeed, GH accepted that there has never been a period in the organic 

development of Goosnargh where 6 significant development sites have all 

been delivered at once. On the contrary, development has been pretty 

limited throughout the history of Goosnargh, save in the 1970’s (see historic 

map regression). GH therefore accepted that what is proposed by the 

Appellants is unprecedented. It follows that because this significant scale of 

poly-locational growth is unprecedented, it cannot be consistent with the 

origins, historic development and historic form of the village (see CB at 9.9-

9.12 and 9.18). 

 

232. The result of Goosnargh’s measured organic growth is a historic core 

contained along Goosnargh Lane (north), Whittingham Lane (south) and 

Church Lane (linking the two) (CB at 9.13). The 1970’s estate development 

is different from the older historic form of the village. It is not linear 

development, in contrast to the ribbon development on the edges of 

Goosnargh, which is characterised by older housing. The LPA consider 

(consistent with the views of local residents) that there remains a visual 

sense of the rural surroundings of Goosnargh and the historic form of the 

largely linear settlement when moving around the village. There remains a 

strong value placed on Goosnargh as a rural village in the way it is viewed 

and perceived by residents and visitors alike (CB at 9.14). 

 

233. The proposals are all in the form of modern suburban housing estates, which 

would be distinct from how the remainder of the village is appreciated (CB 

at 9.14). By virtue of their number, scale and location, broadly encircling 
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the village, the proposals would produce a suburban ring of modern estate 

development around the settlement and would prevent the historic, natural 

and organic growth of the village from continuing. The relationship between 

the historic core and rural surroundings would be lost. The character of this 

rural village would be irreversibly harmed by this cumulative “anyplace” 

development (CB at 9.16-9.20 and 9.21). The Appellants contest that the 

village would be encircled but GH and RH both accepted that there would 

be “a significant volume of new development at a number of points on the 

compass”. Further, GH agreed that replacing greenfield development with 

suburban housing development would lead to an inevitable adverse impact 

on the character and appearance of the area. Indeed, he considered the 

cumulative impact on the character of the village should take place on the 

basis that each of the proposals would have such an adverse impact on the 

character and appearance of the sites themselves (XX of GH). It is, 

therefore, self-evident on the basis of GH’s evidence alone, that there will 

be a cumulative adverse impact on the character of this rural village through 

very significant estate development all around its historic core, severing its 

relationship with the countryside. This is the antithesis of high quality place-

making which is central to the development plan and NPPF.         

 

234. Indeed, it is difficult to understand how the Appellants can argue the 

contrary. These proposals were not conceived, planned and promoted on the 

basis of a comprehensive development. Rather, each application has been 

pursued on an individual basis. It is inconceivable that through a plan 

process or a comprehensive development process that such a form of 

development would be promoted in this small rural village. The Appellants 

do not rely on any design guidance to support this cumulative approach. It 

is only promoted because the Appeals happen to be conjoined. That is an 

entirely insufficient justification for this cumulative impact on the character 

of the village, which is clearly contrary to Policy 1 and EN 1 and should be 

rejected. 
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235. The LPA’s analysis is not undermined by the absence of a “technical” 

cumulative LVIA. GH accepted that the Appellants had not undertaken such 

a technical cumulative LVIA either (XX of GH). Rather, he agreed that the 

relevant townscape effect could be best addressed by visiting Goosnargh 

and travelling through the settlement (XX of GH). GH agreed that there is 

no relevant policy, guidance or decision letters which addresses the 

methodology for assessment of impact to the character of this rural village. 

Rather, he agreed a planning judgment was required to be exercised on site. 

Accordingly, he conceded that there could be no criticism of CB’s analysis 

on the basis that he had not undertaken a “technical assessment” of the 

cumulative impact of the proposals on the character of the village (XX of 

GH cf XX of CB).     

 

THE INDIVIDUAL APPEALS 

The Goosnargh Appeals: 

236. There are very few site specific points to address for the Goosnargh appeals. 

 

Common Inputs into the Planning Balance.  

237. Each of the Goosnargh appeals is in fundamental breach of the Development 

Plan strategy as encapsulated in JCS policy 1 and PLP policy EN1. Save for 

JM’s evidence in respect of appeals C and D, the Council’ position has been 

consistently expressed that these policies still deserve significant weight, 

given that the Council has a 13.6 year supply when assessed against LHN. 

Even if there is no 5 year supply, the reduction in the weight to be given to 

most important of the Development Plan’s policies should take account of 

the fact that (i) the shortfall against the 5 year supply is only 36 units, (ii) 

only 117 more units need to be found between now and the end of the JCS 

plan period (iii) the Council is the eighth best performing local authority in 

England when its recent performance is tested against the Housing Delivery 
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Test and (iv) there is a significant forward supply already identified in the 

next plan period and a Strategic Location which has infrastructure for 

significant delivery. The weight to be afforded to the provision of additional 

market housing needs to be seen in this light and can be described as 

moderate.  

 

238. Each of the sites would bring policy-complaint levels of affordable housing, 

save for site E which would provide 45% affordable housing. In the light of 

the City-wide position, the provision of affordable housing should be 

afforded moderate to significant weight. However, when forming an overall 

planning judgment about the schemes’ acceptability, it must be borne in 

mind that these schemes are not led by affordable housing. For each of them, 

AH is in the minority. Goosnargh is not an appropriate location for large 

scale market-led affordable housing provision at all, still less outside its 

settlement boundaries. The Development Plan explicitly provides that if AH 

is to be provided outside of the settlement limits of Goosnargh then policy 

HS4 is the means of doing so. None of these schemes are Rural Exceptions 

sites which provide an assessment and evidence of a proven local need. 

Appellant E took the Council to task, pointing to the permission of AH at 

Whittingham Hospital as evidence of Goosnargh’s acceptability as a 

location for AH. That is not a good point, because that provision was 

permitted on an allocated site, not speculatively outside settlement limits 

and at large scale in breach of the Development Plan. None of the 

Appellants’ planning witnesses acknowledged this point in their written 

evidence, but simply pointed to the city-wide position.  

 

239. Each of the sites would provide acceptable levels of non-car accessibility to 

the services in Goosnargh. But two points need to be made about that:  

 

(i) The access is to the relatively limited levels of services in the village. 

Trips to higher order settlements will be required on a regular basis 



76 

 

(such as for main food shopping). Bus services are available and 

would be enhanced by the s106 contributions, but as was shown 

earlier, the Development Plan seeks to minimise the length of 

journeys, however made. So the location of the sites at Goosnargh, 

properly analysed, illustrates the undesirability of the provision of 

large amounts of new development outside a settlement at the lowest 

tier in the Development Plan strategy; and 

 

(ii) Appropriate access to the village’s services by non-car modes is an 

expectation, not a benefit. The schemes are either acceptable in that 

regard or they are not. It is not necessary to grade the level of access 

to services on a spectrum, as Appellant E seeks to do. AdP was 

correct to treat this issue as a neutral one in the overall planning 

balance, taking his lead from the Cardwell Farm Inspector. The only 

reason for Appellant E taking the approach they have is an unsubtle 

attempt to establish superiority over sites A to D and site G, given 

the limited need for housing in the plan period.  

 

240. Each of the sites would bring economic benefits. Save for Appellant G, none 

of them seek to quantify the benefits and they are the benefits that would 

flow from schemes of the sizes proposed, wherever their location. Such 

benefits deserve moderate weight.  

 

241. The position on ecological benefits varies by Appellant. Appellants E and 

G put forward the ability to create ecological benefit, but little more than 

identifying such improvement as a potential benefit can be done at outline 

stage, with no definitive layout to consider. Appellants A and B take the 

approach of treating ecological impact as something which is not a benefit 

but merely a situation where appropriate mitigation can be provided. The 

site C and D Appellant is silent on ecology.  
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242. Matters which are to be secured by planning obligations ought to be seen as 

neutral matters. As all of the Appellants accept that all of the contributions 

sought comply with Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations, they are 

contributions that are necessary to make schemes acceptable in planning 

terms. Any net benefit they might bring (such as bus usage) is incidental to 

their main function of removing what would otherwise be objections to the 

schemes.  

 

243. Save for sites C and D, all of the Appellants accept that their landscape and 

visual impact would not be of benefit, but harmful. The Council does not 

say that their L&V impacts amount to reasons for refusal, but they are 

definitely not beneficial ingredients in the planning balance. This was the 

approach of GH (supra). 

 

244. It is also the case that when each of the Goosnargh sites was first considered 

by the Council’s Planning Committee, the housing land supply position was 

very different from the position now. When first considered, the JCS based 

housing land position was either the 3 to 3.5 year figure determined by the 

Sykes Lane/Keyfold Farm Inspector (CDs HB21 and HB22) or the 3.8 years 

set out in the March 2019 Housing Land Position Statement (CD HA32), 

not the 4.95 years that the policy 4 based requirement now produces. 

 

Site A: Land at Goosnargh Cottage, Whittingham Lane. 

245. There are no site specific issues which need to be referred to in closing for 

site A. The Council’s case relies upon the points which are common to the 

Goosnargh sites and which have been dealt with earlier.  
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Site B: Land south of Whittingham Lane 

246. The only site specific point for site B which has not been addressed above 

is the provision of the car park for the Methodist church. As AdP only 

ascribes limited weight to that benefit, no more need be said about it.  

 

Site E: Land at Bushells Farm 

247. In addition to the points dealt with above, site E raises the following issues:  

 

(i) The Appellant seeks to suggest that that site will facilitate 

connections between Goosnargh and the Whittingham Hospital site. 

That point is overplayed, because the need to provide connections 

between those areas was taken into account and provided for when 

the permission for the Hospital site was granted: see the committee 

report for the later outline permission (CD HJ19, page 21/33, 

“Pedestrian Access” section); 

 

(ii) Scheme E would also provide a car park. It is not sought by the 

Highway Authority and whilst beneficial, it deserves the limited 

weight given to it by BS, rather than the moderate weight afforded 

to it by DH; and 

 

(iii) DH sought to make a benefit of the fact that site E is not located in 

the Area of Separation. That is a most bizarre argument. That is an 

avoidance of harm, not benefit. The site is not in the Green Belt, does 

not require the demolition of listed buildings, or protected habitats. 

One could go on. Such points are not benefits at all, especially when 

there is no evidence to suggest land in the Area of Separation is 

required to meet the housing requirement (quite the contrary). 
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Site G: Land North of Whittingham Lane 

248. In addition to the points which are common to the Goosnargh sites, site G 

raises four points which are worthy of mention in Closing:  

 

(i) The Appellant points to the improvement of the Public Right of Way 

along its western boundary. That improvement would be modest, 

limited to new surfacing and an easier to navigate entrance off 

Whittingham Lane  and would, of course, be accompanied by the 

change of a current view of an open field to the east to a view of a 

housing estate; 

 

(ii) Construction of buildings to Building Regulations standards is a 

legal obligation, not a benefit; 

 

(iii) The Appellant made a misguided attempt to use the treatment of 

openness in the Areas of Separation policy EN4 of the PLP as telling 

one something about the purpose behind policy EN1. As set out 

above in relation to policy EN1, the policy’s development 

management test is the important matter and policy EN4 has a 

completely different test than EN1. For good measure, it also serves 

a completely different purpose – it serves to keep settlements apart, 

not preserve openness per se; and 

 

(iv) Whilst Appellant G did quantify its economic benefits, this 

quantification was of gross benefits. Some of the household spend 

of the new residents would not be net new spending in the area, s 

some people will be living locally already, particularly the residents 

of the affordable homes who would have to demonstrate a local 

connection in order to be able to take up their new home. 
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The outcome of the planning balance for sites A, B, E and G. 

249. Whether the tilted balance applies or not, the appeals for sites A, B E and G 

should be dismissed. Each of them is in fundamental breach of the 

Development Plan the adverse consequences of which would significantly 

and demonstrably outweigh the benefits any of those schemes bring. If the 

tilted balance is not engaged, then the benefits of the schemes do not amount 

to material considerations of sufficient weight to indicate that a decision 

otherwise than in accordance with the development plan should be taken.  

 

 

Sites: C and D: Land at and NE of Swainson Farm. 

250. Sites C and D can largely be taken together in closing, as they were in the 

evidence. JM’s answers are noted and accepted at the outset.  

 

251. The development of site C would remove the current buildings. Their visual 

characteristics and impact on the area, together with the merits and demerits 

of replacing them with housing will have been best appreciated on a site 

visit. However, the current condition of site C is the result of the action (or 

lack of it) by the owners and an owner ought not to be able to take advantage 

of the consequences of the condition of buildings which he or she has 

brought about. Further, there is no evidence that the current condition of site 

C has caused local complaint.  

 

252. The ability of site C to be designed in order to be in character or keeping 

with the proposed development of the land opposite Swainson Farm and that 

that other permission would lead to changes to the road frontage and 

highway layout is not a benefit, but a demonstration of its acceptability 

through an absence of harm. 
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253. The same is true about site D insofar as it would follow the development of 

site C. If site D would amount to infill between site C and the Holme Fell 

site, then that is not an advantage of the scheme, but an absence of harm.  

 

254. Nor is it a weighty benefit of scheme C for HL to point to the removal of 

odorous activities. The poultry rearing activity on site has gone, apparently 

never to return. That leaves the feather washing business. There is no 

evidence that the feather washing operation has ever caused any complaints 

to the Council from either a planning or environmental health point of view, 

let alone any that might be objectively justified. Nor is there any evidence 

of complaints having been made in respect of the poultry rearing business 

when it was operating. HL attaches too much weight to a benefit which 

comprises a removal of a supposed harm which, on the evidence, has never 

manifested itself to the public.   

 

255. Miss Reid undoubtedly skilfully XXd JM into a position where he was 

agreeing with her on numerous key points. But as set out above, the cross-

examination rested upon the wrong interpretation and application of policy 

1 of the JCS and policy EN1 of the PLP. Further, it is difficult to 

comprehend how developing the agricultural field that is site D for up to 87 

houses would actually enhance its open and rural character (if that were the 

policy test in policy EN1, which it isn’t).  

 

256. However, JM made the concessions that he did. He accepted that on a tilted 

balance, he could not justify the refusal of permission for sites C and D. The 

Council is bound by those concessions as they apply to sites C and D, but 

the Inspector is not and must consider the consistency of such concessions 

with the Council’s evidence and submissions as a whole.  
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257. That leaves the flat balance. With a 13.6 year supply, the breach of the 

development plan inherent in the development of sites C and D would not 

be outweighed by the benefits of the scheme. On a flat balance, there are no 

material considerations that indicate taking a decision otherwise than in 

accordance with the development plan for either site C or site D.  

 

Appeal F: Old Rib Farm 

258. Appeal F raises a discrete issue: pig odour. The evidence clearly 

demonstrates that site F is unsuitable for residential development as 

proposed in the outline application. The Appellant and Council have 

produced a large amount of technical evidence. Ms Horan in particular 

provided a multiplicity of modelled scenarios for odour impacts. However, 

by the end of Mr Harvey’s cross-examination, there was a clear and 

relatively simple route to showing that site F is a non-starter for the proposed 

housing development.  

 

259. Belmont Farm lies close to site F, to its north. It is a working pig farm. It 

has one building which has been erected and in operation, two permitted 

buildings the permissions for which have been implemented, and a third 

permitted building where the permission’s status was uncertain during the 

giving of evidence at the inquiry. Mrs Davies gave very useful evidence 

about how the farm operates. It uses a mixed system where pigs at all stages 

of their lives are housed in one building, with individual areas partitioned to 

meet the temperature and other welfare requirements of the pigs. The farm 

sells to customers which are not supermarkets, with a lot of their sales being 
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into the catering and hog roast sectors. As a result, many pigs leave the farm 

for slaughter at a younger age and lighter weight (from 20 to 30kg)  than a 

fully finished pig (90 to 100kg+). That has two consequences: more pigs 

can fit into the building than if they were all finishers, and more pigs can 

pass through the system in any given time period compared to fully finished 

pigs. Mrs Davies explained that she presently intends to operate the other 

buildings to the same system, but a final decision will be made when those 

buildings come close to being commissioned.  

 

260. In 2019, her movement records lodged with Defra showed she had sold 

2,185 pigs from the site with over 1,000 pigs on site at any one point in time. 

In 2020, because of market changes due to the pandemic, she finished pigs 

to a greater weight, meaning that she sold 1,800 pigs last year. Even then, 

she said that she had 800 to 900 pigs on site, in the one building, at any one 

time. Even with the difficulties of the pandemic, Mrs Davies said that she 

could not satisfy the demand that she receives.  

 

261. Mrs Davies does not need to comply with any space standards other than 

those imposed by law. As it happens, the space standards set out in the 

voluntary Red Tractor scheme are the same as the law (set out in an EU 

Directive) requires: see the comparative table at Appendix SP5 to Mr 

Peirson’s rebuttal. The space standards to which she works would allow her 

to register for the Red Tractor standard if the standard’s other requirements 
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were met. There is no reason why they could not be met. The extant building 

cannot and the proposed buildings could not comply with the RSPCA 

welfare space standards, as those standards require solid floors whereas the 

building has and the proposed ones will have fully slatted floors. The fact 

that the extant building has been built differently to the approved plans in 

this respect is not said by the Appellant to provide any grounds for it to be 

expedient for the Council to take enforcement action and there is no 

evidence to show that there is any prospect of such action being taken.  

 

262. That means that the stocking calculations based on the space requirements 

in the RSPCA welfare standard are completely irrelevant. The farm does not 

operate to those standards. It has no intention of operating to those 

standards. It could not operate to those standards if it wanted to, without 

undertaking extensive works to the building. However, all of the 

Appellant’s stocking calculations are wrongly undertaken by reference to 

those standards. The higher of the two stocking rates applied by Mr Harvey 

uses the RSPCA rate with no amendments. His “realistic” rate discounts the 

RSPCA stocking rate by 5%.  

 

263. In order to try and deal with the difficulty posed by the nature of the 

buildings and the farming system at Belmont Farm the Appellant, through 

Mr Harvey, has run an argument that Belmont Farm will have no practical 

option but to operate to the RSPCA standards in the future, as that is what a 
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viable future business will require. The argument is hopelessly incoherent 

and completely lacking in evidential support. It is quite impossible for Mr 

Harvey to say anything reliable about the viability of Mrs Davies’ business 

in the absence of even the most basic information. He knows absolutely 

nothing about the business’s expenses, debts (if any) or other outgoings of 

any kind. He similarly know nothing about its receipts. He had not tried to 

establish even the most basic facts or even to make contact with Mr or Mrs 

Davies. That is an utterly hopeless basis for the argument he is trying to run.  

 

264. Mr Peirson, on the other hand, has used two sets of stocking levels:  

 

(i) One scenario where there are 1,000 pigs per building and then either 

400 or 750 pigs kept on 6,969m2 of land outdoors (“modified MG”). 

The outdoor area is now common ground, after Mr Harvey used it in 

his rebuttal, correcting his use of 2Ha in his main evidence; and 

 

(ii) Another scenario where there are 513 pigs per building, based on the 

mixed system in use at the farm and the Directive/Red Tractor/Defra 

space requirements and 535 pigs in the 6,969m2 area (“ADAS 

stocking”). 

 

265. On the evidence, Mr Peirson’s modified MG scenario accords with what the 

buildings could accommodate under Mrs Davies’ system. However, if 2000 
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or more finishing pigs (over 30kg in weight) were to be kept on the farm 

indoors, the operation would trigger a requirement to hold an Environmental 

Permit from the Environment Agency. Mrs Davies’ evidence was to the 

effect that that was not her intention.  

 

266. Mr Peirson used his ADAS stocking scenario because he had doubts about 

whether the farm would operate with 1,000 pigs per building. It may be 

thought that the ADAS stocking scenario is the more likely one to use. Mr 

Harvey expressly accepted in cross-examination that each of the buildings 

could accommodate 513 pigs of different ages in compliance with the 

Directive/Red Tractor/Defra space standards. He also expressly accepted 

that he could not show that the outdoor 535 pigs used in the ADAS stocking 

calculation was an unrealistic figure.  

 

267. In substance, the ADAS stocking scenario has been agreed. That has 

fundamental consequences. That is because Ms Horan accepted that Mr 

Peirson’s modelling of the ADAS scenario was robust. Mr Peirson’s 

modelling of the odour consequences of the ADAS stocking levels is fatal 

to the prospects of site F being successfully used for residential 

development. That can easily be seen on figures 8 to 10 in Mr Peirson’s 

modelling report (Appendix SP3 to his evidence): 
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(i) Figure 8 shows the modelling of 513 pigs in each building with no 

outdoor pigs. The odour contours, using the agreed 3OUE/m3 

criterion, show that a very tiny part of the appeal site, in its southern 

tip, would be below the criterion, far too small to accommodate 

anything like the proposed 45 houses; 

 

(ii) Figure 9 adds 400 outdoor pigs into the picture. The consequences 

are inevitably worse. No part of the site is below the agreed 

acceptability threshold of 3OUE/m3; and 

 

(iii) Figure 10 shows the impact of the indoor pigs plus 535 pigs. 

Obviously, the impact is even worse and none of the site is shown as 

suitable for residential use.  

 

268. The Council therefore does not need to rely upon the correctness of the 

stocking figures that Mr and Mrs Davies provided at application stage. The 

ADAS stocking rates, which Mr Harvey accepted, and the modelling of the 

odour impacts of those numbers, which Ms Horan accepted, is enough to 

show that the site is wholly unsuitable for residential development.  

 

269. Ms Horan’s modelling has been rendered redundant by the way Mr 

Harvey’s evidence developed at the inquiry. She produced large numbers of 

scenarios, many of which used weather data from Manchester Airport. Such 
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scenarios can be ignored, as it is common ground that site specific NWP 

data is preferable. Scenarios which use any version of Mr Harvey’s stocking 

levels for any combination of indoor and outdoor pigs can similarly be put 

aside as those numbers lack any realism whatsoever. Further still, Ms 

Horan’s modelling in her rebuttal does not account for any outdoor pigs but 

even looking at indoor pigs only, her rebuttal scenario 15R (Rebuttal 

Appendix A) shows that 513 pigs in each of the four buildings, with no 

outdoor pigs, would render the site incapable of development for 45 units – 

there is simply too little of the site shown as green in her contours.  

 

270. That should be the end of the prospects of appeal F. In the written evidence, 

Mr Hellawell was seeking to rely upon the fact that if Belmont Farm 

developed as proposed, then other existing development would also be 

subject to odour above the agreed threshold level, meaning that the Council, 

would be able to restrict the farm’s operations pursuant to the law of 

nuisance. However, Mr Hellawell abandoned that argument in his oral 

evidence. He was right to do so: 

 

(i) Whilst the City Council is under a duty to investigate complaints of 

statutory nuisance and to issue an abatement notice if satisfied one 

exists, Belmont Farm would be able to appeal to a Magistrates Court 

on grounds which include that Best Practicable Means (“BPM”) 

were being used to prevent or counteract the effects of the nuisance. 
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If successful, the abatement notice would be quashed, even if there 

was a nuisance. BPM does not mean that all possible means are being 

taken, but only the best means which are practicable. The Appellant 

has not suggested that a BPM appeal would fail and has not provided 

any evidence that there are measures Belmont Farm have not taken 

but could take which would be BPM for counteracting any nuisance. 

Mrs Davies said that the air scrubbing system that was apparently 

discussed at a meeting with her and the appellant’s representatives 

has not been used at any open and naturally ventilated building in 

the country. The reason is pretty obvious – to work, the system 

would have to prevent any odorous air from bypassing the scrubber. 

That would require the building’s atmosphere to be sealed from the 

air outside. Clearly, that would be a very major undertaking and 

would be very difficult, if not impossible, to retrofit to an extant 

“open” sided naturally ventilated  building; 

 

(ii) An approach which assumes that it is acceptable to develop a site 

which would be vulnerable to nuisance because extant development 

might also be affected is completely at odds with the ‘agent of 

change’ principle in §182 of the NPPF, which seeks to avoid the 

conflict of uses arising in the first place; and 
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(iii) It is wholly incorrect to suggest, as appeared to be implicit in some 

of the appellant’s evidence, that if mitigation has been offered but 

not taken up, then that is sufficient. The critical point is surely 

whether necessary mitigation can be provided. If not, the answer is 

to refuse permission, not to metaphorically shrug one’s shoulders 

and nevertheless grant permission. 

 

271. The Advice from Mr Tucker QC which was provided by the Appellant does 

not engage with the specific difficulties in this case. The Council does not 

dispute the proposition that the planning permissions at Belmont Farm 

would be no defence to nuisance proceedings. Nor does it dispute the 

proposition that the planning system should proceed on the basis that other 

statutory regimes will work. The point here is that the statutory nuisance 

regime has inbuilt limitations even when it works as Parliament intended. 

The short point is that when an abatement notice is issued in relation to 

premises which can deploy a BPM ground of appeal, an outcome which 

leaves the nuisance in place is one which the regime expressly contemplates 

and permits.  

 

272. It would be equally unacceptable to force residents of the appeal scheme, or 

existing residents in the neighbourhood, to rely upon private actions for 

nuisance. The planning system serves the vital function of protecting 

amenity in the public interest and does not adopt such a laisse-faire attitude 
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to leaving the public to its own devices to protect their own amenity and that 

of the wider community. The outcome of a private nuisance action, 

assuming someone had the means to brings one, is just as uncertain as the 

outcome of issuing an abatement notice.  

 

273. On the agreed evidence, site F is completely unsuited to the proposed 

development. Mr Hellawell accepted, in evidence in chief no less, that if the 

Council’s odour evidence is correct, he could not support planning 

permission being granted for the site. That is a very fair, but fatal, 

concession.  

 

Policy Matters – site F.  

 

274. There are two variations on policy matters from the themes which have 

dominated consideration of the Goosnargh sites.  

 

275. The first is policy 17 of the Core Strategy. That is a general policy, part (d) 

of which seeks to ensure that the amenities of occupiers in new development 

will not be adversely affected by neighbouring uses and vice versa. That is 

agreed to be one of the most important policies for determining appeal F. 

Mr Hellawell accepted that there is nothing in part (d) of the policy which 

conflicts with the NPPF. He also accepted that there is nothing in the rest of 
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the policy that conflicted with the NPPF, with the result that the policy as a 

whole was consistent with the NPPF and was therefore up to date. 

 

276. The second distinct feature of the policy case for site F is the compliance of 

that site with Core Strategy policy 1. Policy 1 does provide that the second 

broad tier in the hierarchy of locations is part (b), the Key Service Centres. 

One of them is Longridge, even though it is outside the plan area. The policy 

refers to Longridge as a KSC: 

 

“Where land within Central Lancashire may be required to support the 

development of this Key Service Centre in Ribble Valley.”   

 

277. The Appellant argues that this supports the application on site F. If the Core 

Strategy was the sole component of the Development Plan, then the 

Appellant might have a point. But it is not. The Development Plan needs to 

be read as a whole. The Preston Local Plan made provision to meet the Core 

Strategy housing requirement in accordance with the development strategy 

set out in policy 1. It did so by allocating over 19.5Ha of land as allocation 

HS1.14 just to the east of site F, close to the City’s boundary with Ribble 

Valley. That approach was found sound, the allocation being enlarged from 

the original proposal to meet concerns expressed by RVBC (see §16 of the 

Local Plan Inspector’s Examination report, CD HA9). The Local Plan did 

not allocate site F for development, but placed it within the open countryside 
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meaning policy EN1 applies to it. As a result, there are only two ways to 

interpret the development plan in respect of site F:  

 

(i) The Core Strategy and Local Plan act in concert and are consistent 

with each other and the manifestation of the approach in part (b) of 

policy 1 is the allocation at HS1.14 which meets the requirement to 

support development in Ribble Valley; or  

 

(ii) Part (b) of Core Strategy policy 1 adopts a liberal approach to 

development around Longridge which is in conflict with the 

allocation of site F as open countryside under LP policy EN1.  

 

278. Neither outcome assists the Appellant. The first interpretation would lead to 

the conclusion that site F is not covered by part (b). As a result, part (f) 

applies. The second interpretation would trigger the obligation imposed by 

section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to resolve 

conflict between competing documents in the Development Plan by 

resolving it in favour of the later adopted document, in this case the Local 

Plan, meaning that part (b) gives way to EN1. Either way, part (b) cannot 

assist the Appellant.  

 



94 

 

279. The proper interpretation is the former. The CS and LP are designed to be 

in sympathy, not conflict. The site is not within the scope of part (b). As a 

result, part (f) is the part of policy 1 which is applicable to site F.   

 

280. Even if part (b) of policy 1 does apply to site F, Mr Hellawell accepted in 

cross-examination that he had no evidence to show that development of site 

F was required to support the development of the KSC, as policy 1 part (b) 

requires. The proposal does not therefore accord with the requirement in 

part (b), even if that part applies.  

 

Planning Balance for Site F.  

 

281. The odour issue is a showstopper. Even if the tilted balance is triggered, for 

whichever reason, the adverse impacts of developing site F would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. No matter how dire 

the housing land supply position might have been, site F would never be 

part of the answer to increasing housing land supply. It is just unsuitable for 

housing. In fact, the tilted balance is not engaged, for the reasons rehearsed 

earlier.  

 

282. The approach to weighing the harm from the conflict with policy 1 of the 

Core Strategy and policy EN1 of the Local Plan is as for the Goosnargh 

sites, as is the weight to be afforded to both market and affordable housing.  
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283. Like the other sites, earlier resolutions of the Council to support the site took 

place at a time when the Council acknowledged it did not have a 5YS and, 

in the case of site F, at a time when the supply stood at 3.8 years, very 

different from the position now.  

 

284. But there is an added reason why the earlier resolution is of no significance 

for site F. That is because the odour modelling at application stage has been 

shown to have been not fit for purpose for two reasons:  

 

(i) All of the application stage modelling used Manchester Airport 

weather data, contrary to the agreed position at the inquiry that NWP 

data should be used; and 

 

(ii) The modelling that was available at the date of the resolution in 

August 2019 contained the erroneous shift of the odour contours to 

the northwest, supposedly showing that the worst odour was not 

even on Belmont Farm, which is plainly not correct. That problem 

was not picked up by the Council’s EHO or the then applicant at the 

time (although it was instantly picked up by Mrs Davies). Ms Horan 

accepted as much in cross-examination. No reliance can be placed 

upon a resolution that was reached on the basis of incorrect odour 

modelling. A correct assessment would have led to a decision to 
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refuse permission, as was the case when Mr Peirson’s review of the 

modelling pointed the matter out to the Council prior to the 

reconsideration of the application.  

 

285. The approach to the weighing of economic benefits, the claimed 

sustainability credentials and provision of required open space is the same 

as for the Goosnargh sites.  

 

286. On ecology, the claimed benefit is not supported by the evidence. The 

ecology issue is treated by Mr Hellawell as a matter of mitigation at §6.30 

of his proof and the ecology report supporting the application presented the 

issue as providing mitigation, not overall benefit (CD FB5, §7 of Exec 

Summary and §4.2.1). 

 

287. No positive weight should be placed upon the claimed visual benefit of 

“improved visual linkages” between the site and Longridge, as the point 

makes no sense. Either it has an acceptable visual relationship with its 

surroundings or it does not. When cross-examined, the point appeared really 

to be one about legible links to other places. That is an aspect of acceptable 

design, not positive benefit.  
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288. Whatever the basis for carrying out a planning balance for site F, the site is 

wholly unsuitable for residential development and appeal F ought to be 

dismissed.  

 

CONCLUSION 

289. It is, therefore, the LPA’s case that planning permission should be refused 

for all 7 Appeals. 

 

GILES CANNOCK QC 

MARTIN CARTER 

Kings Chambers 

 

17th May 2021 
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ANNEX 1: 

 Appeal A - APP/N2345/W/20/3258890 - outline planning permission 

with all matters reserved except for access for up to 65 dwellings at 

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

rear of Chingle Hall Cottage and Nos. 780-818 Whittingham Lane, 

Goosnargh; 

 Appeal B – APP/N2345/W/20/3258894 - outline planning permission 

with all matters reserved except for access for up to 80 dwellings and 

car parking for Goosnargh Methodist Church on land to the south of 

Whittingham Lane, Goosnargh;  

 Appeal C – APP/N2345/W/20/3258896 - outline planning permission 

with all matters reserved except for access for up to 40 dwellings on land 

at Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh;  

 Appeal D – APP/N2345/W/20/3258898 - outline planning permission 

with all matters reserved except for access for up to 87 dwellings on land 

to the north-east of Swainson Farm, Goosnargh Lane, Goosnargh; 

 Appeal E – APP/N2345/W/20/3258912 - outline planning permission 

with all matters reserved except for access for up to 140 dwellings on 

land at Bushells Farm, Mill Lane, Goosnargh;  

 Appeal F – APP/N2345/W/20/3257357 - outline planning permission 

with all matters reserved except for access for up to 45 dwellings on land 

to the north of Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Longridge; 

 Appeal G - APP/N2345/W/20/3267524 - outline planning permission 

with all matters reserved save for access for up to 145 dwellings on land 

north of Whittingham Lane. 

 


