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APPEALS AT GOOSNARGH AND LONGRIDGE 

 

JOINT CLOSING SUBMISSIONS ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

 

1. These submissions on affordable housing (‘AH’) are made on behalf of all of the 

appellants. 

2. Fundamentally, the issue for the Inspector is the weight to be given to the provision of 

policy compliant (or above policy compliant for Appeal E) affordable housing.  PCC’s 

evidence is that affordable housing is the non site specific benefit that should carry the 

most weight in the planning balance.   

3. It was agreed by Dr Bullock (‘MB’) (XX), whose evidence was the basis for the Council’s 

planning evidence, that weight is calculated by assessing the need for AH, the past  

delivery and the future supply.  Alongside those considerations Mr Stacey (‘JS’), also 

factored into the equation other affordability indicators such as the housing register, 

waiting times, bids, affordability ratios and parish tenure profiles.  All considerations 

previously found by Inspectors to be indicators of need, delivery and supply. 

 

Need 

4. There is a clear and acute need for the delivery of affordable housing in Preston.  That 

much is accepted by the LPA (MB XX).  It is also reflected in the language used in the 

CLCS and the PLP: 
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4.1. The CLCS recognises that “there is a shortfall of affordable housing”1. 

4.2. Strategic Objective 8 of the PLP states that there is a need to “significantly 

increase the supply of affordable housing and special needs housing particularly 

in places of greatest need such as in more rural areas”2. 

5. The Councils’ ambition to deliver against that need was recognised by the examining 

Inspector, concluding that “There is no doubt about the Councils’ commitment to securing 

as many affordable homes as possible”3.  

6. The Housing Paper 2020 similarly recognises the importance of maximising the delivery 

of AH essential to tackling inequality and improving life chances4.  The delivery of AH 

is recognised as a high priority in the emerging local plan5. 

7. There was nothing between the parties at the Inquiry that meeting this high level of need 

is a top priority for Preston and one that the Council should strive to achieve.   

8. It was further agreed that the 20096 and 20177 SHMA and the 20208 Housing Study were 

material considerations of significant weight that form a starting point for assessing the 

level of need in Preston.  Those documents provide for the following policy off 

assessment of need.  What can be seen is that the need is increasing from 2017 to 2020, 

irrespective of Dr Bullock’s (‘MB’) bizarre evidence that need was in decline 

(Examination in Chief - XiC). 

 
1  CD HA1 page 11. 
2  CD HA2 page 45. 
3  CD HA52 page 18, para 60. 
4  CD HA13 page 17. 
5  CD HA13, page 13. 
6  CD HA11. 
7  CD HA12. 
8  CD HA10. 
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Document Period Need 

2009 SHMA 2009 - 2014 397 dpa 

2017 SHMA 2014 - 2034 239 dpa 

2020 Housing Study 2918 - 2036 250 dpa 

 

9. Although the importance of the SHMA figures were agreed by MB in XX, it is surprising 

that they were not included in his Proof of Evidence.  It was only when it came to his 

rebuttal proof that the 2020 Housing Study received a passing mention.  MB’s unique and 

untested approach to assessing need and delivery characterised his evidence to the 

Inquiry.  The inconsistencies in the two tables were unexplained and rather bafflingly 

resulted in the same outcome despite some fundamental changes to his unique 

assumptions, such as looking over a 5 or ten year period.  The unreliable nature of DB’s 

evidence was amplified when set against Mr Stacey’s (‘JS’) robust and recognised 

approach to assessing need that has been accepted at numerous s.78 appeals, and his 

considered answers in oral evidence.   

10. The AH need picture is constantly evolving and so it is important to test the levels of need 

against other indicators.  As a principle that was accepted (MB XX) and the appropriate 

other indicators were also agreed.  Those agreed indicators can be found in use as part of 

the decision in land to the rear of the former Dylon International Premises, Sydenham9 at 

 
9  CD HB12 
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paragraph 33, following evidence to that inquiry from Mr Stacey. Applying those 

accepted and recognised indicators of need to Preston: 

10.1. Waiting times – Average waiting times have all increased (apart from 4 bed 

houses) by between 17% and 150% between April to June 2019 and April to 

June 202010. 

10.2. Housing Register - 2,857 households on housing register at 31 March 202011.   

10.3. Temporary Accommodation - the total number of households in temporary 

accommodation has increased by 780% in one year from 5 households at 1 April 

2019 to 44 households at 1 April 202012. A 480% increase in the need for 

temporary accommodation between 1 April 2019 and 1 April 2020 for 

households housed within the area (5 to 29). It is likely that this figure is only 

the tip of the iceberg as it comes from CGA who are only one of four or five 

schemes that the Council uses. 

10.4. Affordability –Average house price of £167,755 in Preston in 2018/19 Home 

Truths, representing a 20% increase from 2010/11.  

10.5. Rents - 41% increase in the cost of private renting between 2013/14 and 2019/20.  

41% increase outstrips the equivalent increase in the North West (16%) and 

England (18%). 

10.6. Bids – this is an additional indicator to those in the Dylon appeal.  By counting 

the number of bids on each property within Goosnargh/Whittingham it is 

possible to  gauge the level of need for people within that area.  In Whittingham 

the average number of bids ranged from 95 for a one-bed to 229 for a three-

bed13. In Goosnargh the bids for dummy properties were 26 for a two bed and 

 
10  JS POE, figure 7.2, page 37.  
11  JS POE, page 32, para 7.2. 
12  JS POE, page 38, para 7.34. 
13  JS POE figure 10.4. 
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30 bids for a three bed.  Both results show a significant need within the 

settlement.  

11. None of these figures were disputed by the LPA.  

12. The conclusions that can be drawn from these figures are readily apparent.  There is a 

clear and acute need for affordable housing in Preston now.  Not in a few years’ time.  

The market for affordable homes and in the rental sector are increasing which only serves 

to push buying and renting out of the reach of more and more people.  The trends in the 

above data are all moving in the wrong direction, showing both a growing need which is 

born of poor performance in the delivery of affordable housing 

13. MB sought to downplay the level of need by focussing on need at a micro level in 

Goosnargh/Whittingham.  His argument that this was a requirement of policy through the 

Rural Exception Sites policy in PLP HS4 was entirely misplaced. That policy does require 

an assessment of need at the local level, but as was accepted by Mr Blackburn (XX) none 

of the developments are being promoted as rural exception sites and so that policy is not 

relevant to the determination of the appeals.  There is no requirement or justification in 

national or local policy for assessing need at the parish level.  As I will set out shortly, to 

do so also serves to exacerbate the widening affordability gap between settlements like 

Goosnargh/Whittingham against wider Preston.   

14. Nonetheless, MB continued to press the local need point based on his table 4.114 in his 

POE and table 315 in his rebuttal. The data for those tables is drawn from a private 

database, owned and managed by MB’s company.  It is very firmly submitted that no 

weight should be applied to this table. Firstly, the local assessment of need is unnecessary.  

Secondly, if it were to form part of the assessment of weight to be given to AH through 

the appeal schemes, then the data within the tables is unreliable: 

 
14  MB POE page 7. 
15  MB rebuttal page 17. 
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14.1. The data and assumptions significantly change from table 4.1 in the proof to 

table 3 in the rebuttal. There was no evidence presented on why the assumptions 

changed in just a few days between exchange and the preparation of MB’s 

noticeably longer rebuttal.  MB states that this was because the data was updated 

in the rebuttal. However there is still no explanation for the assumptions 

contained therein.  For example, on what basis does Arc4 estimate that 57% of 

households in need in Goosnargh cannot afford open market solutions. 

14.2. The data is not published anywhere.  

14.3. The criteria for inclusion on the Arc4 database is not known. 

14.4. It is not known when the data is updated. 

14.5. The data is not peer reviewed. 

14.6. The data was not made available to the Appellants to scrutinise.  GCQC took 

umbrage at this point, stating that we should have asked for the data.  No doubt 

he is well aware of the judgment in The Ikarian Reefer [1993] 2 Lloyd’s Rep 68 

and that the obligation is on his witness to make available the data and the 

assumptions on which his evidence is based.  

15. Finally, the ‘update’ between exchange and rebuttal does not account for MB’s 

unexplained change in method for calculating the number of households between the two 

tables. Table 4.1 in the proof seeks to estimate the number of current households in the 

parish by applying a 4.6% increase to the 2011 Census figure ‘to account for new 

development’ where as the ‘updated’ table 3 in his rebuttal only uses households reported 

in the 2011 census. 

16. The out turn of MB’s dubious data was an AH need in Goosnargh/Whittingham of 26dpa.  

It is likely on the evidence of bids (see §10.6 above) from JS that the need is significantly 

higher.    
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17. Nonetheless, JS was tolerably clear in his evidence that the fact there is a rural exception 

site policy with specific “local need” requirements does not mean that district need should 

be ignored when giving weight to policy compliant schemes in the face of an increasing 

need.  PCC must provide AH to meet its district need and it is the level of need, delivery 

and future supply measured against that need which will ultimately determine the weight. 

 

Delivery 

18. The figures on delivery at JS table 6.116 is agreed.  When delivery is measured against 

any of the housing need figures from the Council’s own SHMAs and the 2020 Housing 

Paper, the conclusion is that delivery has been woeful: 

18.1. Delivery against the 2009 SHMA in the period 2009/10 – 14/15 (the SHMA 

period) there was a shortfall of 2,21217.  

18.2. Delivery against the 2017 requirement of 239 homes PA – between 2013/14 and 

2019/20 there has been a shortfall of 507 homes18. 

18.3. Shortfall already against the 2020 HNS - 10119.  That is 101 households last year 

that were denied a home. 

19. The agreed figures are gross and so do not take into account the loss of AH through right 

to buy and right to acquire. The only available data on such losses relate to the Community 

Gateway Association stock.  That shows that over the last 10 years the council have lost 

at least 234 affordable dwellings through the Right to Buy/Right to Acquire.  As there are 

eight other registered providers in Preston, it is a reasonable assumption20 that the losses 

 
16  JS POE page 22. 
17  JS POE Figure 6.3 page 25. 
18  JS POE Figure 6.4 page 26. 
19  JS POE Figure 6.5 page. 
20  Agree as such by MB in XX. 
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will be greater than this in reality. This council will continue to lose properties from the 

stock through further sales.  This will affect the delivery of homes.  If current trends 

continue 117 homes will be lost of the next 5 years.  This is a significant impact on net 

stock to help those in need.  

20. JS advocated removing the shortfall in delivery in the next 5 years, rather than over an 

extended period.  The reason being that the need is so great that to do otherwise would be 

a failure of those people who are in need of a home.  There is support for this approach 

in the decision in Land off Aviation Lane, Burton on Trent21. 

21. Removing the 507 and 101 accrued backlog in the next 5 years would result in a net 

annual need of 340 AH per annum between 2020/21 and 2024/25 based on 2017 

requirement and 270 AH per annum between 2020/21 and 2024/25 based on 2020 

requirement. JS Para’s 6.21 – 6.38 page 27/30. Considering AH in this way demonstrates 

the sheer scale of the problem.  More affordable homes are needed now.  

22. MB sought to lessen the inevitable consequences of such poor delivery on those people 

in need of AH by suggesting the private rented sector (‘PRS’) was a ‘pragmatic solution’.  

This came despite the fact that the definition of AH in the NPPF does not include PRS.  

Furthermore, it is widely accepted that PRS is not a suitable stop gap for the failure to 

provide sufficient AH to meet need.  The additional evidence submitted by JS relating to 

the 2014 Shelter report explains the seriousness of the failings of PRS. 

23. The Inspector in the Eastleigh BC EiP set out the position on PRS perfectly22: 

Secondly, there is no justification in the Framework or Guidance for reducing 

the identified need for affordable housing by the assumed continued role of the 

PRS with LHA. This category of housing does not come within the definition of 

affordable housing in the Framework. There is not the same security of tenure 

as with affordable housing and at the lower-priced end of the PRS the standard 

 
21  CD HB11 para 8 and JS para 6.25- 6.27. 
22  JS Rebuttal, Appendix JS1, para 33 
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of accommodation may well be poor (see for example: Can't complain: why poor 

conditions prevail in the private rented sector, Shelter March 2014, provided by 

Tetlow King on behalf of Landhold Capital). 

24. MB is wrong to suggest the PRS can fill the gap.  It plainly is not a pragmatic solution 

given the insecurity of tenure and the rising cost of rentals in Preston.  

25. Finally, the argument from MB that the Council had actually been performing well if, and 

only if, one measured delivery against the monitoring requirement of 46dpa in the 

Performance Monitoring Framework to the CLCS23.  The provenance of this figure is 

entirely unknown, including to MB.  It only appears in the Performance Monitoring 

Framework.  It is not in the body of the Plan; it is not in the examining Inspector’s report; 

it does not feature in the 2009 SHMA; it doesn’t represent 30% (the lower figure in the 

Policy 7 requirement) of the policy 4 housing requirement of 50724.  MB accepted in XX 

that a target of 46dpa would exacerbate the problem and lead to the need for AH growing.  

A target of 46dpa against the 2009 SHMA target of 397 would represent a delivery of 

11.6% of the target, and 9% of all housing against the housing requirement of 507.  Such 

a success marker would represent staggering lack of ambition and a dereliction of the 

people and families in need in Preston.  It is emphatically not a marker of good planning.  

26. Having agreed that the need for affordable housing in Preston could be categorised as 

clear and acute, it would be fair to categorise past delivery in Preston as very poor. 

 

Future Supply 

27. The future supply for Preston district is agreed as 916 for the remainder of the plan period, 

equating to an average of 189 AH dpa.  This is the district wide future supply.  As Mr 

Blackburn pointed out in his evidence, if need is being assessed on a district wide level, 

 
23  CD HA1, page 149. 
24  Which would be 152.1.  
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then so must supply be.  That is precisely what the appellants have done throughout rather 

than seek to manufacture a lower level of local need through unverified and shadowy 

data.  

28. This figure falls significantly short of the 239 per annum identified in the 2017 SHMA 

and the 250 per annum figures identifies in the 2020 Housing Study. This figure also falls 

substantially short of the 340 per annum and 270 per annum figure required when back 

log needs are addressed in the first five years in line with the Sedgefield approach. 

29. The supposed knight in shining armour for MB and Mr Blackburn, the provision of AH 

at Whittingham Hospital, is nothing of the sort.  The vast majority of the housing at WH 

will not come forward until after 2030.  As MB accepted in XX, it would be unreasonable 

to expect people who are in need now to wait 9 years for the chance of an affordable 

home. 

30. The Council sought to introduce late evidence to suggest that more affordable units would 

come forward from WH.  JS and Mr Hughes address this point in their notes to the 

Inquiry, it does not need rehearsing here.  It is however worth noting that even if all the 

74 homes were to come forward during the remainder of the plan period, the annual 

average delivery across the administrative area would only increase to 198 homes per 

annum. 

31. Even on this figure this falls woefully short of the net annual need identified in the 2017 

SHMA (239pa) and the 2020 Central Lancashire Housing Study (250pa) and even shorter 

if the backlog needs are also removed within 5 years.  

32. In conclusion, even on the Council’s best case, taking into account the additional 74 AH 

from Whittingham Hospital within the plan period, it still falls a long way short of meeting 

its identified needs and ever growing shortfall. The future supply can only be 
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characterised as inadequate.  The conclusion of Inspector Dakeyne in the Cardwell Farm 

inquiry was as follows25: 

The assessments of affordable housing need through the SHMA and CLHS have 

not been tested. However, it is likely that Preston’s overall affordable needs are 

substantial 14 and the evidence indicates that delivery is not keeping up with the 

need. The new affordable dwellings would provide homes for real people in real 

need. 

33. This inadequate supply is a failure to all of the people in Preston who are left without an 

affordable home, in temporary accommodation, at the mercy of the insecure PRS 

experiencing higher and higher monthly rents.  It must not be forgotten that whist the 

assessment of need, delivery and supply necessarily involves the dispassionate and dry 

function of crunching the numbers, the reality is that the consequences hit hard to those 

in our society most in need of a home.  In the recent appeal decision at Oxford Brookes 

University Campus at Wheatley26, it was concluded that in the context of a lengthy 

housing register of 2,421 households “It is sometimes easy to reduce arguments of 

housing need to a mathematical exercise, but each one of those households represents a 

real person or family in urgent need who have been let down by a persistent failure to 

deliver enough affordable houses”.  Then going on to conclude that the provision of AH 

should be given substantial weight.      

 

Weight 

34. It is a frequently run argument, trotted out yet again here by the LPA, that the delivery of 

AH at a policy compliant level somehow restricts the weight that can be afforded to it. 

This is not the case, JS cites numerous examples of policy compliant appeals where 

substantial or very substantial weight has been appropriately ascribed.  MB accepted (XX) 

 
25 CD HB23 at paragraph 60 
26  CD HB19 
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that policy 7 in the CLCS, that seeks to capture 30 – 35% AH on housing schemes in 

Preston was a robust policy.  In XX he agreed that such a robust policy was drafted to 

capture the benefits of affordable housing, that it was not about mitigation, nor about 

warding off harm.  As a result, little weight should be placed on Mr Blackburn’s attempt 

to go behind this agreement and seek to reduce the weight to AH simply because it is at 

policy compliant level.   

35. In XX, Mr Blackburn did accept that the weight to AH would be at the substantial end of 

the spectrum he provided if one undertook the assessment at a district level.  Furthermore, 

he conceded that his assessment of weight to AH as moderate was dependent upon MB’s 

assessment of local need and the provision of AH at Whittingham Hospital to meet the 

Goosnargh/Whittingham level need.  This is a flimsy argument to run.  Done presumably 

in the knowledge that the delivery of AH is a significant benefit and the benefit common 

to all appeals that carries the most weight.  There is no policy direction to assess need for 

AH at a local level as opposed to a district level.  The data used by MB to speculate on 

the level of need at Goosnargh/Whittinzgham is unverified and not available to this 

inquiry, as such no weight should be placed upon it.  Finally, the majority of the delivery 

at Whittingham Hospital is not expected to come forward until after 2030.  Which would 

be an unreasonable wait in the view of the Council’s own expert.  

36. At the outset it was agreed by JS and MB that the weight to be given to AH is determined 

by an assessment of need, delivery and supply, supported by the other indicators in JS’s 

evidence.  In Preston, with a clear and acute need, a very poor track record on delivery 

and an inadequate future supply, it is plain to see why JS concluded that substantial weight 

should be attached to the delivery of AH. It is submitted that in the face of the weighty 

and largely uncontested evidence of HS that substantial weight is what the Inspector 

should place on the delivery of AH in these appeal schemes.  

 

PHILIP ROBSON 
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Kings Chambers 

 

18 May 2021 

 

 

 

 


