
 

 

Date:  06.08.2021 
Our Ref: Goosnargh & Longridge Appeals 
Ask For: Ben Sandover 
Telephone: 01772 906912 
Email:  devcon@preston.gov.uk 
 
 
Ms Helen Skinner 
The Planning Inspectorate 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Bristol 
BS1 6PN 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
 
 
Dear Ms Skinner, 
 
 
RE: Appeals at Goosnargh & Longridge, Preston: 3258890, 3258894, 3258896, 
3258898, 3258912, 3257357, 3267524 
 
 
I refer to your emails dated 5th and 13th July 2021 concerning the Decision notice relating 
to land at Chain House Lane, Whitestake, Preston. The Council’s submissions are as 
follows. 
 
 
Introduction 

On 24th June 2021, Inspector Andrew Dawe dismissed the Appeal by Wainhomes (North 

West) Ltd (WH) against the refusal of South Ribble Borough Council (SRBC) for up to 100 

dwellings on land to the south of Chain House Lane, Whitestake, Preston (“the Chain House 

Lane Decision Letter” or “CHL DL”). The CHL DL supersedes the previous refusal, dated 

13th December 2019, which was quashed by Dove J in the Wainhomes case (CD HC 1).  

 

These are the additional submissions of Preston City Council (PCC) in respect of that 

decision letter.   

 

The decision letter is relevant to the issue of 5 year housing land supply (5YHLS). In 

particular, it is relevant to the basis for assessing whether a 5YHLS exists. This issue is 

addressed in PCC’s Closing Submissions at paras 147 – 203. The CHL DL entirely supports 

the approach taken by PCC at these Appeals. Accordingly, full reliance continues to be 

placed on those submissions, which are not repeated. 
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PCC submit that the issue of 5YHLS falls to be determined on 2 key points (see PCC Closing 

at para 150): 

 

(i) Whether the Inspector can lawfully consider whether Policy 4(a) of the Joint 

Core Strategy (JCS) is out of date, given the terms of NPPF 73 and fn 371 – 

see PCC Closing at paras 156 – 172;  

(ii) If he can consider it: whether Policy 4(a) JCS is out of date, as a matter of 

planning judgment – see PCC Closing at paras 173 – 202. 

 

These are the same two key points identified in the Closing Submissions of SRBC at the 

CHL Inquiry. The CHL DL is clearly relevant to both of those two key points. The approach 

taken by Inspector Dawe is consistent with the approach taken by PCC at this Inquiry. 

 

The Main Issue 

In the CHL DL, the first main issue was (see DL 8(i)): 

 

The South Ribble Borough Council housing requirement and whether the Council can 

demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites.   

 

That first main issue is addressed at DL 11 to DL 30, which should be read fairly and in full, 

in the light of the evidence and submissions which were well known to the Parties. 

 

Key Point 1 - Whether the Inspector can lawfully consider whether Policy 4(a) JCS is 

out of date, given the terms of NPPF 73 and fn 372 

PCC submit that the LPA/Inspector is entitled to exercise a planning judgment on whether 

Policy 4(a) JCS is out of date (PCC Closing Submission at paras 156-158).  

 

PCC provide 6 reasons (PCC Closing Submissions at paras 159-172). The third reason 

relies on the decision of Male J in the Tewkesbury case and Lindblom J in the Bloor Homes 

case (see PCC Closing submissions at para 161). The fourth reason relies on the decision 

of Dove J in Wainhomes (CD HC 1), especially paragraphs 43 and 45 (see PCC Closing 

Submissions at paras 162-164). Comparable submissions were made by SRBC before 

Inspector Dawe. 

 
1 Now NPPF 74 fn39 
2 Now NPPF 74 fn39 



 

 

 

The CHL DL refers to precisely the same paragraphs in the judgment of Dove J (see DL 

14): 

 

14. However, importantly, the previous decision was not quashed in relation to 
ground 1. This was due to the points raised under ground 3 representing a 
fallback and that the HC Judgement found that the conclusion the Inspector 
reached that there had been a significant change pursuant to the Planning 
Practice Guidance (PPG) arising from the introduction of the standard method 
(the SM) in the 2018 Framework, was a planning judgement reasonably open to 
her based upon a correct interpretation of the PPG, albeit that other conclusions 
might reasonably be reached by other Inspectors. In coming to that finding, Mr 
Justice Dove said that “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”. 

 

In respect of the first key point, the Inspector therefore concluded that an Inspector can 

lawfully exercise a planning judgment and consider whether Policy 4(a) JCS is out of date, 

given the terms of NPPF 73 and fn 37 (see also CHL DL 15 and 30). The approach taken 

by the Inspector is entirely consistent with (and supports) the submissions of PCC at this 

Inquiry. 

 

For the reasons given by PCC (see Closing Submissions at paras 156-172), the approach 

taken in the CHL DL must be correct. The proposition that the LPA is entitled to exercise a 

planning judgment on whether Policy 4(a) JCS is out of date for the purposes of the 5YHLS 

calculation (given the multiple change in circumstances which have occurred since the 

“review” concluded in Sept 2017 prior to the first revision to the NPPF) should be 

uncontroversial, consistent with the judgments of Lindblom J and Dove J. 

 

Key Issue 2 - Whether Policy 4(a) JCS is Out of Date 

Inspector Dawe concludes inter alia that (DL 15): 

 

(i) It is not the introduction of the Standard Method (SM) itself which represents 

a significant change in circumstances; 

(ii) Rather, the question is whether the outcome of applying the SM represents a 

significant change. 



 

 

The Inspector robustly concludes that there has been a significant change in circumstances 

with the application of the SM in this case because the housing requirement figure in SRBC 

would be “significantly lower” (see CHL DL 24). 

 

The Inspector therefore concludes that it is reasonable to conclude that Policy 4(a) JCS is 

out of date and should not form the basis of the 5YHLS calculation (see CHL DL 23, 26, 29 

and 30): 

 

29…Even if I were to consider that document not to be a review, it would not alter 
my finding in relation to the introduction of the SM resulting in a significant 
change in the Council’s housing requirement figure that renders policy 4(a) out 
of date. I have therefore not considered the question of whether it constitutes a 
footnote 37 review in any further detail.  

30. For the above reasons, I conclude that for the purposes of this appeal, it is 
appropriate to calculate the housing requirement against LHN using the SM 
due to the significant difference between the LHN figure and that of policy 4(a) 
amounting to a significant change in circumstances which renders policy 4(a) 
out of date. (Emphasis added) 

 

This conclusion is consistent with and supports PCC’s submissions at this Inquiry (see 

Closing Submission at paras 173-202). The proposition that there has been a significant 

change in circumstances since MOU 1, rendering Policy 4(a) JCS out of date, is 

unanswerable. 

 

Whilst it is accepted that the Inspector was addressing a different significant reduction in the 

calculation of the housing requirement in South Ribble, the difference is not material. In 

South Ribble, the difference considered by the Inspector amounted to 226 d/pa (417 d/pa 

(Policy 4(a) JCS) to 191 d/pa (SM)). In Preston, based on the figures presented to this 

Inquiry at the time, the difference amounted to 257 d/pa (507 d/pa (Policy 4(a) JCS) to 250 

d/pa (SM)). The reduction can only fairly be characterised as very substantial in both LPA 

areas. 

 

Finally, the Inspector distinguishes (quite properly) the Cardwell Farm decision (see CHL 

DL 19, 27 and 28). 

 

PCC therefore submits that the CHL DL is a material consideration of significant weight in 

the determination of these Appeals. The Inspector should be aware that WH have launched 



 

 

a statutory challenge to that decision. However, unless and until the decision is quashed, 

the presumption of regularity applies and there is no basis to reduce the weight to be 

attached to this decision. There should be consistency of administrative decision-making 

across the 3 LPA’s which form a single HMA and plan-making area (PCC, SRBC and 

Chorley Council). The Inspector is therefore invited to conclude that Policy 4(a) JCS is out 

of date and that the SM should form the basis of the 5YHLS calculation in the determination 

of these Appeals, consistent with the CHL DL. 

 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

 
Chris Hayward 
Director of Development and Housing
 


