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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 NPPF (2021) paragraph 74 (formerly paragraph 73 NPPF (2019)) requires 

LPA’s to identify and update annually a 5 year supply of specific deliverable 

sites (etc). An annual housing land supply update is therefore a requirement 

of national policy. 

 

1.2 On 28 June 2021 Preston City Council (PCC) published its annual Housing 

Land Position Statement (HLPS), which used a base date of 1 April 2021. 

This superseded the previous HLPS published in November 2020, which used 

a base date of 1 October 2020, which formed the basis for the housing land 

supply positions presented to the inquiry in April and May 2021. 

 

1.3 In accordance with the direction issued by the Inspector on 11 August 2021, 

these are the additional submissions of PCC in respect of the updated HLPS 

and the decision-making consequences of the same. In making these 

additional submissions, PCC refers the Inspector to the Proof of Evidence of 

Christopher Blackburn (CD HF1), in particular sections 3, 4 and 8, and the site 

specific Proofs of Evidence of both James Mercer (CD AI1/BI1/CI1/DI1/GI1), 

and Ben Sandover (CD EI1/FI1), in particular the Planning Balance sections.   

 

2. 5YHLS Position at the Inquiry 

 

2.1 The Statement of Common Ground (Housing Supply) (SoCGHS) (CD HD4) 

set out the agreed 5YHLS positions based on a deliverable supply of 3,581 

dwellings from a base date of 1 October 2020, for the period to 30 

September 2025. 

 

2.2 The Appellants’ position was that the supply should be measured against the 

housing requirement set out in CS Policy 4(a), the position of PCC was that 

the supply should be measured against the local housing need figure (LHN) 

(at April 2020) calculated using the standard methodology set out in national 
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policy. The respective positions are shown in Table 1 of the SoCGHS1, where 

it was agreed that against CS Policy 4(a) the 5YHLS was 4.95 years, and 

against LHN the 5YHLS was 13.6 years. 

 

2.3 As a result, the appellants’ position was that the ‘tilted balance’ set out in 

Paragraph 11 of the Framework was engaged for housing land supply 

reasons. Conversely the position of PCC was that it wasn’t. 

 

3. Updated 5YHLS Position 

 

3.1 The updated HLPS identifies a deliverable supply of 4,075 dwellings from a 

base date of 1 April 2021, for the period to 31 March 2026. 

 

3.2 PCC continues to submit that this deliverable supply should be measured 

against the LHN figure for the reasons presented to the inquiry. 

 

3.3 At April 2021 the LHN figure for Preston is 254 net additional dwellings 

per annum. Table 1 sets out the 5YHLS calculation against the LHN figure at 

April 2021. 

 

Table 1: Five Year Housing Land Supply, April 2021 (Local Housing Need) 

 

 

3.4 The 5YHLS measured against the LHN figure has increased from 13.6 years 

in the HLPS at 1 October 2020, to 15.3 years in the HLPS at 1 April 2021. 

 

3.5 The CS Policy 4(a) housing requirement is 507 net additional dwellings 

per annum from 2003 to 2026. As set out in the updated HLPS, against a 

 
1 CD HD4: Agreed Conjoined Housing Statement of Common Ground, March 2021 (Table 1, Page 7) 
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cumulative housing requirement of 9,126 net additional dwellings (2003 – 

2021), PCC has delivered 8,498 net additional dwellings, giving rise to an 

undersupply of 628 net additional dwellings up to 31 March 2021. 

 

3.6 When the undersupply at 1 April 2021 is added to the baseline requirement 

for the period to 31 March 2026, along with the appropriate buffer, the 

resultant five year requirement is 3,321 net additional dwellings, or 664 net 

additional dwellings per annum. Table 2 sets out the 5YHLS calculation 

against the CS Policy 4(a) housing requirement at April 2021. 

 

Table 2: Five Year Housing Land Supply, April 2021 (CS Policy 4(a) Requirement) 

 

 

3.7 The 5YHLS measured against the CS Policy 4(a) housing requirement has 

increased from 4.95 years in the HLPS at 1 October 2020, to 6.1 years in 

the HLPS at 1 April 2021. 

 

3.8 It is to be noted, in the light of the post-inquiry correspondence to date, that 

the Appellants do not appear to dispute: 

 

1. The deliverable supply being 4,075 as at a base date of 1 April 2021; 

2. The calculation of the 5 year housing requirement of 3,321 using CS 

Policy 4(a) figures as at that base date; 
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3. The calculation of the 5 year housing need of 1,334 using LHN as at 

that base date; 

4. That the Council has a 6.1 year supply using the CS Policy 4(a) 

requirement figure; or 

5. That the Council has a 15.3 year supply using the LHN figure. 

 

4. Implications 

 

4.1 As stated, PCC continues to submit that its deliverable housing supply should 

be measured against the LHN figure, the implications of the updated HLPS in 

this regard are not material to the appeals. The 5YHLS has increased from 

13.6 years to 15.3 years, however PCC submit that the implications of this 

level of housing land supply remain the same as set out in evidence heard at 

the inquiry. In short, PCC submit that in this scenario the ‘tilted balance’ is not 

engaged for housing land supply reasons and the benefits of the appeal 

schemes, both individually and cumulatively, do not outweigh the fundamental 

conflict of the appeal schemes, both individually and cumulatively, with the 

Development Plan. The Inspector is therefore invited to dismiss all appeals in 

this scenario. 

 

4.2 Should the Inspector decide contrary to the submission of PCC, that its 

deliverable housing supply should be measured against the CS Policy 4(a) 

housing requirement, the implications of the updated HLPS are material to the 

appeals. 

 

4.3 As set out in the SoCGHS, it was agreed that if the deliverable housing supply 

is measured against the CS Policy 4(a) housing requirement PCC could not 

demonstrate a 5YHLS and in that scenario the ‘tilted balance’ would be 

engaged for housing land supply reasons. Notwithstanding that agreement, 

PCC submitted to the inquiry that the appeals ought to be dismissed in any 

event because a 4.95 year supply represented only a 36 unit shortfall to the 

5YHLS, a deficit which PCC submitted was not significant enough to outweigh 

the fundamental conflict of the appeal proposals, both individually and 

cumulatively, with the Development Plan. 
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4.4 Importantly, PCC now submit that, at April 2021 against the CS Policy 

4(a) housing requirement, a 6.1 year supply can be demonstrated. As a 

consequence PCC submit that the ‘tilted balance’ is not engaged if the Core 

Strategy requirement figure is used, using the updated assessment. PCC 

submit that the assessment of the appeal schemes on an individual basis, in a 

‘flat’ balance scenario with a 6.1 year supply is not significantly different to the 

Planning Balance assessments set out in the site specific Proofs of Evidence 

using the LHN figure at the time of the inquiry. This is because for the 

purposes of applying the most important policies of the Development Plan, the 

engagement of the ‘tilted balance’ for housing land supply reasons is a binary 

one, either a 5YHLS can be demonstrated and the ‘tilted balance’ is engaged 

or the opposite. The degree to which housing land supply exceeds the five 

year threshold is a material consideration which would influence, for example, 

the weight to be attributed to benefits such as the delivery of market housing. 

 

4.5 All things considered, PCC submit that with a 6.1 year supply in this scenario, 

significant weight is attached to the policies of the Development Plan and, in 

applying a ‘flat’ balance, the benefits of the appeal schemes (including 

delivery of market housing), both individually and cumulatively, do not 

outweigh the fundamental conflict of the appeal proposals, both individually 

and cumulatively, with the Development Plan. The Inspector is therefore 

invited to dismiss all appeals in this scenario. 

 

4.6 In essence, PCC submit that whichever of the two competing figures are used 

to assess housing land supply, a healthy 5YHLS can be demonstrated, 

meaning there is no justification for approving housing development in these 

most unsustainable locations in the hierarchy of growth set out in CS Policy 1. 

 

4.7 The housing land supply implications of the updated HLPS are however 

broader than just the 5YHLS position. 

 

4.8 At the inquiry the extent to which PCC would meet its plan-period housing 

requirement, in a CS Policy 4(a) scenario, was debated. The plan period ends 

in 2026, and it can therefore reasonably be concluded that the CS Policy 4(a) 
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housing requirement runs, using the normal monitoring cycle, until 31 March 

2026. 

 

4.9 It was agreed that, based on past housing delivery to October 2020, and 

based on the agreed deliverable supply up to 30 September 2025, there was 

a residual requirement of 117 dwellings to be found by April 2026 (see PCC 

Closing Submissions 126 – 142). 

 

4.10 Helpfully, following the publication of the updated HLPS, the relevant period 

for measuring the 5YHLS now coincides with the final five years of the plan 

period. The plan period housing requirement and delivery can therefore be 

summarised as follows: 

 

▪ Housing Requirement April 2014 – March 2026 = 7,7992 

▪ Housing Delivery April 2014 – March 2021 = 4,6363 

▪ Deliverable Supply April 2021 – March 2026 = 4,0754 

▪ Total Supply April 2014 – March 2026 = 8,711 

 

4.11 As such PCC submit that the plan period housing requirement is on 

course to be surpassed by 912 net additional dwellings by 2026, 

equivalent to an additional 1.8 year supply beyond the current plan 

period. This position is consistent with PCC’s evidence and submissions to 

the inquiry that the plan requirement would be met in full. Therefore, even 

applying CS Policy 4(a), there is simply no need for further housing to be 

delivered in Preston to meet the Development Plan housing targets in 

locations such as these, outside of rural settlements in a manner inconsistent 

with the Development Plan, either to remedy a short term lack of supply or to 

ensure the plan period housing requirement is met. 

 

 
2 CD HA2: Preston Local Plan 2012-2026 (Site Allocations & Development Management Policies), 
Paragraph 5.3, Page 46 (6,084 (requirement) + 1,715 (undersupply at April 2014)) 
3 Table 2, Preston City Council Housing Land Position at 1 April 2021 
4 Table 3.1, Preston City Council Housing Land Position at 1 April 2021 
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4.12 For the avoidance of doubt, PCC’s case on whether the tilted balance is 

engaged for non-supply related reasons remains unchanged from that 

explained at the inquiry.  

 

5. Conclusion 

 

5.1 Based on the findings of the updated HLPS the Inspector is therefore invited 

to conclude; 

 

▪ that the Council can demonstrate a 5YHLS against the LHN figure 

and the CS Policy 4(a) housing requirement figure; 

▪ that the ‘tilted balance’ is not engaged for reasons connected to 

housing land supply in the determination of these appeals or for non-

supply reasons; and, 

▪ that plan period housing delivery in Preston will significantly exceed 

the Development Plan housing requirement.  

 

5.2 In reaching these conclusions the Inspector is invited to dismiss all the 

appeals. 

 

 

 

 

 


