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1 PREAMBLE 

1.1 Qualifications 

1.1.1 I am Christien Lee, BSc (Hons) MCD MRTPI.  

1.1.2 I am a chartered Town Planner. I hold an upper second class BSc (Hons) in Geography from 

the University of Bristol and a MCD with Distinction in Town and Regional Planning, from the 

University of Liverpool.  

1.1.3 I have been employed by Gladman Developments Ltd (GDL) since March 2014 and I am 

currently a Planning Manager leading one of the strategic Project Teams. My role primarily 

consists of the promotion of strategic residential sites for development. This includes site 

appraisals, planning policy scrutiny, statistical analysis of housing demand and land supply, 

authoring reports, managing the submission of planning applications and negotiation of S106 

agreements and attending Local Plan examinations. 

1.1.4 To be clear, I have no legal qualifications and where references are made to court judgments, 

my evidence does not represent legal submissions but sets out my professional understanding 

of the implications of such judgments in so far as they clarify the correct interpretation of 

policy. Given the nature of my role, I have had the benefit of advice from a number of solicitors 

and barristers in reaching this professional understanding. 

1.1.5 I have been to site on numerous occasions and am familiar with its context.  

1.1.6 The scope of my evidence is set out in Section 1.3 below, responding to the planning policy 

position of the council and the sustainability of the site and settlement. 

1.2 Statement of Truth 

1.2.1 The evidence that I shall provide for this appeal (reference APP/D2320/W/20/3247136) has 

been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional institution. I 

confirm that the opinions expressed are my true professional opinions. In providing expert 

evidence to the Inquiry, I am fully aware that my duty is to the inquiry and to provide my 

honestly held professional view, irrespective of by whom I am employed. 

1.3 Scope of my Evidence  

1.3.1 My evidence relates to matters of planning policy, sustainability and I also undertake the 

overall planning balance for the appeal proposals. 
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1.3.2 I do not produce a separate ‘Summary Proof’ but for ease of reference my ‘Summary and 

Conclusions’ are produced at Section 11 of this proof of evidence. 

1.3.3 A separate proof of evidence and related reports are also produced with regard to the 

following specific matters: 

• Local Housing Need (Mr James Donagh) 

• Affordable Housing (Mr James Stacey) 

• Self-Build Housing (Mr Andy Moger) 

1.3.4 Statements of Common Ground have been produced in respect of the following matters: 

• Planning 

• Housing Land Requirement & Supply 

• Ecology 

• Landscape 

• Highways 

• Heritage 

1.3.5 In arriving at my overall conclusions, I have relied upon the professional view of these 

witnesses, as expressed in their own proofs of evidence submitted to this inquiry. 

1.4 Structure 

1.4.1 My evidence is set out as follows: 

• Section 2 sets out the background to the appeal 

• Section 3 identifies the key issues for the appeal 

• Section 4 sets out the make-up of the Development Plan for Chorley and explores 

whether it is up to date 

• Section 5 assesses the appeal scheme against the policies of the development plan 

• Section 6 provides an analysis of the other material considerations in this appeal 

• Section 7 addresses the main representations made by third parties in this appeal 

• Section 8 considers the benefits of the appeal scheme, and any harm 

• Section 9 sets out my view of the planning balance 

• Section 10 looks at local housing need and five year housing land supply 

• Section 11 outlines my summary and conclusions  
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2 THE APPLICATION  

2.1 Outline 

2.1.1 This proof of evidence is prepared in respect of an outline planning application for up to 180 

residential dwellings on land off Pear Tree Lane, Euxton1. Permission is sought for: 

“The erection of up to 180 dwellings including 30% affordable housing, with 

public open space, structural planting and landscaping, surface water flood 

mitigation and attenuation and vehicular access points from School Lane. All 

matters reserved except for means of vehicular access.” 

2.1.2 The site comprises 7.34ha of agricultural land which is designated as ‘Land safeguarded for 

future development’ in the development plan. It is bordered by existing housing to the west 

beyond School Lane, along with the new Rowland Homes residential development to the 

north. To the east of the site is open countryside within the Green Belt beyond Pear Tree Lane, 

and to the south is open countryside under the control of Homes England which is also 

designated as ‘Safeguarded Land’. The site description and location are an agreed matter in 

the Planning Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). 

2.1.3 The planning application was supported by a suite of reports which informed the preparation 

of the proposals. The supporting reports, together with the related updated reports, 

demonstrate that subject to the imposition of appropriate planning conditions, there are no 

technical impediments that should prevent the successful implementation of the 

development. 

2.1.4 Full details of the supporting reports are contained within the application documents in Folder 

1 (CD1.1-1.19 and CD2). 

2.1.5 The plans for which approval is sought are as follows: 

• Location Plan (5219-L-04) (CD1.2) 

• Proposed Access Arrangements (1318/09/F) (CD1.8) 

 

1 LPA ref. 19/00654/OUTMAJ. 
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2.2 Planning Application 

2.2.1 The planning application was validated by the local planning authority on 8 July 2019 with 

reference 19/00654/OUTMAJ. 

2.2.2 The Council’s Planning Committee decided to refuse the application on 12 November 2019 

and the application was formally refused the following day. 

2.2.3 The reason for refusal (RfR) is as follows: 

1. The proposed development would be located within an area of Safeguarded Land as 

defined by the Chorley Local Plan 2012 - 2026. The Council has a five year housing 

land supply as required by the National Planning Policy Framework. The proposal 

therefore conflicts with policy BNE3 of the Chorley Local Plan 2012 - 2026. It is not 

considered that the material considerations put forward in favour of the development 

are sufficient to outweigh the presumption against it. 

2.2.4 The appellant lodged an appeal against this refusal, which will be heard at a public inquiry 

commencing in June 2020. 

2.2.5 The appellant wrote to the Council on 7th May 2020 seeking an update to the proposals, to 

incorporate 10% of the proposed dwellings for self-build or custom housebuilding, to meet 

an identified local need. While the appellant does not consider this necessary, a full public 

consultation has been undertaken on the proposed amendment. The provision of the self-

build and custom housebuilding element will be secured through the S106 agreement.  

2.3 Planning History 

2.3.1 An appeal relating to a previous outline application for up to 165 dwellings was dismissed on 

30th November 2017 as it was considered that as the site constituted Safeguarded Land, the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development (‘tilted balance’) was not engaged and the 

proposal was contrary to the development plan.  

2.3.2 Issues raised in the first appeal decision will be addressed throughout this proof at the relevant 

point.  

2.4 Planning Context 

2.4.1 The site lies immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary of Euxton, an Urban Local 

Service Centre in the current Core Strategy. The site lies approximately 3.4km north west of 

Chorley and 3.3km south east of Leyland. 
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2.4.2 The site’s location enables future residents to access a good range of facilities utilising a 

variety of sustainable transport modes. Services and amenities within walking distance of the 

site include a primary school, nursery, church, community centre, health centre and dentist. 

Bus stops within walking distance provide a half hourly Monday-Saturday daytime service to 

Chorley and Preston. The railway stations at Buckshaw Parkway and Euxton Balshaw Lane are 

within cycling distance and provide services to Manchester, Liverpool and Preston among 

other destinations. Further details are set out in the Planning Statement of Common Ground.  

2.4.3 A wide range of employment opportunities exist within walking and cycling distance of the 

appeal site, with a number of large employers based at Buckshaw Village and local business 

parks including Xton Business Park, Matrix Industrial Park and Common Bank Industrial Estate. 

I include at CD7.34 a map showing a 3km radius around the site. Within this radius, BRES 2018 

data suggests that there is a very good level of employment, with a total of 13,715 jobs in the 

Middle Super Output Areas covered by this area.  
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3 KEY ISSUES  

3.1.1 This section of my proof outlines the key issues in respect of the determination of this planning 

appeal having regard to the development plan, national planning policy and other material 

considerations including technical and site-specific issues.  

3.1.2 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) refers to the development 

plan and states that: 

“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purposes of any 

determination to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must 

be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise.” 

3.1.3 As such, the relevant test in respect of this appeal is thus: 

1) Does allowing the appeal accord with the statutory development plan taken as a whole? 

2) Do other material considerations indicate that a decision should be taken other than in 

accordance with the plan? 

3.1.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) is an important material 

consideration in the determination of planning applications/appeals. The presumption in 

favour of the development plan is confirmed in the Framework. The Framework acknowledges 

the importance of the plan-led approach, with paragraph 12 noting that the presumption at 

paragraph 11 does not remove the statutory presumption that the development plan is the 

starting point for decision making. That said, the Framework makes clear that development 

plans should be up to date and in accordance with the Framework, which is a material 

consideration in the decision-making process. 

3.1.5 As such, in preparing this proof, I first consider whether the appeal proposals conform with 

the development plan for Chorley. 

3.1.6 I then go to consider other material considerations and whether the tilted balance applies in 

this case.  

3.1.7 The Inspector has helpfully outlined the key issues for the determination of this appeal in his 

note following the pre-inquiry case management conference, namely: 

a) The current housing requirement for Chorley Borough, having regard to the provisions 

of the development plan and national policy; 
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b) Whether the Council can demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land 

against the housing requirement; 

c) Whether or not the most important policies of the development plan for determining 

the appeal are out of date, having regard to the 5 year housing land supply position and 

relevant national policy; 

d) Whether this, or any other material consideration, would justify the development of 

safeguarded land at this time. 

3.1.8 The above matters will all be discussed in this proof of evidence, having regard to the evidence 

of the appellant’s other expert witnesses.   
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4 THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that applications 

for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise. 

4.1.2 The statutory development plan comprises: 

• Central Lancashire Local Plan 2012 (2010-26)  

• Chorley Borough Local Plan 2015 (2010-26)  

• Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Plan (not pertinent to the appeal proposals)  

4.1.3 For the avoidance of doubt, it is not considered that the Joint Minerals and Waste Plan is 

relevant to the determination of this appeal.  

4.1.4 This section and the following chapter describe the adopted Development Plan for the site 

and considers the relevance and weight that should be attributed to the policies contained 

within it.  

4.2 The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012) 

4.2.1 Chorley Borough Council, South Ribble Borough Council and Preston City Council prepared a 

Core Strategy which was adopted in July 2012. The Core Strategy sets out the spatial strategy 

for Central Lancashire from 2010 up to 2026. The Core Strategy had been prepared in 

accordance with the North West Plan (RSS) which has since been revoked. 

4.2.2 The Core Strategy provides the overarching framework for the more detailed policies and site-

specific proposals to be contained within other documents that make up the Local Plan. 

4.3 Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 (July 2015)  

4.3.1 The Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies 

Development Plan Document was adopted in July 2015 and identifies the scale of 

development in each settlement and allocates sites to meet the identified needs of Chorley 

over the plan period, in order to achieve the vision for growth as outlined in the Central 

Lancashire Core Strategy. 
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4.4 Is the Development Plan up to date? 

4.4.1 Paragraph 11 of the Framework sets out the Government’s presumption in favour of 

sustainable development and outlines how it should be applied. Part c) of the paragraph 

confirms that proposals which accord with an up to date development plan should be 

approved without delay.  

4.4.2 Part d) of Paragraph 11 sets out: 

“Where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most 

important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission unless: 

i. The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 

proposed; or 

ii. Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 

the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a 

whole” 

4.4.3 Neither part of the development plan is up to date, so paragraph c) does not apply. Both the 

CLCS and CLP are based on out-of-date housing requirements that pre-date the NPPF. 

Furthermore: 

1. The Framework states that where development plans are more than five years old, the 

strategic policies therein should be reviewed to see whether they require updating. The 

CLCS is evidently over five years old, and has been reviewed and found to need updating. 

CLP itself will also be over five years old by the time that a decision is made in this appeal. 

2. It is clear that the policies of the existing development are simply not working to address 

current local housing needs. Numerous housing sites, outwith those allocated in the 

current development plan, have come forward for development across Central Lancashire 

and indeed are earmarked for development as part of the emerging Central Lancashire 

Local Plan.  

4.4.4 Nevertheless, while a policy may pre-date the Framework, this of course is not enough to 

make it out-of-date. Paragraph 213 of the Framework makes clear that “existing policies 

should not be considered out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made prior to 

the publication of this Framework”. The test is whether the policies are consistent with the 

Framework, as emphasised in paragraph 213.  
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4.4.5 However, it must be recognised alongside this that the Framework contains numerous 

references to the need for local plans to be up-to-date. Therefore, an immediate overarching 

conflict between a plan which is not up-to-date and the Framework itself arises from the very 

fact that a plan is not up to date. 

4.4.6 Other indicators of whether a plan is consistent with the Framework are whether it embraces 

the presumption in favour of sustainable development, seeks to boost significantly the supply 

of new homes, and seeks to identify and meet full local housing need. If a plan fails to do this, 

following the wording of Lord Carnwath in the Suffolk Coastal Supreme Court judgment, the 

decision maker would be entitled to reduce the weight to a given policy in a plan. Such policies 

include not only the housing-related policies, but environmental and other restrictive policies. 

This is not necessarily because they are textually inconsistent with the Framework (although 

they may be so), but because they are restricting development in the context of a plan which 

is not properly addressing the full up-to-date local housing need for an area. This is clearly 

the case in Central Lancashire, where the Core Strategy is based upon a housing target 

established through the long-rescinded North West Regional Spatial Strategy, which 

themselves were based on household projections dating from 2003. The CLP designates land 

to meet those outdated requirements, along with applying restrictive policies on land not 

designated for housing, so it itself is inextricably linked to the housing requirement of the 

CLCS and the spatial strategy therein which sought to distribute that requirement.  

4.4.7 It is important to note that the approach to be taken to planning policy in both the context of 

the development plan and the NPPF has been subject of much consideration by the Courts in 

recent years. This arises from the judgment in Tesco v Dundee2, in which the Supreme Court 

held that the interpretation of policy is a matter of law. This has been followed by a series of 

cases in which planning policies, and the content of the Framework, have been subject to 

judicial interpretation. As outlined in my introduction I do not seek to impinge upon matters 

of law, which will be a matter for legal submissions by Counsel in this appeal. However, some 

of the recent cases do offer a structure which assists in understanding how to approach the 

handling of planning policy in situations, as here, where the development plan is clearly out-

of-date being based on pre-Framework policy and housing requirements which themselves 

are hopelessly outdated: 

 

2 Tesco v Dundee [2012] UKSC 13 (CD11.16) 
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Bloor Homes v SoS for Community and Local Government and Hinckley and Bosworth 

District Council [2014] EWHC 754 (Admin) [CD11.14] 

4.4.8 In this case, Mr Justice Lindblom, (as he then was) addressed the wording used in the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development adopted in the 2012 version of the NPPF. 

In paragraph 45 he focussed in particular on the words “where the development plan is absent, 

silent or relevant policies are out-of-date”. That wording has changed and the words absent 

or silent no longer feature, albeit they have been replaced by a phrase of very similar meaning, 

namely “where there are no relevant development plan policies”. For the avoidance of any 

doubt, it is not part of the Appellant’s case to suggest that there are no relevant development 

plan policies in this case. But the phrase “out-of-date” which was discussed by Lindblom J 

remains part of the present version of the presumption: 

“These are three distinct concepts. A development plan will be “absent” if none of it has 

been adopted for the relevant area and the relevant period. If there is such a plan, it 

maybe “silent” because it lacks policy relevant to the overall project under consideration 

and if the plan does have  relevant policies these may have been overtaken by 

things that have happened since it was  adopted, either on the ground or in some 

change in national policy, or for some other reason, so that they are now “out– 

of– date”. Absence will be a matter of fact. Silence will be either a matter of fact or a 

matter of construction, or both, and the question of whether relevant policies are no 

longer up to date will be either a matter of fact or perhaps a matter of both fact 

and judgement”. (my emphasis) 

 

4.4.9 The judgment makes clear that a policy may become out-of-date if its provisions have been 

overtaken by events, either in the purpose or intent of national policy or changes in 

circumstances in the local planning authority to which the policy applies. 

Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes Ltd: Richborough Estates Partnership 

LLP v Cheshire East Borough Council [2017] UKSC 37 [CD11.09] 

4.4.10 In this case the Justices of the Supreme Court made a similar point. 

“it has to be borne in mind also that Paragraph 14 is not concerned solely with housing 

policy. It needs to work for other forms of development covered by the development plan, 

for example employment or transport. Thus, for example there may be a relevant policy 

for the supply of employment land, but it may become out-of-date perhaps because of 

the arrival of a major new source of employment in the area. Whether that is so, and with 
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what consequence, is a matter of planning judgement, unrelated of course to Paragraph 

49 which dealt only with housing supply. This may in turn have an effect on other related 

policies, for example for transport. The pressure for new land mainly in turn that other 

competing policies will need to be given less weight in accordance with a tilted balance. 

But again that is a matter of pure planning judgement, not dependant on issues of legal 

interpretation.” – Lord Carnwath, para 55 

4.4.11 Lord Carnwath also addressed the situation where a decision maker is faced with 

environmental and other restrictive policies (such as settlement boundary policies) in the 

context of a plan based on out of date housing requirements: 

“63. It is convenient to begin with the Willaston appeal, where the issues are relatively 

straightforward. On any view, quite apart from paragraph 49, the current statutory 

development plan was out of date, in that its period extended only to 2011. On my 

understanding of paragraph 49, the council and the inspector both erred in treating policy 

NE.2 (“Countryside”) as “a policy for the supply of housing”. But that did not detract 

materially from the force of his reasoning (see the summary in paras 44-45 above). He 

was clearly entitled to conclude that the weight to be given to the restrictive 

policies was reduced to the extent that they derived from “settlement boundaries 

that in turn reflect out-of-date housing requirements.” (my emphasis) 

Wavendon Properties Ltd and SoS for Housing Communities and Local Government and 

Milton Keynes Council [2019] EWHC 1534 Admin [CD11.10] 

4.4.12 In this case Mr Justice Dove addressed the wording of the presumption in the present 

Framework which states that decision makers are required to consider “the policies which are 

most important for determining the application are out-of-date”. The issue of deciding which 

policies are most important for determining the application (or appeal) is new. Mr Justice Dove 

outlined the approach to take in paragraph 56 of the judgment; 

“Mr Honey contended that there was no warrant for the interpretation that once one of 

the most important policies for determining the application had been found out of date 

the tilted balance would apply. He observed that the policy specifically does not say that 

the tilted balance would apply when “one of” or “any of” the important policies for 

determining the application has been found to be out-of-date. To answer the question 

proposed by Paragraph 11 (d) it is necessary, having identified those policies which are 

most important for the determination of the application to examine them individually 

and then consider whether taken in the round, bearing in mind some maybe consistent 
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and some inconsistent with the framework, and some may have been overtaken by events 

and others not, whether the overall assessment is that the basket of policies is rightly to 

be considered out-of-date. That will, of course, be a planning judgement dependent upon 

the evaluation of the policies for consistency with the framework (see Paragraph 212 and 

213) taken together with the relevant facts of the particular decision at the time it is being 

examined.” 

Monkhill Ltd and SoS HCLG and Waverley, July 2019 (CD11.07) 

4.4.13 In this case Mr Justice Holgate considered aspects of the interpretation of the presumption in 

favour of development for decision-taking in paragraph 11(d) of the Framework, with 

reference to Footnote 6 which defines areas or assets of particular importance. At paragraph 

45 of his decision Mr Justice Holgate provides the following summary text to assist in how to 

determine such schemes;  

“It is, of course, necessary to apply s.38(6) in any event;  

If the proposal accords with the policies of an up-to-date development plan taken as a 

whole, then unless other considerations indicate otherwise, planning permission should 

be granted without delay (paragraph 11(c) of the NPPF); 

 If the case does not fall within paragraph 11(c), the next step is to consider whether 

paragraph 11(d) applies. This requires examining whether there are no relevant 

development plan policies or whether the most important development plan policies for 

determining the application are out-of-date; 

If paragraph 11(d) does apply, then the next question is whether one or more "Footnote 

6" policies are relevant to the determination of the application or appeal (limb (i));  

If there are no relevant "Footnote 6" policies so that limb (i) does not apply, the decision-

taker should proceed to limb (ii) and determine the application by applying the tilted 

balance (and s.38(6));  

If limb (i) does apply, the decision-taker must consider whether the application of the 

relevant "Footnote 6" policy (or policies) provides a clear reason to refuse permission for 

the development;  

If it does, then permission should be refused (subject to applying s.38(6) as explained in 

paragraph 39 (11) to (12) above). Limb (ii) is irrelevant in this situation and must not be 

applied; 
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If it does not, then the decision-taker should proceed to limb (ii) and determine the 

application by applying the tilted balance (and s.38(6)).” 

Peel Investments (North) Ltd v (1) SoS (2) Salford City Council [2019] EWHC 2143 

(Admin) (CD11.08) 

4.4.14 This case determined whether a policy should be considered out of date under paragraph 11 

of the Framework, if the wider development plan it formed part of had expired. The Court held 

that it could be up to date beyond the end of a plan period if it remained consistent with the 

NPPF 

Cornwall Council v Corbett [2020] EWC Civ 508 (CD11.05) 

4.4.15 In this case Lord Justice Lindblom found that Cornwall Council were legally able to grant 

planning permission to provide new lodges in a location Cornwall designated as an Area of 

Great Landscape Value (“AGLV”) within the development plan. The Council had found that 

the proposal would cause harm (albeit limited harm) to the AGLV, contrary to Saved Policy 

14 (of the Restormel Local Plan, 2001), but the development was in accordance with the 

development plan as whole.  

4.4.16 Lord Justice Lindblom mused that the Policies in Local Plans often pull in different directions 

and the failure to comply with one policy within the plan does not automatically result in 

non-accordance with the plan when considered as a whole.  

Conclusions 

4.4.17 It is therefore clear that in addressing development plan policies, the following questions 

should be asked: 

1. Is the policy one of the most important for determining the planning application (or 

appeal)? 

2. Does the proposal conflict with the policy? 

3. Is the policy out-of-date? 

4. What weight should be afforded to the policy and any conflict with it? 

4.4.18 It is of course important to identify which policies are the most important regardless of 

whether there is any alleged conflict with the policy. The decision of Mr Justice Dove in the 

Wavendon case is clear that the decision taker must look at the basket of policies which are 

most important and decide if, collectively, they are out-of-date before deciding whether the 
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tilted balance at paragraph 11 d) (ii) applies. It is clear to me that the policies most important 

for determining an appeal must include all those policies identified in the reason(s) for refusal, 

but it must also include other policies such as housing policies, which may not form specific 

reasons for refusal but are plainly important for determining a residential application. 

4.4.19 Furthermore, it is important that each policy is assessed as to whether it is up to date- with 

specific regard to paragraph 213 of the Framework. 

4.4.20 Thirdly, one ought to look at whether there is conflict with the policy.  

4.4.21 Finally, it is important to consider the weight to be afforded to the policy and any conflict with 

it. That will require consideration of the extent to which a policy is consistent with the 

Framework but also wider issues, such as the extent to which the plan in which it features 

addresses present development needs such as up-to-date housing requirements.  

4.4.22 Clearly, were a Local Planning Authority to have an up-to-date development plan, the above 

process would not be necessary. However, this is not the case in Chorley, and therefore in 

order to establish whether the tilted balance applies, it seems to me that this is the process to 

which the decision-taker must apply themselves.   
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5 DEVELOPMENT PLAN & CONSIDERATION OF 

INDIVIDUAL POLICIES 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 In this Section, I consider the degree of conformity of the appeal proposals with the relevant 

policies of the development plan and the weight to be attributed to these policies in decision 

making. 

5.1.2 I assess the appeal proposals against all policies cited in the Council’s reasons for refusal, 

along with other policies which are considered to be important for the determination of the 

application; the Statement of Common Ground between CBC and the appellant sets out all 

other relevant policies and unless specifically stated it is considered that there is agreement 

that the proposals comply with all policies not elaborated in this chapter.  

5.1.3 I then go on to consider which policies are ‘most important’ for the determination of the 

appeal and conclude as to whether they are out of date.  

5.2 Central Lancashire Core Strategy 2010-26  

5.2.1 No policies in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy (CLCS) are cited in the Council’s Reason 

for Refusal of the appeal proposals. However, the following policies are considered to be 

particularly important in the determination of this application: 

• Policy MP- Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development; 

• Policy 1- Locating Growth; 

• Policy 4- Housing Delivery;  

• Policy 7- Affordable and Special Needs Housing 

5.2.2 I assess the appeal proposals against each of these policies below. I address policy 4, which 

outlines the housing requirement, before policy 1, which sets out the spatial strategy, as the 

conclusions from my analysis of policy 4 flow logically into my analysis of policy 1.  

Policy MP 

5.2.3 This policy reflects the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development in the Framework. 

It sets out that the Council will take a positive approach and will always work proactively with 

applicants to jointly find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever 
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possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental 

conditions in the area. Planning applications that accord with policies in the plan will be 

approved without delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise, and when there 

are no policies relevant or relevant policies are out of date the Council will grant permission 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise, in line with the approach in paragraph 11 

d) of the Framework. 

5.2.4 For reasons which will be set out below, I consider that for numerous reasons the policies of 

the CLCS are out-of-date and thus if the adverse impacts of the appeal proposals are not 

considered to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, the proposals will be in 

accordance with Policy MP and should be approved.  

Policy 4- Housing Delivery 

5.2.5 This policy states that the Councils will provide for and manage the delivery of new housing 

by setting and applying “minimum” requirements as follows: 

Preston  507 dwellings per annum 

South Ribble  417 dwellings per annum 

Chorley  417 dwellings per annum 

5.2.6 The policy also states that the Councils will ensure there is enough deliverable land suitable 

for house building capable of providing a continuous forward looking 5 year supply in each 

district from the start of each annual monitoring period and in locations in line with Policy 1 

(inter alia). 

5.2.7 The supporting text for the policy explains the origin of the respective minimum housing 

targets. It is explained that the requirement is set out in the North West RSS (2008), and is 

informed partly by future household projections as well as economic growth assumptions. It 

is further explained that the proposed revocation of the RSS (at the time of the adoption of 

the CLCS) would give LPAs the scope to produce locally derived housing requirement figures 

and that the Councils will therefore monitor and review the housing requirements in the Core 

Strategy for the lifetime of the plan. The text outlines that the RSS requirement is lower than 

the household projections for Central Lancashire, however it is considered that the household 

projections would be skewed by the effects of the then economic recession. A housing 

trajectory is set out which shows, broadly, delivery levels increasing over the plan period to a 

peak in 2020/21, then falling and with an increasing focus on the delivery of greenfield sites. 

A target of 70% delivery on brownfield sites in line with RSS guidance is outlined. 
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5.2.8 In my view, and in accordance with paragraph 213 of the Framework, Policy 4 is inconsistent 

with the Framework for a number of reasons: 

• RSS-derived housing requirements do not represent the Local Housing Need required 

to underpin strategic policies by the 2018 version of the Framework.  

• Use of such outdated requirements does not fulfil the national policy imperative to 

boost significantly the supply of housing; 

• The Central Lancashire authorities have themselves acknowledged that the housing 

requirements outlined in the CLCS, as derived from the RSS, do not represent the full 

local housing need for the area in accordance with paragraph 60 of the Framework, 

informed  by the a local housing need assessment conducted using the standard 

method outlined by government. The “Memorandum of Understanding and 

Statement of Co-Operation Relating to the Provision and Distribution of Housing 

Land” (CD7.23. signed by all three LPAs in April 2020) states “The Councils consider 

that maintaining the use of the housing requirements set out in Policy 4, which is now 

out of date…is not appropriate and has been superseded by the standard housing 

methodology” (para 2.4)3.  

5.2.9 The fact that Policy 4 is out of date is not expected to be a disputed point in this inquiry. It is 

established in the December 2019 Chain House Lane appeal decision relating to a residential 

development in South Ribble (CD10.29), which notes that the evidence base underpinning the 

RSS dates from 2003, and states at paragraph 37 “having regard to paragraphs 33, 73 and 

212-213 of the NPPF, and the PPG paragraph 062, I conclude that the figure within Policy 4 of 

417 dwellings per annum is out-of-date on several counts”, including the ‘significant change’ 

resulting from the introduction of the standard method in the 2018 Framework. Furthermore, 

at paragraph 85 of the decision, “policy 4 is contained within a plan which is more than five 

years old, but this strategic policy is not out-of-date simply because of its age. I conclude that 

it is out-of-date due to the significant change identified above; the publication of the 

Framework in 2018 which introduced…the standard method, and the significant difference in 

the housing requirement generated by that calculation for local housing need”. I am aware 

that this appeal decision is currently subject to a legal challenge by the developer, however I 

consider that the publication of the 2020 MoU places the issue of whether Policy 4 is out-of-

 

3 It should be noted that until April 2020, CBC continued to use the policy 4 housing requirement for the purpose of measuring 

5 year housing land supply, however as confirmed in the May 2020 Housing Land Supply Statement it is clear that this has 

now been superseded by the use of the 2020 MoU, so it is beyond doubt that Policy 4 is out-of-date.  
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date beyond doubt- the policy has been assessed by the LPAs and found to need updating as 

it is out-of-date.  

5.2.10  I shall expand further on the implications of this conclusion for the housing land supply 

calculation at chapter 10, however it is sufficient for the purpose of the policy analysis that 

this policy is significantly out-of-date and, in my view, carries very limited weight.  

Policy 1- Locating Growth 

5.2.11 Policy 1 sets out the spatial strategy for the CLCS area over the plan period. It states that 

growth will be focused on well located brownfield sites, the strategic location of Central 

Preston, the Key Service Centres of Chorley and Leyland and the other main urban areas, in 

South Ribble whilst protecting the character of suburban and rural areas. The policy is clear 

that “some greenfield development will be required on the fringes of the main urban areas”, 

and that “to promote vibrant local communities and support services, an appropriate scale of 

growth and investment will be encouraged in Local Service Centres, providing that it is in 

keeping with their local character and setting”. Euxton is identified as an Urban Local Service 

Centre (ULSC), where “some growth and investment will be encouraged… to help meet 

housing and employment needs”.  

5.2.12 The supporting text to the policy sets out the expectation that the 6 ULSCs will be expected 

to deliver 9% of the total growth of the plan over the plan period, equating to 2100 net 

additional dwellings. The supporting text explains that ULSCs are distinct from rural service 

centres as they are located close to the Key Service Centre towns of Chorley and Leyland, and 

benefit from short transport connections with services in those towns.  

5.2.13 In my view, Policy 1 should be considered out-of-date in accordance with paragraph 213 of 

the Framework. This is because in my view, as will be elaborated in chapter 10, and supported 

by the conclusions of Mr Donagh, the correct housing requirement for the purpose of 

measuring five year housing land supply in Chorley is the application of the standard method 

requirement of 569dpa. Self-evidently, this requirement is significantly higher than the RSS 

requirement outlined in Policy 4. Moreover, the application of standard method requirements 

across Central Lancashire would mean that Preston’s requirement was considerably lower than 

that outlined in the Core Strategy, with South Ribble’s requirement also lower. As such, it is 

clear that the application of standard method would result in a markedly different spatial 

approach to development across the housing market area than that outlined in Policy 1. The 

application of standard method suggests that the distribution of development across the HMA 
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is no longer a sound approach, and it is for this reason that I consider that policy 1 is out-of-

date and should be afforded limited weight.  

5.2.14 I acknowledge that it is the intention of the Councils to continue to progress a similar spatial 

strategy to that outlined in policy 1 in the emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan, as outlined 

in the 2020 MoU. However, as I will explain forthwith, I consider that the emerging Local Plan 

(including the MoU as part of its evidence base) is at an early stage of preparation and can 

only be afforded limited weight. 

5.2.15 I understand that the appellant in the Chain House Lane appeal decision advanced the case 

that if policy 4 was considered to be out-of-date, then policy 1 would also be out-of-date. 

However, the appeal decision did not consider this point in any detail. As described above, it 

is my understanding that this decision is currently subject to legal challenge, and that one of 

the grounds laid out by the claimant is that the Inspector failed to grapple with this assertion 

(see CD7.43). Furthermore, I understand that in relation to this ground of challenge, the 

Secretary of State has consented to judgment (CD7.44). As such, the point is clearly arguable 

in a legal sense and the Inspector in this case must consider it.  

5.2.16 Notwithstanding the above, I consider that the appeal proposals are largely consistent with 

the provisions of Policy 1. The appeal site is located in a greenfield location on the edge of a 

sustainable ULSC, an area where development is supported in principle. While I recognise the 

Councils’ intention to utilise a plan-led approach to delivering its spatial strategy, for reasons 

which will be developed I consider the CLCS to be out-of-date and therefore settlement 

boundaries cannot be applied with full rigour. In such circumstances, the appeal site’s location 

in an area which the CLCS spatial strategy supports as suitable for development is a material 

consideration in favour of the appeal proposals.  

Policy 7- Affordable and Special Needs Housing 

5.2.17 Policy 7 sets out that the Councils will enable sufficient provision of affordable and special 

housing to meet needs by setting a target of 30% in the urban parts of Preston, South Ribble 

and Chorley on sites of 15 dwellings or more. The policy outlines that an SPD will set out the 

detailed affordable housing requirements on sites.  

5.2.18 The supporting text to the policy states that the Central Lancashire SHMA set out an annual 

average shortfall of 1780 affordable houses per year up to 2014 across the HMA, higher than 

the total annual CLCS housing requirement. The accompanying Housing Viability study found 

that market housing developments in the HMA could support a 30% rate of affordable 

housing. 
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5.2.19 I consider that the appeal scheme conforms with the requirements of policy 7 in providing 

30% affordable housing, to be delivered through the S106 agreement. While the weight to be 

afforded to this policy is tempered the age of the evidence base, as explained by Mr Stacey, 

the more up-to-date evidence suggests that affordability continues to be a significant issue 

in Central Lancashire (and in particular Chorley), and therefore I consider that the provision of 

affordable housing in line with policy 7 should be afforded significant weight.   

5.3 Chorley Local Plan 2012-26 

5.3.1 A single policy in the Chorley Local Plan (CLP) is cited in the Reason for Refusal of the appeal 

proposals: 

• Policy BNE3-Areas of Land Safeguarded for Future Development Needs  

5.3.2 I consider the following policies to also be relevant in the determination of the application: 

• Policy V1- Model Policy 

• Policy HS1- Housing Site Allocations; 

• Policy BNE2- Development in the Area of Other Open Countryside 

5.3.3 Policy V1 reflects both policy MP of the CLCS and therefore my conclusions on this policy 

reflect those outlined at paragraph 5.2.3 above. I assess the appeal proposals against each of 

the other policies below.  

Policy BNE3- Areas of Land Safeguarded for Future Development Needs & Policy BNE2- 

Development in the Area of Other Open Countryside 

5.3.4 I consider these policies together as they are linked.  

5.3.5 Policy BNE3 states that “Development other than that permissible countryside whether Green 

Belt or Area of Other Open Countryside will not be permitted on Safeguarded Land as shown 

on the Policies Map”. Site BNE3.9 as identified on the policies map (CD7.51) is entitled Pear 

Tree Lane, Euxton and includes the appeal site.  

5.3.6 The supporting text states that “in order that the Green Belt boundaries should be long lasting, 

land between some major settlements and the Green Belt is safeguarded for future 

development needs beyond the plan period”, referencing (then) paragraph 85 of the 

Framework, now largely replicated in paragraph 139 to be discussed in Appendix 1 of this 

proof. The text states that the policy identifies Areas of Safeguarded Land and outlines the 

restrictions on development in such areas that will be pursued over the period of the plan.  
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5.3.7 In order to establish what is considered to be permissible development under the auspices of 

this policy, I have considered policy BNE2 regarding Development in the “Area of Other Open 

Countryside” (essentially land outside settlement boundaries which is not Green Belt or 

Safeguarded Land). This policy states that in these areas development will be permitted 

providing that the applicant can demonstrate that: 

a) It is needed for the purpose of agriculture or forestry or other uses appropriate to a rural 

area; 

b) It involves the rehabilitation and re-use of existing rural buildings where their form, bulk 

and general design are appropriate to the character of the surrounding countryside.  

5.3.8 While BNE3 makes references to green belt policy, this is clearly more restrictive than 

development in the open countryside so there is no need to consider it.  

5.3.9 The Council’s Reason for Refusal of the appeal scheme states that as the LPA is able to 

demonstrate a five year housing land supply, the proposal conflicts with policy BNE3 and it is 

not considered that the material considerations put forward in favour of the development are 

sufficient to outweigh the presumption against it. Chorley Council’s Statement of Case in 

respect of this appeal outlines that as the Council still consider they are able to demonstrate 

a 5 year housing land supply, and Framework paragraph 139 advocates that planning 

permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted 

following an update to the plan which proposes the development, policy BNE3 is not out-of-

date and significant weight therefore attaches to the conflict with it. They do however confirm 

that if the Council is found not to be able to demonstrate a supply, this policy would be out-

of-date.  

5.3.10 I concede that as the appeal proposals do not meet either of the criteria outlined in a) or b) 

above, they are not in technical conformity with policy BNE3. However, as considered above, 

the spatial strategy outlined in the CLCS, which informed the CLP, is out-of-date as it does not 

reflect the updated housing need evidence. It thus follows that restrictions on development 

outside settlement boundaries should be afforded less weight than would be the case if the 

strategic policies were up to date. 

5.3.11 The Council’s Statement of Case states at paragraph 6.21 that CBC will rely upon the reasoning 

and conclusions of the previous inspector in relation to the safeguarded land (CD10.01), at 

paragraphs 37 to 39 and 70 in particular. However, in my view there are important distinctions 

to be made with the conclusions of the previous inspector: 
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1. Firstly, the previous appeal decision was made in the context of safeguarded land being 

a specific policy in the Framework which restricted development and thus disapplied the 

tilted balance. The 2018 Framework contains no such elevated protection for safeguarded 

land in the way that it does for Green Belt land, or areas subject to flood risk, for example. 

This implies that at the very least safeguarded land policies should not attract elevated 

weight to those relating to ‘normal’ open countryside. 

2. I respectfully disagree with the inspector’s conclusions as to the importance of preserving 

safeguarded land and her apparent elevation of its importance above ‘normal’ greenfield 

land. She correctly identifies that much of Chorley borough is Green Belt land. In 

circumstances where the local plan is out of date, it is for that very reason that safeguarded 

land should be the next ‘logical’ place to locate sustainable development. The land has 

been removed from the Green Belt as it does not fulfil the functions of the Green Belt, and 

does not warrant perpetual protection. It has been designated specifically for the purpose 

of meeting future housing need. Land which is not safeguarded for this purpose has not. 

Therefore, if there is a current housing need which is not being met through the plan, it is 

logically to safeguarded land that one should look to meet that need, in line with a plan-

led approach, as local residents are well aware that it has been designated for that purpose 

and (in this case) has been for a number of years. I therefore respectfully reject the 

assertion that when the local plan was adopted it was envisaged that Safeguarded Land 

would be protected until 2026, per se. The land was not protected for its own sake, but 

designated to meet future development needs, and if there is a demonstrable housing 

need, it cannot be said that the public would not anticipate the land being used for that 

purpose ahead of a local plan review. I accept that designating land as safeguarded does 

not make its future allocation or development inevitable, but its designation as thus is 

clearly a positive weighting with regard to the principle of development in such a location 

if there is a need to fulfil. Rather than release of the site being “contrary to the prudent 

use of land and resources in an area where much of the borough is designated Green 

Belt” (per the Council’s Statement of Case 6.22), it is a sensible release which ensures that 

land which does fulfil the function of Green Belt is not encroached on to meet housing 

needs.  

5.3.12 In summary therefore, I consider that policy BNE3 is out-of-date, attracts limited 

weight, and thus the accepted conflict with it should attract limited weight in the 

planning balance.  

Policy HS1- Housing Site Allocations 
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5.3.13 This policy sets out housing allocations for the borough to meet the CLCS housing 

requirement of 6,834 dwellings. This requirement is amended to 5,755 dwellings over the 

period 2012-26, taking into account completions early in the CLCS plan period. The supporting 

text sets out that the process of identifying sites for allocation has been informed by the spatial 

strategy outlined in Policy 1 of the CLCS. In total, taking into account sites which already had 

planning permission at the plan’s base date, and a windfall provision, sites for a total of 5,327 

are allocated in Policy HS1. The policy allocates sites in Euxton for a total of 226 dwellings, or 

c. 4% of the total, including the allocation of the Sylvester’s Farm site to the north of the appeal 

site for 161 dwellings (which has now been largely built out by Rowland Homes). A trajectory 

for housing delivery over the plan period is also outlined.  

5.3.14 Clearly, I acknowledge that the appeal site is not one which was selected for allocation as part 

of the CLP process. The Council’s Statement of Case places some reliance on the conclusions 

of the local plan inspector that the site was not required at that stage to make the plan sound, 

however this is irrelevant for the purpose of the determination of this appeal which will be 

judged on its own merits. Thus, policy HS1 is neutral on the principle of development of the 

appeal site, but the bringing forward of the Sylvester’s Farm allocation to the north does of 

course make the site more logical in terms of the urban form of the village.  

5.4 Most Important Policies 

5.4.1 The specific policies of the development plan, including those identified by the Council in their 

reason for refusal, are assessed below. In light of the case law referred to above, it is 

considered necessary to ask the following questions when assessing each policy;  

1. Is the policy one of the most important for determining the planning application (or 

appeal)? 

2. Does the proposal conflict with the policy? 

3. Is the policy out-of-date? 

4. What weight should be afforded to the policy and any conflict with it? 

5.4.2 I address this in these points in the table below, before reaching my conclusions as to whether 

the most important policies are out of date. 
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Central Lancashire Core Strategy (July 2012) 

Policy Is the policy 

one of the 

“most 

important for 

determining 

the planning 

application”? 

Is the policy up 

to date? 

Does the scheme 

comply with the 

policy? 

Weight to be 

attached to the 

policy in the 

planning 

balance 

Policy 1 

(Locating Growth)  

 

 

Yes No,  the policy  is 

inextricably linked 

to an outdated 

housing 

requirement 

Yes the site is 

located outside, 

but adjacent to, 

the settlement 

boundary of 

Euxton, an Urban 

Local Service 

Centre . an area 

where 

development is 

supported in 

principle. 

Limited 

Policy 4 (Housing 

Delivery)  

 

Yes No. Policy 4 is 

inconsistent with 

the Framework as 

it is based on an 

outdated RSS 

housing target 

and therefore out 

of date. 

Neutral Very limited 

Policy 7 

(Affordable 

Housing) 

Yes  No -it is based on 

an outdated 

evidence base. 

However this is 

tempered by the 

government 

emphasis on 

provision of 

affordable 

housing 

Yes Substantial 
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Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 (July 2015) 

  

Policy Is the policy 

one of the 

“most 

important for 

determining 

the planning 

application”? 

Is the policy up 

to date? 

Does the scheme 

comply with the 

policy? 

Weight to be 

attached to the 

policy in the 

planning 

balance 

Policy HS.1, 

(Housing Site 

Allocations) 

No No – it allocates 

sites to meet an 

outdated housing 

requirement 

Neutral Very limited 

Policy BNE.2 

(Development in 

the Area of Other 

Open 

Countryside)  

 

Yes 

Yes  

No- it is related 

to outdated 

settlement 

boundaries which 

are based on an 

outdated housing 

requirement 

No- it is related to 

outdated 

settlement 

boundaries which 

are based on an 

outdated housing 

requirement 

No 

No 

Limited 

Limited 

Policy BNE.3, 

(Areas of Land 

Safeguarded for 

Future 

Development 

Needs)  

 

 

5.4.3 On the basis of the above, and taking into account the judgments in Wavendon it is my 

professional opinion that all of the policies which are most important for determining the 

appeal are out-of-date and should be afforded limited or very limited weight. For this reason, 

I consider that the most important policies are, as a whole, out of date.  

5.5 Conclusions on the Development Plan 

5.5.1 In conclusion, while I have accepted that the appeal proposals conflict with policy BNE3 of the 

development plan as a result of the site’s location being outside of the development limit in 

safeguarded land where new development is restricted, I consider that the proposals conform 

with the development plan as a whole. This is because as outlined, of all the relevant policies 

described in the Planning Statement of Common Ground, policy BNE3 is the only policy which 

the appeal scheme does not comply with. While BNE3 is a “most important” policy, it is out-

of-date and carries limited weight.  
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5.5.2 However, as I have outlined in this chapter, it is clear that the strategic policies of the 

development plan are out of date irrespective of the Council’s housing land supply position. I 

consider that the most important policies of the plan are, taken as a whole, out of date and 

carry limited or very limited weight in the determination of the appeal. 
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6 OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

6.1 Introduction  

6.1.1 This chapter sets out other material considerations which I consider should be taken into 

account in the planning balance and ultimately the decision making process.  

6.2 National Planning Policy Framework & Planning Practice Guidance 

6.2.1 Paragraph 2 of the NPPF sets out that the Framework is an important material consideration 

in the determination of planning applications. The Framework is supplemented by the PPG. 

At Appendix 1 of my evidence, I consider in detail the appeal scheme’s conformity with the 

relevant sections of the Framework. I also make reference throughout this proof of evidence 

to those paragraphs of the Framework, and PPG, which are of direct relevance to the appeal.  

6.3 Emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan 2021-36 

6.3.1 The Central Lancashire authorities began work on their new Local Plan in 2019. The plan will 

be a full local plan covering all three authorities, and including both strategic and non-

strategic policies. To date, the plan is at a relatively early stage of progress, with three call for 

sites exercises having been undertaken, and consultation on the Issues & Options version of 

the plan in late 2019/ early 2020.  

6.3.2 The most recent version of the Councils’ Local Development Scheme, as reported to the 

Central Lancashire Joint Advisory Committee on 28th January 2020, outlined that timescales 

for the production of the emerging local plan have slipped. Preferred Options consultation 

will now not be undertaken until mid-2021, with submission to the Planning Inspectorate 

anticipated in early 2023 and adoption in late 2023.  

Issues & Options Document 

6.3.3 The Issues & Options document (CD7.02) sets out the vision, objectives and key issues for the 

three authorities over the plan period of 15 years to 2036. A key objective is to provide a mix 

of housing types and sizes to create healthy, vibrant, safe and sustainable communities that 

deliver the City Deal and meet the changing housing needs of Central Lancashire’s population, 

and support a range and variety of tenures alongside a range of family homes and any 

potential need for the traveller community, with affordable housing delivery being a high 

priority.  
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6.3.4 The document sets out that “it is likely that the number of homes we must deliver for this plan 

period…will be different to our existing policy”. The document states that in line with 

government guidance, the starting point for the housing requirement will be the combined 

standard methodology figure for the three authorities. It is stated that “the three Councils are 

still looking into the number of homes we need in Central Lancashire and how these will be 

spread across Preston, Chorley and South Ribble”, and that further information will be brought 

forward at subsequent stages. It is explained that the three Councils have agreed to work 

together to agree where new homes are needed, taking account of things like investment and 

locations where new jobs can be created.  

6.3.5 Alongside the Issues & Options document, a number of site suggestions for future 

development were consulted upon. In respect of Chorley, the site suggestions have been 

assessed in the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment for housing 

and employment use. The appeal site, along with a further parcel of land to the south (part of 

the current safeguarded land designation) is suggested to be allocated for housing use (see 

CD7.48, site reference 19C264x). Furthermore, elected members from CBC were consulted on 

the proposed site suggestions and their comments were published alongside the Issues & 

Options document (CD7.49). In respect of the proposed allocation of the appeal site, it can be 

seen that a Councillor T Gray commented that he had concerns regarding the site; the officer 

response is that it is recommended the site remains a suggestion for housing.  

6.3.6 I acknowledge that in accordance with paragraph 48 of the Framework, the emerging Local 

Plan can only be afforded limited weight at this stage, as it is at an early stage of preparation 

and there are numerous unresolved objections. Nevertheless, the proposed allocation of the 

site is a material consideration which carries weight in favour of the appeal proposals.  

6.4 Site Submission and Collaborative work with Homes England 

6.4.1 The appeal site has been promoted through the local plan process and has been submitted 

to the Call for Sites for the emerging CLLP. Through this process, Gladman has adopted a 

collaborative approach, working with the adjoining site promoters Homes England in our 

mutual interest to ensure that the entire safeguarded land parcel can be delivered in a 

cohesive and comprehensive manner. At CD7.53 I have included a copy of the Vision 

Document submitted by Gladman for the Issues & Options consultation, which includes a joint 

foreword and joint masterplan prepared in conjunction with Homes England.  
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6.5 Supplementary Planning Documents 

6.5.1 I can confirm that the Appellant has had regard to the following SPDs in the preparation of 

evidence for this inquiry: 

- Central Lancashire Affordable Housing SPD (Oct 2012) 

- Central Lancashire Employment Skills SPD (Sep 2017) 

- Central Lancashire Design Guide SPD (Oct 2012) 

- Central Lancashire Open Space and Playing Pitch SPD (Aug 2013) 

6.6 Chorley CIL 

6.6.1 The Chorley Community Infrastructure Levy was adopted on 16th July 2013 and charging 

commenced on 1st September 2013. The schedule provides that CIL is chargeable on all 

dwelling houses, excluding apartments, and therefore the appeal scheme will be chargeable 

for CIL at the Reserved Matters stage at the rate applicable at that time.  

6.7 Steve Quartermain’s Final Chief Planner Letter 

6.7.1 In March 2020 Steve Quartermain, the Chief planner issued his final letter to planners (CD7.37). 

In this, Mr Quartermain addressed the challenges the Covid-19 outbreak, which was very much 

in its infancy, would likely have on the planning system. Mr Quartermain asked fellow planners 

to take an innovative approach, using all options available to continue to provide a service. 

While he acknowledged that there would be many practical challenges, he encouraged 

planners to continue to be pragmatic and to work proactively with others.  

6.8 Written Ministerial Statement 

6.8.1 On 13th May 2020 MHCLG released a Written Ministerial Statement (CD7.38) responding to 

Covid-19 and setting the Government’s expectations for how the planning system should be 

operating during the Covid-19 outbreak.  Mr Jenrick stated that: 

“The planning system has a vital role to play in enabling the delivery of housing and economic 

growth that will support the UK’s economic recovery. It is important that the system continues 

to operate effectively, ensuring that all those involved, including local authorities, the Planning 

Inspectorate, developers, statutory consultees, local communities and others can engage in the 

process while adhering to the Government’s guidance on social distancing.” 
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6.9 Mr Jenrick also reiterated his support for virtual events and his desire for the Inspectorate and 

Planning authorities to make use of technology to minimised the impacts of delays to 

planning decisions. 

6.10 Gladman Track Record 

6.10.1 The proposed development would make a significant contribution to the delivery of housing.  

The proposals would create up to an additional 180 dwellings, including up to 54 affordable 

dwellings and 18 custom and self build plots. I believe that the vast majority of the dwellings 

would be delivered within the five year period, with all dwellings completed by 2026/27 at the 

latest. This is an important factor given the national housing crisis currently being experienced 

and the general imperative to ‘boost significantly’ the supply of housing, as set out in the 

Framework; the urgent need to address a shortfall in CBC’s five-year housing land supply 

position; and the need to address affordability issues and the shortfall in affordable housing.  

6.10.2 The Gladman track record supports my view that the grant of planning permission for the 

appeal proposal will lead to the construction of the majority of the proposed development 

within the five-year period.  In terms of the ownership position, Gladman is acting as site 

promoter, on behalf of the landowner. The nature of the legally binding, contractual 

agreement between Gladman and the landowner means that once permission is secured, 

Gladman works with the landowner to sell the site on the open market to a housebuilder. It is 

in the interests of both Gladman and the landowner to market the site expeditiously to receive 

a capital receipt. In addition, because the site is purchased by a housebuilder in a competitive 

process, they are equally motivated to secure a reserved matters approval and commence 

construction to begin making a return on their investment as soon as possible. In short, this 

is not a scenario where an outline permission is being sought to meet obligations within a 

lengthy option agreement, for valuation purposes or to ‘land bank’ the site.  All those involved 

in the process are motivated to see an outline permission converted into occupied new homes 

as quickly as possible. 

6.10.3 In terms of track record, Gladman, as a land promotion business, has secured planning 

permissions for housing for more than 15,000 dwellings.  All of these have been outline 

permissions and many have been granted on appeal, where delivery within the five-year 

period has been a key factor in the decision of appeal inspectors and the Secretary of State. 

The Gladman site delivery table (Appendix 2) illustrates this strong track record of delivery 

sites within the five-year period.   
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6.10.4 I note that the land team at Gladman has good market intelligence and sites are generally not 

taken forward and promoted through the planning process unless there is a very good 

prospect of it being attractive to the market. The land team also keeps in regular contact with 

housebuilders that are active in the local market or have aspirations to enter the market.   

6.10.5 In order to provide further assurances that the site can be brought forward quickly and 

contribute to addressing CBC’s five-year housing land supply position, GDL is prepared to 

accept conditions reducing the standard time periods for the submission of reserved matters 

applications and the commencement of development. Specifically, conditions requiring 

applications for approval of reserved matters to be made within 2 years and for development 

to take place within 1 year from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters are 

suggested as being appropriate. Indeed, paragraph 76 of the Framework suggests that local 

planning authorities should consider imposing such conditions where this would expedite 

development. 
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7 THIRD PARTY REPRESENTATIONS 

7.1.1 A number of issues have been raised by third parties both during the course of the application 

process and subsequently since the appeal was lodged. Below, I have listed the broad matters 

raised and how they have been satisfactorily addressed by the main parties in this appeal. 

Highways, Access and Transport 

7.1.2 A Statement of Common Ground has been agreed between the Appellant and Lancashire 

County Council, as Local Highways Authority, which addresses the issues raised and outlines 

the agreement that the appeal scheme can be delivered without significant adverse impact in 

respect of access, highway safety or highway capacity. It is the Appellant’s intention that Mr 

Ben Jackson of Ashley Helme Associates be made available for the first day of the inquiry to 

orally respond to any queries from members of the public.  

Infrastructure, Services and Facilities 

7.1.3 Matters raised in relation to the above are addressed through the main Planning Statement 

of Common Ground. The main parties agree that the appeal site is situated in a sustainable 

location within walking and cycling distance of a range of essential services and facilities, and 

with a good level of public transport provision to access higher level service centres.  

7.1.4 The Planning Statement of Common Ground also outlines the agreed position that any 

identified adverse impact upon local services such as education and healthcare can be 

mitigated through S106 contributions and CIL payments. 

Ecology 

7.1.5 An Ecology Statement of Common Ground has been prepared between the Council and the 

Appellant which explains the agreed position that the appeal scheme can be delivered without 

significant impact upon designated biodiversity sites, habitats or protected species.  

Landscape 

7.1.6 A Landscape Statement of Common Ground has been agreed between the Council and the 

Appellant which sets out the agreed position between the main parties that the appeal scheme 

can be delivered without significant adverse landscape or visual impacts.  

A more detailed response to third party representations raised through the application 

process is provided as an appendix to the Appellant’s Statement of Case. The Appellant 

reserves the right to respond to any additional issues raised at the inquiry.   
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8 BENEFITS AND HARM 

8.1 The Benefits of the Scheme 

8.1.1 The appellant submits that the considerable significant and demonstrable benefits of the 

appeal proposals include: 

• The provision of up to 180 dwellings, the majority of which are capable of being 

delivered within the next five years.  

• The provision of 30% affordable housing (54 dwellings) as agreed with the Council, 

will be delivered without subsidy intervention. This is a significant material planning 

benefit considering the substantial backlog, under-delivery and affordable housing 

need within the district.  

• The provision of 10% custom or self-build units (18 dwellings) on site, in line with a 

clear need for this type of housing in Chorley which is not being met 

• The proposals provide a considerable amount of open space (totalling 2.25ha, or 30% 

of the site), including accessible open space, a children’s play facility, and ecological 

habitat enhancement. The scheme provides an opportunity for net gains in 

biodiversity.  

• In addition, the significant areas of public open space will help to achieve the 

Framework’s aim of encouraging healthy communities and facilitating access for all. 

• Substantial economic benefits as outlined in the Socio-economic Sustainability 

Statement (CD1.7), which include: 

I. An investment in construction of circa £19.9 million; 

II. Approximately 169 FTE construction jobs spread out over a four-year build 

out period and an additional 184 FTE indirect jobs in associated industries; 

III. 180 residential dwellings, which could be home to around 414 new residents, 

228 of whom will be expected to be economically active and in employment; 

and 

IV. Combined annual household expenditure of around £4.9million. 

• The control of surface water run-off from the site, through the implementation of a 

sustainable urban drainage system which will help to control the run off from the site. 
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8.2 Affordable Housing 

8.2.1 Mr Stacey’s Proof of Evidence considers the clear and pressing need for more affordable 

homes in Chorley Borough.  

8.2.2 A useful marker of affordability is the ratio of average house prices to average earnings in a 

particular area. A ratio of 3.5 is considered to be the marker of an affordable housing market 

i.e. the ability to purchase is based on a mortgage 3.5 times’ gross income.  

8.2.3 The average affordability ratio in Chorley Borough now stands at 7 and the local quartile 

affordability ratio, typically considered to be the ‘more affordable’ segment of the housing 

market, is now 6.88. The lower quartile affordability ratio has risen by a 10% increase since the 

start of the plan period where it stood at 5.82. and is at its highest level on record. 

8.2.4 A contributing factor to this has been the under-delivery of affordable housing in the borough. 

The council failed to meet the identified affordable housing needs in the 2009 SHMA every 

year in the five year period between 2009/10 and 2014/15. With just 820 net affordable 

housing completions at an average of 164 a year, compared to an annual need of 723. The 

shortfall was enormous at 2,795 affordable homes. In the following seven years there was an 

additional shortfall of 101 affordable homes. Furthermore, Mr Stacey has identified that the 

council can only demonstrate a supply of 63 affordable homes over the next five years, which 

must be painful news for the 655 households currently on the housing registered.  

8.2.5 There is a need to address this issue by offering a wider range of house types which are more 

affordable, thus encouraging young start-up families to the area. If the cost of housing 

remains high, younger families are unable to enter the housing market, or a higher percentage 

of their income is spent on mortgage or rental payments and household bills leaving little 

disposable income to spend locally. The appeal proposals will provide the opportunity for a 

range of family houses that reflects market demand and will also deliver a range of affordable 

housing for which there is a clear need in the district. The provision of 30% affordable housing 

should therefore be afforded substantial weight in the determination of this appeal. 

8.3 Self-Build Housing 

8.3.1 Mr Moger’s proof of evidence outlines the need for self-build and custom housing in Chorley 

borough. He outlines the national policy imperative for local planning authorities to make 

provision in their local plan for this type of housing, and explains how the Council has failed 

to grasp the nettle thus far in attempting to meet this need.  
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8.3.2 Mr Moger states that the Central Lancashire Housing Study (2020) identifies levels of demand 

for plots which are substantially in excess of that on the Council’s own self-build register. Mr 

Moger has analysed secondary data sources to identify that within a 10 mile radius of the 

appeal site there are 481 registrants who wish to create their own homes and 1,874 people 

who have indicated that they wish to live in that location by either building a home or 

commissioning one.  

8.3.3 Mr Moger also considers the Council’s current five year land supply statement, from which he 

learnt that there are a total of just 49 self-build and custom housebuilding plots that the 

Council anticipated delivery of within the next five years.  

8.3.4 Contrary to national guidance, there is no policy mechanism either in the adopted 

development plan, or to date in the emerging local plan which makes provision for housing 

to meet the need of this specific group. As such, I agree with Mr Moger than the provision of 

18 self and custom build plots on the appeal site will make a significant contribution to 

meeting the outlined need and that therefore no less than substantial weight should be 

afforded to it.  

8.4 Harm 

8.4.1 I accept that there is harm in relation to the following issues. Where I do not agree with the 

level of harm alleged by the parties, I have explained why.  

• The harm associated with the loss of a green field 

• Heritage – a very minor level of less than substantial harm to the significance of the 

grade II listed Houghton House Farmhouse, as a result of change to setting.  

• Policy conflict – I accept that there is a conflict with policy DBE3 of the adopted 

development plan however for the reasons outlined in this proof of evidence I 

consider that such conflict should very limited weight in the planning balance.  

8.4.2 In addition to the above, I also consider that during the construction stages of the 

development there may be some effects which are short-term, temporary in nature, and local 

to the site and immediate area. In any event best practice measures will be put in place to 

mitigate any adverse temporary impacts in terms of noise, the operation of construction 

traffic, plant and machinery or the management of any other related disturbance or nuisance. 

This is likely to include controls on working hours and dust suppression measures. 
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8.4.3 The appellant will submit a s106 agreement that will cover all mitigation measures required 

which cannot adequately be secured by way of planning condition.     

8.5 Sustainable Location 

8.5.1 As discussed in chapter 2 of this proof, it is considered that the appeal site’s location on the 

edge of a sustainable settlement located on the edge of Euxton, with good access to services 

and facilities, weighs in favour of the proposal. The locational sustainability of the site is 

expected to be agreed in common ground with the Council. There is no evidence that allowing 

the appeal would result in any detrimental impacts upon services and facilities, subject to 

mitigation measures which will be secured by condition and/or obligation.  

8.6 Sustainable Development 

8.6.1 The proposals are sustainable when assessed against the social, economic and environmental 

dimensions of sustainability. 

An Economic Role 

8.6.2 The demonstrable beneficial economic impacts of the appeal proposal are included within the 

Socio-economic Sustainability Statement. Delivery of new homes now in locations such as 

Euxton is one component which will enable the Council to promote and sustain a strong, 

responsive and competitive economy, particularly in the context of the need for economic 

recovery in the coming years following the Coronavirus Pandemic.  

A Social Role 

8.6.3 The appeal proposals will deliver new homes of the right type, in the right place and at the 

right time to meet market and affordable housing need and will assist CBC towards improving 

its current significant housing land supply deficit. Without a sufficient supply of new homes, 

CBC cannot meet the housing needs of present or future generations. The site is located close 

to key services and facilities in a sustainable location on the edge of a sustainable village in 

Chorley.  

An Environmental Role 

8.6.4 The proposals do not give rise to any material harm in terms of ecology and biodiversity, air 

quality, contaminated land or flood risk and drainage. Whilst some minimal harm is identified 

in respect of landscape and visual impacts, this is considered to be an inevitable consequence 

of releasing greenfield land on the edge of settlements in Chorley in order to meet future 
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needs. Heritage harm is limited. The Council accept that the landscape impacts of the appeal 

scheme do not warrant refusal and do not allege (and never have alleged) that the appeal site 

forms part of a valued landscape as understood by paragraph 170 of the Framework. As a site 

which is earmarked for release for future development needs, it clearly sits at the lowest end 

of the scale of protection to be afforded to landscape areas. 
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9 PLANNING BALANCE 

9.1 Introduction 

9.1.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) indicates that development 

proposals should be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. I have set out in chapter 5 of my evidence that I consider 

that despite the acknowledged conflict with policy BNE3 of the CLP, I consider that the appeal 

scheme is in accordance with the development plan as a whole. It is therefore my view that 

section 38(6) indicates that planning permission should be granted in this case, unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. 

9.1.2 I now go on to consider the material considerations in this case. I consider these both in the 

context that a) I am correct that the proposals accord with the development plan; b) it is 

considered that, contrary to my evidence, the proposals do not accord with the development 

plan taken as a whole.  

9.2 Material Considerations if the Proposals are in conformity with the 

Development Plan 

9.2.1 I have set out the myriad benefits associated with the appeal proposals at chapter 8 of my 

evidence, and the weight afforded to them. At section 8.4, I consider that the only harm 

associated with the scheme is conflict with a single policy in the out-of-date development 

plan, less than substantial harm to Houghton House Farmhouse at the lowest end of the 

spectrum, and the inevitable harm associated with the loss of a greenfield site, and the weight 

to be afforded to the harm. In my professional opinion, the benefits of the appeal scheme far 

outweigh any adverse impacts. As such, it is abundantly clear that if the proposals are in 

conformity with the development plan, there are no material considerations which would 

indicate a decision other than to grant planning permission in this case. 

9.3 Material Considerations if the Appeal Proposals are in Conflict with the 

Development Plan 

9.3.1 If I am incorrect that the appeal proposals conform with the development plan, then I consider 

that the myriad benefits set out at section 8 of my evidence alone are strong material 

considerations, to which very substantial weight attaches, which indicate that planning 

permission should be granted in this case. 
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9.3.2 However, I also consider that the tilted balance set out at paragraph 11 d) of the Framework, 

which is an important material consideration, is triggered in this case. 

9.3.3 Paragraph 11 d) sets out that, inter alia: 

where…the policies which are most important for determining the application are 

out of date, [application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development 

means] granting permission unless: 

(i) The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets 

of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the 

development proposed; or 

(ii) Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 

Framework taken as a whole 

9.3.4 I have outlined at chapter 5 of my evidence my conclusion that the policies which are most 

important for determining this application are out-of-date, and the reasons for this, with 

reference to recent case law.  

9.3.5 The next step, therefore, is to consider whether there are any policies in the Framework which 

protect areas or assets of particular importance that provide a clear reason for refusing the 

development. 

9.3.6 Footnote 6 of the Framework provides a closed list of the policies of the Framework which 

protect assets of particular importance. As I have found that there would be less than 

substantial harm to the significance of the grade II listed Houghton House Farmhouse, I 

consider that policies relating to heritage assets are engaged in respect of this appeal. I assess 

the appeal proposals against the relevant policy below. 

9.4 NPPF 196: Heritage Assets 

9.4.1 Paragraph 196 of the Framework states: 

Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 

significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against 

the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its 

optimum viable use.  
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9.4.2 As such, I am required to undertake a simple, ‘un-tilted’ planning balance of the public benefits 

of the proposal against the harm to heritage assets, being mindful of the duty at S.66 of the 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (which is repeated in policy at 

paragraph 193 of the Framework) to afford great weight to the preservation of the asset.  

9.4.3 On the basis of the Heritage Statement submitted with the planning application (CD1.17) , 

and the agreed Heritage Statement of Common Ground, I consider that there is potential for 

a very minor degree of harm to the significance of Houghton House Farmhouse through 

changes to setting, which is clearly less than substantial and at the lower end of the spectrum.  

It is important to note that there are no references to harm to the significance of the listed 

building in the Officer’s consideration of the planning application,  and harm to the 

significance of heritage assets does not form part of the Council’s reason for refusal.  

9.4.4 Applying the statutory duty to afford considerable weight to the preservation of listed 

buildings and their setting, I consider that the harm to designated heritage assets is plainly far 

outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. This is agreed by the Council in the 

Heritage Statement of Common Ground. As such, paragraph 196 does not provide a clear 

reason for refusing the appeal proposals.  

9.4.5 In light of the above conclusions, it is clear that there are no policies in the Framework which 

indicate that the development should be restricted, and therefore the tilted balance at 

paragraph 11(d) (ii) comes into play.  

9.5 The Tilted Balance 

9.5.1 Having found that there are no specific policies in the Framework which provide a clear reason 

for refusing the appeal scheme, I now undertake the tilted balance at paragraph 11(d)(ii) of 

the Framework. 

9.5.2 In respect of public benefits, I afford very significant weight to the provision of up to 54 

affordable dwellings, up to 18 self or custom build units, and up to 108 market dwellings, 

given the Framework’s emphasis on boosting significantly the supply of housing, the outdated 

local plan, and recent national policy announcements.  I also afford significant weight to the 

provision of new accessible open space, the potential for biodiversity benefits on site, and the 

considerable economic benefits of the proposals, all of which meet key Framework objectives. 

I afford moderate weight to benefits relating to the provision of a sustainable drainage system, 

in line with the Framework’s objectives in relation to flood risk. I also afford some limited 
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weight to the appeal site’s potential allocation for residential development in the emerging 

local plan.  

9.5.3 Against this, in terms of adverse impacts, I acknowledge that there will be some limited harm 

as the proposals involve built development on a greenfield site, however as established the 

site is safeguarded for future development and is not considered to fall within a designated 

or valued landscape, and as such it should receive the lowest level of protection in accordance 

with paragraph 170 of the Framework. I therefore afford limited weight to this harm. 

9.5.4 Added to this, I afford considerable weight (as required by statute and the Framework) to the 

very limited harm to the significance of nearby heritage assets as described above.  

9.5.5 I have identified that the appeal proposals conflict with out-of-date policy BNE3 of the 

development plan, however I only afford very limited weight to this conflict for the reasons 

outlined above. It is also notable that the appeal scheme complies with all other relevant 

policies in the development plan, which can be weighed in the tilted balance as determined 

in the recent Gladman v SSCLG case (CD11.01).  

9.5.6 I have also concluded that there would be a small amount of short-term adverse impact in the 

construction phase, albeit this can be mitigated to some extent by condition. 

9.5.7 In my view, the identified harm does not come close to significantly and demonstrably 

outweighing the benefits of the provision of up to 180 homes, including 30% affordable 

housing and 10% custom or self-build housing, in a borough with an out of date local plan, 

and in a sustainable settlement. The reasons for refusal in respect of the appeal can therefore 

not be substantiated and the balance clearly tips in favour of the grant of planning permission. 

9.6 Summary 

9.6.1 To conclude, it is my view that planning permission should be granted for the following 

reasons: 

a) In accordance with section 38(6) of the Act, the appeal proposals comply with the 

development plan as a whole, and there are no material consideration which indicate that 

the development should not be permitted in accordance with the plan. 

b) Even if the appeal proposals are found not to comply with the development plan as a 

whole, there are significant material considerations in this case which indicate that the 

application of section 38(6) would favour the grant of planning permission. 
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c) A further material consideration is the application of the tilted balance, in which the 

adverse impacts of the proposal do not come close to significantly and outweighing the 

benefits of the proposal.  
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10 LOCAL HOUSING NEED AND FIVE-YEAR HOUSING LAND 

SUPPLY 

10.1 Introduction 

10.1.1 In this chapter I shall provide a summary of the appellant’s positions in relation to the local 

housing need and, against this, the current five year housing land supply position. 

10.2 Local Housing Need 

10.2.1 Paragraph 73 of the Framework states, inter alia: 

Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of 

specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of 

housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies, 

or against their local housing need where the strategic policies are more than five 

years old4. The supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a 

buffer (moved forward from later in the plan period) of:  

a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land 

b) 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five year 

supply of deliverable sites through an annual position statement or recently 

adopted plan, to account for any fluctuations in the market during that year; 

or 

c) 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the 

previous three years, to improve the prospect of achieving the planned 

supply5.  

10.2.2 Chorley’s strategic policies are more than five years old and have been reviewed and found to 

need updating (through the emerging local plan and 2020 MoU). As such, the Framework is 

clear that local housing need should be calculated using the standard methodology set out in 

national planning guidance. Recent changes to the PPG also make it clear that the 2014-based 

 

4 Unless these strategic policies have been reviewed and found not to require updating. Where local housing need is used as the 

basis for assessing whether a five year supply of specific deliverable sites exists, it should be calculated using the standard 

method set out in national planning guidance. 

5 From November 2018, this will be measured against the Housing Delivery Test, where this indicates that delivery was below 85% 

of the housing requirement. 
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household projections should be utilised in calculating the requirement through the standard 

methodology. The resulting 5-year requirement is 569dpa. 

10.2.3 The 2019 Housing Delivery Test results were published in February 2020 and confirm that 

delivery in Chorley over the previous 3 years was not below 85%, thus the authority’s buffer 

for the coming year should be 5%. It is noted that the housing need figure applied by the 

government for the purpose of the HDT in year 3 was the Chorley standard methodology 

housing requirement.  

10.2.4 CBC rely on the 2020 MoU (CD7.23) as the basis of their housing need figure for the purpose 

of five year housing land supply assessment. This figure effectively pools the three separate 

standard method derived minimum local housing need figures then re-distributes the pooled 

need across the three LPAs based on a methodology set out in the 2020 Housing Needs Study 

(CD7.05), produced by the Central Lancashire authorities to inform the emerging local plan 

process. 

10.2.5 There is no support in national policy for such an approach to assessing local housing 

need to be established, for the purpose of the five year housing land supply calculation, 

outside of the local plan making process. Framework paragraph 73 is quite unequivocal on 

the point; if the Council’s strategic policies are over 5 years old, the land supply calculation 

must be assessed using the Local Housing Need figure for that authority as established by the 

standard method. The only exception is where the Council has reviewed its existing housing 

requirement and found it does not need updating; this is clearly not the case in Chorley, as 

the 2020 MoU is unambiguous that the Core Strategy requirement is out-of-date.  

10.2.6 Further support to my position on this point is provided in the Planning Practice Guidance. 

The Guidance is clear that the application of the standard method to produce the LHN figure 

is not compulsory in the plan-making process; if it is felt that circumstances warrant an 

alternative approach this is allowed but will need to be scrutinised at examination (CD7.56, 

para. 003).  The Guidance also explains that the standard method should be seen as a 

minimum and may be higher if, for example, growth deals are in place (para. 010)- this may 

be the case in Preston and South Ribble, for example, as they are covered by a City Deal that 

requires 17,000 homes to be delivered from 2014-24. Paragraph 013 of the Guidance allows 

for local housing needs assessments to take place across a joint Housing Market Area, and 

that in such cases it will be for the relevant strategic policy-making authority to distribute the 

requirement across the plan area. This is of course what the Central Lancashire authorities are 

seeking to do, but it is important to note that such an approach can only be confirmed as 
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sound through the local plan examination process. Furthermore, as outlined in paragraph 015 

of the Guidance, where an alternative approach to the application of standard method results 

in a lower LHN figure than the standard method produces, the strategic policy making 

authority will need to demonstrate, using robust evidence, that the figure is based on robust 

assumptions of demographic growth and that there are “exceptional local circumstances that 

justify deviating from the standard method”. It is made plain that “this will be tested at 

examination”.  

10.2.7 All of the above excerpts of the Guidance are referred to by the Councils in the MoU to justify 

the use of the requirements therein for the purpose of decision-making. However, this is plan-

making guidance, there is no such guidance regarding exceptional circumstances for the 

purpose of decision making. Paragraph 005 of the guidance relating to five year housing 

land supply assessments (CD7.55) states quite clearly that in the circumstances outlined at 

8.2.5 above, authorities should measure their five year housing land supply “against the area’s 

local housing need calculated using the standard method”; with no exceptions. 

10.2.8 Indeed, as noted above, the most recent Housing Delivery Test calculation for Chorley was 

made against the LHN figure for the borough. If delivery is measured against this figure, then 

supply should also be calculated against it.  

10.2.9 In summary, it is perfectly legitimate for the Council to pursue the approach outlined in the 

2020 MoU through the emerging local plan process, where it can be examined for soundness 

in due course. However, the five year housing land supply should be calculated against the 

LHN figure for Chorley until a joint apportionment approach is found sound at a local plan 

examination. It is not for individual section 78 inquiries to examine the soundness of this 

document, nor should it be. 

10.2.10 Nevertheless, as the Council seeks to utilise the 2020 MoU as the basis for its five year housing 

land supply assessment in this appeal, that MoU is a material consideration. I rely on Mr 

Donagh’s evidence which explains that the proposed redistribution ensures that minimum 

need will not be met in Chorley (indeed, only half the required number of homes will be 

provided). The 2020 Housing Needs Study, upon which the MoU is based, does not support 

the claim that meeting Chorley’s need in Chorley will result in delivery failure in Preston, or 

indeed undermine the Preston and South Ribble City Deal. Mr Donagh’s analysis suggests that 

there is a weak relationship between Preston and Chorley, relatively strong external influences, 

and that all three authorities are capable of simultaneous delivery at pace. Mr Donagh explains 

that the rationale for the criteria used to redistribute need and the objectives of said criteria 
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are not explained, they have no bearing on actual need and suggest that constraints are being 

used to establish a housing requirement. This is a plan-making process and should not 

impinge upon decision-taking in the absence of an up-to-date, sound plan.  Therefore, in my 

view, irrespective on my primary position that the decision-taker should not deviate from the 

standard method for Chorley in this case, the 2020 MoU is not a robust document and should 

only be afforded very limited weight at this stage, if any.  

10.2.11 In their Statement of Case, the Council contend that by applying the standard method figure 

in Chorley it will somehow distort the housing market area and direct housing towards Chorley 

at the expense of Preston and South Ribble. However, the fact remains that the standard 

method indicates a need to be met in Chorley. If the Council wish to argue for that need to 

be met elsewhere, they are entitled to do so through the plan making process. Similarly, the 

Council imply that proceeding on the basis of standard method in Chorley will frustrate the 

aims of the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City Deal to deliver accelerated housing 

growth in Preston and South Ribble. It is true that the standard method figures for Preston 

and South Ribble will not allow them to achieve the City Deal targets, but neither will the MoU 

requirement figures. It must be remembered that the standard method requirement is a 

minimum, and a five year housing land supply is a minimum, so if Preston and South Ribble 

wished to boost housing supply in line with the City Deal they would be perfectly entitled to 

permit further housing development in excess of their five year requirement on the basis that 

the City Deal is a significant material consideration in those boroughs.  

10.2.12 I therefore proceed to consider my five year housing land supply assessment upon the basis 

of the Chorley LHN requirement.  

10.3 Five Year Housing Land Supply 

10.3.1 As outlined above, paragraph 73 sets out that local planning authorities should identify and 

update annually a supply of “specific deliverable” sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five 

years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement.  

10.3.2 The Council’s most recent published position in relation to five-year housing land supply was 

released in May 2020 (CD7.21). It identifies that, based on the re-distributed MoU housing 

requirement of 278dpa, and applying a 5% buffer as required in light of their Housing Delivery 

Test 2019 results, the Council claims a five year housing land supply of 5.7 years, which 

represents a surplus of 203 dwellings. 
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10.3.3 Assessing the Council’s claimed supply against the standard method figure, which in my view 

is the correct approach, this results in a five year housing land supply of 2.8 years, or a deficit 

of 1,327 dwellings against the five year requirement.  

10.3.4  The Statement of Common Ground on Housing Requirement and Supply sets out the 

respective positions of the Council and the Appellant in respect of housing land supply. As 

explained above, I consider that the housing requirement for the purpose of the five year 

housing land supply calculation should be based on the standard method figure for Chorley 

of 569dpa. I agree with the Council that a 5% buffer should be added to the five year 

requirement to ensure choice and competition in the market for land, in accordance with 

paragraph 73 of the Framework. I have analysed the sites within the Council’s five year supply 

and consider that the following deduction should be made: 

Cowling Farm, Chorley (HS1.5) 

10.3.5 This site sits within the category “allocated sites without planning permission”. The Council 

claims that 158 dwellings will be delivered on the site within the five year period. 

10.3.6 I have assessed the site against the definition of a deliverable site set out within the glossary 

of the Framework, which states that “to be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be 

available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a 

realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years” [my 

emphasis]. In particular, in respect of sites which are allocated in development plans but do 

not have detailed planning permission, the definition states that sites “should only be 

considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin 

on site within five years”.  

10.3.7 The Council’s five year land supply statement states that: 

“A land exchange has taken place between the Council and Homes England, with 

Homes England now owning the residential part of the allocation. A masterplan has 

also been prepared for the site. Homes England have confirmed that the site will be 

delivered in the five year period with development scheduled to commence by the end 

of 2021/early 2022” 

10.3.8 I do not consider that the above justification provides “clear evidence” that housing 

completions will begin on site within five years. To be clear, a masterplan was prepared by 

Chorley Council and Homes England in 2018, and was opened up to public consultation. Since 

this date, it appears that little progress has been made on progressing the site through the 
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planning process. There is no planning application for the site lodged with the LPA. The 

Council’s justification relies on a statement from Homes England confirming their intention 

that development will be scheduled to commence by early 2022. In my view, this does not 

come close to clearing the bar of “clear evidence” which would be required for the site to be 

included in the five year land supply assessment at this time.  

10.3.9 As such, I consider that the whole site, or 158 dwellings should be deducted from the housing 

land supply. I therefore consider that the Council’s deliverable supply is a total of 1,505 

dwellings over the five year period  

10.3.10 In light of the above, I have reassessed the Council’s five year land supply, and I consider that 

the actual position is 2.5 years, or a shortfall of 1,485 dwellings over the five year period.  

10.3.11 This of course represents 1,485 households in Chorley whose needs are not being met. These 

are real households, in real need, right now. As such, significant weight should be afforded to 

any proposals which can deliver housing within the five-year period. 

10.4 The Consequence of the Five Year Housing Land Supply Position 

10.4.1 As I have made clear in my evidence, the Appellant’s case in this appeal is not dependent on 

a five year housing land supply deficit. Indeed, a five year housing land supply should always 

be considered as a minimum, and therefore the ability to demonstrate a five year housing 

land supply should not be a bar to further sustainable development coming forward in line 

with the government’s ambition to boost significantly the supply of housing. There are 

countless examples of appeal decisions from both Planning Inspectors and the Secretary of 

State where planning permission has been granted in spite of there being a five year housing 

land supply. I list a few below: 

• Land off Station Road, Long Melford  (CD10.24) 

• Land at Sibford Road, Hook Norton (CD10.25) 

• Land at Fountain Lane, Davenham (CD10.26) 

• Land north of Upper Chapel, Launceston (CD10.27) 

10.4.2 Nevertheless, I do consider that the lack of a five year housing land supply in this case makes 

the appellant’s case even more compelling. It of course provides a further route to the “tilted 

balance”, as footnote 7 of the Framework clarifies that the policies which are most important 

for determining the application, within the auspices of paragraph 11d) of the Framework, are 

automatically deemed out-of-date in circumstances where the LPA cannot demonstrate a five 
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year housing land supply, which of course triggers the tilted balance. It also affects the weight 

to be afforded to the provision of new housing, and the weight to be afforded to policies 

which restrict the delivery of that new housing.  

10.4.3 In particular, the weight afforded to policy BNE3, relating to safeguarded land, should be 

reduced further as a result of the lack of a five year housing land supply. As I have alluded to 

already in my evidence, when there is a demonstrable need for housing which is not being 

met, either through the local plan process or indeed through the granting of planning 

permissions, then it is to sites which have been safeguarded to meet future development 

needs that we should turn. This further reinforces my view that any conflict with policy BNE3 

can only be afforded limited weight in this appeal. 

10.4.4 On this point, I am supported by numerous appeal decisions, all of which have found that in 

circumstances where a Council (Leeds City Council in all of these cases) had an out-of-date 

plan and a lack of five year housing land supply, limited weight should be afforded to the 

restriction of development of safeguarded land and that the relevant policy is out of date: 

• Ridge Meadows, Linton, Leeds (CD10.30) 

This decision was made in the context of the updated NPPF.  The Inspector sets out 

their reasoning on whether the policy within the development plan which concerns 

Safeguarded Land (Policy N34) can be considered up to date at paragraph 44 of the 

decision letter which states: 

“The revised Framework6 is clear that where the Council cannot demonstrate a five year 

supply of deliverable housing sites, as in this instance, policies which are ‘most important 

for determining the application’ are rendered out-of-date. Since Policy N34 was relied 

on in the Council’s putative reasons for refusal, it self-evidently falls within that 

category, and must be considered out-of-date.” 

At paragraph 46 the Inspector continues and states: 

“Development of the appeal site would conflict with Policy N34 to the extent that it 

effectively safeguards land for potential future development rather than at present. 

That said, the policy anticipates the possibility of development at some future point. 

There is a current need for housing land, and the release of the site for that purpose 

would be consistent with the policy’s original objective of meeting development 

 

6 Framework, Paragraph 11(d)   
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needs beyond 2016. In any event, it must now be considered out-of-date in terms of 

the updated Framework, given the absence of a five year supply of housing. 

Furthermore, the effect of its application is to constrain the delivery of housing 

contrary to the Framework’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes7. 

In my judgement, this diminishes the weight that can be attached to any conflict with 

this policy.” 

• East of Scholes, Leeds (CD10.31) 

Paragraph 15 of this appeal decision found that the lack of housing land supply 

rendered Policy N34 out of date according to the Framework.  While at Paragraph 17 

the Inspector found that as the Council were failed to meet their housing needs, now 

was the time to make use of such (safeguarded) land and stated: 

 “After all, the PAS land has been identified as suitable for development in principle 

and specifically removed from the Green Belt accordingly. To restrict much needed 

development due to a conflict with Policy N34 would serve no useful or logical 

purpose, it would simply frustrate development. For this reason, I attach very limited 

weight to the conflict with Policy N34 in this case.” 

The Inspector continues at Paragraph 18 and says: 

“The Council suggests that the appeal should fail having regard to paragraph 139(d) of 

the Framework alone. However, this is not a restrictive policy of the Framework 

contained in the closed list footnoted to paragraph 11 and which seeks to protect areas 

or assets of importance. Furthermore, paragraph 139 is clearly framed with reference to 

plan-making as opposed to decision-taking. It is nonetheless a material consideration 

to which I have had regard in reaching the above conclusion. For the reasons I have set 

out, it would not be appropriate to withhold planning permission in this case pending 

an update to a plan.” 

• South of Selby Road, Garforth, Leeds (CD10.32) 

This Appeal was heard by the same Inspector as the Appeal at Land East of Scholes 

above, unsurprisingly the Inspector came to the same conclusions at Paragraph 13 of 

their Appeal Decision that the due a shortfall of housing land Policy N34 was out of 

 

7 Framework, Paragraph 59   
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date according to the Framework as it does not support the Framework’s objective to 

significantly boost the supply of housing. 

10.5 Hallam Land Judgment 

10.5.1 Davis LJ, Lindblom LJ and Heckingbottom LJ in Hallam Land vs SSCLG8 (CD11.03) made clear 

that the extent of the five year housing land supply shortfall is a material consideration in 

determining the weight to be afforded to the benefits of providing new housing on a particular 

proposal: 

The policies in paragraphs 14 and 49 [as were] of the NPPF do not specify the 

weight to be given to the benefit, in a particular proposal, of reducing or 

overcoming a shortfall against the requirement for a five-year supply of housing 

land. This is a matter for the decision-maker’s planning judgment, and the court 

will not interfere with that planning judgment except on public law grounds. But 

the weight to be given to the benefits of new housing development in an area 

where a shortfall in housing land supply has arisen is likely to depend on factors 

such as the broad magnitude of the shortfall, how long it is likely to persist, what 

the local planning authority is doing to reduce it, and how much of it the 

development will meet. [para. 51] 

10.5.2 As such, while the tilted balance applies in any event in this case, the weight to be afforded to 

the benefit of market and affordable housing, and the corresponding weight to harm resulting 

from conflict with policies which restrict the supply of new housing, will depend on the extent 

of the shortfall. I have explained above that I consider there is currently a shortfall of 1,485 

dwellings against the five year requirement. This is a very significant shortfall to which very 

considerable weight must be attached. As such, it follows that the weight to be afforded to 

the benefit of new housing must be considerably increased, and the weight to conflict with 

those policies which restrict the supply of housing must be decreased accordingly.   

10.6 Summary 

10.6.1 The positions of the respective parties on five year housing land supply is summarised in the 

below table: 

 

 

8 [2018] EWCA Civ 1808 
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 Council 

 

Appellant 

 

Annual requirement 278 569 

Total five year requirement 1,390 2,845 

Annual requirement with 5% buffer 292 598 

Total five year requirement with 5% 

buffer 

1,460 2,990 

Total five year housing supply  1,663 1,505 

Available supply in years 5.7 2.5 

 

10.6.2 It is my view that the Council’s land supply is just 2.5 years, or a shortfall of 1,485 dwellings 

against the correct five year housing land requirement.  

10.6.3 I therefore consider that the lack of a demonstrable five year housing land supply, and the 

very considerable shortfall against the five year requirement, is a further trigger to the tilted 

balance and further backs up my assertion that very significant weight should be afforded to 

the benefits of the delivery of 180 new homes in Euxton at this time, with only limited weight 

afforded to those policies such as BNE3 which restrict sustainable development from coming 

forward when such a need exists.  
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11 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

11.1 Introduction 

11.1.1 I set out a summary of the key material considerations pertaining to the case in favour of the 

appeal proposals and draw my conclusions in respect of each.  

11.1.2 This section aims to identify the relevant material considerations and demonstrate that in the 

planning balance the benefits of the proposal demonstrably outweigh the harm identified. 

11.1.3 Sustainable development is about positive growth; making economic, environmental and 

social progress for this and future generations. The appeal proposals strongly accord with the 

three dimensions of sustainable development; economic, social and environmental. 

11.2 The Development Plan 

11.2.1 The development plan does not identify, nor does it plan to meet, the district’s local housing 

need. It is therefore significantly at odds with the requirement of the NPPF to significantly 

boost the supply of housing, and is out-of-date for this reason. Policies within the 

development plan which seek to restrict development outside of settlement boundaries which 

themselves are inextricably linked to the out-dated housing requirements, do not reflect the 

NPPF objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, nor the emphasis on meeting 

local housing need, and as such can only be afforded limited weight.  

11.2.2 In the Chorley Local Plan (2015), the appeal site is designated as Land Safeguarded for Future 

Development, under policy BNE3 of that plan.  

11.2.3 Having tested the proposals against the material policies contained within the Chorley 

development plan, and being mindful of the recent judgment in Cornwall Council case, I 

consider that while there is some conflict with policy BNE3 of the Chorley Local Plan, which 

seeks to restrict development on Safeguarded Land to certain forms of development, when 

the development plan is taken as a whole, the appeal scheme is in accordance with it.   

11.2.4 Nevertheless, even if I am wrong that the appeal scheme complies with the development plan 

taken as a whole, I consider that there are considerable material considerations in this case 

which warrant the grant of planning permission.  
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11.3 Other Material Considerations 

National Planning Policy Framework  

11.3.1 I have demonstrated that the appeal proposals achieve demonstrable accordance with the 

overall holistic objectives and relevant policies of the NPPF, in particular, the ‘presumption in 

favour of sustainable development’ which is clearly invoked in respect of the appeal proposals.  

11.3.2 The appellant’s evidence is clear that paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF is engaged and 

consequently, the ‘tilted balance’ is engaged. There are no specific policies in the Framework 

which indicate that development should be restricted and the presumption dis-engaged. It is 

therefore my professional opinion that in accordance with the Framework, planning 

permission should be granted provided that any adverse impacts of doing so would not 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 

the Framework taken as a whole. 

Emerging Local Plan 

11.3.3 The emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan is at a relatively early stage of preparation, having 

undergone Issues & Options consultation in early 2020. In accordance with paragraph 48 of 

the Framework, I accept that given its stage of preparation, and the unresolved objections to 

it, the emerging plan can only be afforded limited weight in this appeal. However, it should 

be noted that as part of the Issues & Options consultation, Chorley Borough Council identified 

a number of potential sites for allocation in the new plan. The appeal site was included as a 

potential housing allocation. I accept that this potential allocation cannot be afforded more 

than limited weight at this stage, but it does weigh positively in favour of the appeal proposals.  

Affordable Housing Need 

11.3.4 The proposals meet an identified affordable housing need and will contribute up to 54 

affordable dwellings (30% of the total dwellings proposed) which will enable people in 

significant housing need to access housing in the borough. The proposals will assist in helping 

to maintain and enhance the vitality of the community and will also ensure that they 

contribute towards the NPPF’s objective of creating mixed and balanced communities.   

11.3.5 The provision of a policy compliant level of affordable housing is a very important material 

consideration that weighs heavily in favour of the appeal proposals.  
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Self and Custom Build Housing 

11.3.6 10% of the dwellings on the appeal site will be provided as self-build or custom build housing 

plots. It has been established that there is a significant need for this form of housing in Chorley 

which is not being met either through the plan-making or decision-taking process. As such, 

the provision of 18 such plots is a further material consideration which weighs heavily in favour 

of the appeal proposals.  

Economic Impact and Benefits 

11.3.7 The proposal will result in economic benefits, through construction spend, job creation and 

an increase in Council Tax revenue. The proposal will attract a young, economically active 

population to Euxton, creating a considerable level of new expenditure to support retailers 

and other services in the area. The new residents would generate household retail and other 

expenditure within the local economy and the wider housing market area. 

11.3.8 Having examined the beneficial economic impacts that would arise from the appeal proposals, 

these should be considered to be important material planning benefits that weigh heavily in 

favour of the proposals. 

Sustainable Location, Sustainable Site  

11.3.9 The appeal proposals constitute sustainable development and will contribute to enhancing 

the vitality of Euxton and the surrounding area. The proposals will deliver new homes of the 

right type, at the right place and at the right time to support the borough’s growth aspirations 

in line with their adopted and emerging spatial strategy. The development accords with these 

principles in the Framework. 

11.3.10 Where necessary, obligations will be secured via a Section 106 agreement, to mitigate against 

the impacts of the appeal proposals.  

11.3.11 A mix of housing (up to 180 new dwellings) offering 2-5 bedroom properties, comprising a 

range of house types including linked townhouses and detached properties is proposed. This 

will add to the choice of high quality homes available in the borough and Euxton itself. The 

proposal also sets a framework to enable the delivery of a high quality residential 

development. 

11.3.12 Existing and new residents will benefit from the additional social infrastructure provision on-

site, on land which is currently not accessible to the public. A considerable amount of public 

open space is proposed on-site including accessible green space, a children’s play facility, 
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recreational footpaths and ecological habitat enhancement. The scheme provides an 

opportunity for net gains in biodiversity. 

11.3.13 The location of the site provides the opportunity for residents to undertake journeys on foot 

and by cycle, for a variety of purposes, including: school, recreation, leisure, local amenity 

shopping and employment. In addition, the appeal site is served by a regular bus service, and 

the additional population will result in increased usage of this public transport service. The 

site also benefits from its location close to Buckshaw Village, where there is a wide range of 

employment opportunities.   

11.3.14 The Highways Statement of Common Ground between the Highway Authority and the 

Appellant confirms that the site is located sustainably and that the proposals will not have a 

detrimental impact on highway safety or capacity, subject to mitigation. Such mitigation as 

outlined in the Highways SoCG will provide a material benefit to the existing community. The 

proposed vehicular access onto School Lane has been agreed as appropriate by the Highway 

Authority and they do not object to the proposals.  

11.3.15 The Ecology Appraisal submitted with the application, and the subsequent Ecology Statement 

of Common Ground, demonstrate that there will be no adverse impact of the appeal proposals 

in respect of biodiversity. Indeed, it is considered that there is the opportunity at Reserved 

Matters to bring forward a scheme which provides net biodiversity gains in line with a key 

national policy objective.   

11.3.16 The FRA demonstrates the proposed development would be operated with minimal risk from 

flooding and would not increase flood risk elsewhere. All built development is outside of those 

areas identified by the Environment Agency as being of high risk of flooding and a sustainable 

drainage strategy will be employed. Details of this will be submitted at the reserved matters 

stage.  

11.3.17 The Heritage Statement of Common Ground confirms that the only harm to designated 

heritage assets resulting from the appeal proposals would be a slight degree of harm, at the 

lower end of the less than substantial spectrum, to the grade II listed Houghton House 

Farmhouse. Heritage harm is not part of the Council’s reason for refusing the proposal, and 

any harm is clearly outweighed by the public benefits of the proposals.  

11.3.18 The Landscape Statement of Common Ground makes clear that the site is not situated in a 

Valued Landscape or area designated for its landscape value. The level of landscape harm is 

agreed between the parties and is no more than that associated with the development of a 
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greenfield site anywhere. Landscape harm does not form part of the Council’s reason for 

refusing the development. 

11.4 Planning Balance 

11.4.1 It is my view that planning permission for the appeal proposals should be granted for the 

following reasons: 

d) In accordance with section 38(6) of the Act, the appeal proposals comply with the 

development plan as a whole, and there are no material considerations which indicate 

that the development should not be permitted in accordance with the plan. 

e) Even if the appeal proposals are found not to comply with the development plan as a 

whole, there are significant material considerations in this case (without applying the tilted 

balance) which indicate that the application of section 38(6) would favour the grant of 

planning permission. 

f) A further material consideration is the application of the tilted balance at paragraph 11d) 

of the Framework, in which the adverse impacts of the proposal do not come close to 

significantly and outweighing the benefits of the proposal.  

11.4.2 There are very significant material considerations which indicate that planning permission 

should be granted; most notably the provision of up to 54 affordable homes, 18 self and 

custom build plots, and 108 market homes in a sustainable location, on land which has been 

safeguarded for future development, and is earmarked as a potential housing allocation in the 

emerging local plan, in an area which does not have an up-to-date local plan.           

Housing Need and Supply 

11.4.3 As the Council’s strategic policies are over 5 years old, in accordance with the Framework, their 

five year housing land supply must be calculated against local housing need, using the 

Government’s standard methodology. Against this figure, and following an analysis of the 

Council’s claimed supply, CBC are only able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply of 

2.5 years. This is a very significant shortfall of 1,485 dwellings. 

11.4.4 In the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development, I have set out that in 

accordance with case law the degree of the shortfall is material. I consider that in light of the 

substantial shortfall identified, very significant weight must be afforded to the considerable 

contribution that the proposals will make to addressing the housing shortfall in Chorley.  
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Conclusion 

11.4.5 It is submitted that the proper application of section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 requires the grant of planning permission, and it is respectfully requested 

that planning permission be granted. 
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1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This appendix summarises the national planning policies of relevance to the appeal proposals and 

sets out whether the appeal proposals accord or conflict with the identified policies. 

1.2 National Planning Policy Framework 

1.2.1 The latest version of the National Planning Policy Framework was published on the 19th February 

2019 and, from the date of publication, its policies are a material consideration to be taken into 

account when dealing with applications1. 

1.2.2 The Framework sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are 

expected to be applied; it also sets out the requirements for the planning system only to the extent 

that it is relevant, proportionate and necessary to do so.  

1.2.3 Planning law requires that applications must be determined in accordance with the development 

plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This is confirmed by paragraphs 2, 12 and 

47 of the Framework, which continue to place importance on the plan-led approach. The 

Framework is, however, a material consideration in decision taking from the date of its publication2. 

1.2.4 The Government has made clear its expectation, through the Framework, that the planning system 

will positively embrace well-conceived development to deliver the economic growth necessary and 

the housing needed to create inclusive and mixed communities so that sustainable development is 

pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. 

1.2.5 For decision-taking this means approving development where it accords with an up-to-date 

development plan, or where there are no relevant development plan policies or where the policies 

which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission 

unless adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, or policies in 

the Framework indicate development should be restricted3. 

1.2.6 The Framework, at paragraph 48, confirms that emerging development plans may also be afforded 

weight in the decision-making process according to their stage of preparation and the extent of 

unresolved objections to them. 

 
1 Paragraph 212. 

2 Paragraph 212. 

3 Paragraph 11 
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1.2.7 My evidence finds that the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out at paragraph 

11 of the Framework is engaged for the following two reasons:  

(i) Policies that are the most important for determining the appeal are out of date as they are 

predicated on a housing requirement that has been informed by an out-of-date RSS which 

is time expired and does not meet the current local housing need, as required by the 

Framework; and 

(ii) on the basis of the lack of a five year housing land supply. 

1.2.8 As stated at paragraph 11(d)(ii), with the presumption engaged the decision should be to grant 

planning permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. 

However, I acknowledge that paragraph 11(d)(i) asserts that the presumption can be disengaged 

where policies in the Framework provide a clear reason for refusing development. 

1.2.9 The previous appeal was dismissed on the basis that it was judged that safeguarded land was a 

policy under footnote 9 of the then (2012) Framework which disapplied the presumption. However, 

the latest version of the Framework, published in February 2019 does not include safeguarded land 

as one of the designations cited within the ‘closed list’ at footnote 6 of the Framework.  Thus policies 

do not apply which indicate the presumption should disapplied.  

Achieving sustainable development 

1.2.10 Paragraph 7 of the Framework summarises the objective of sustainable development as meeting 

the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs.  

1.2.11 Paragraph 8 notes that to achieve sustainable development, there are three overarching objectives 

that need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways: social, economic and environmental. 

1.2.12 It is agreed through the Planning Statement of Common Ground that Euxton is a sustainable 

settlement with its own primary school, a small supermarket and a community centre, which would 

be reasonably accessible to the appeal site. It is also agreed that the site is located with reasonable 

access to public transport. The accessibility of the site by walking, cycling and public transport is 

agreed between the parties in the Highways SoCG.  

1.2.13 The appeal proposals will deliver homes that are required now to meet both market and affordable 

housing need at this sustainable location and allow for a choice of modes of transport to be used 

to access local facilities and services.  

1.2.14 The Council’s assertion that the site is locationally sustainable and a suitable location for housing is 

supported by the site being designated as safeguarded land.  
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1.2.15 It is therefore clear that the site is sustainable in a locational sense, with good access to local services 

and facilities in Euxton.  

Building a strong, competitive economy 

1.2.16 Paragraph 80 of the Framework maintains that significant weight should be placed on the need to 

support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs and 

wider opportunities for development.  

1.2.17 The economic benefits associated with the appeal proposals are set out at section 8 of my evidence 

and in more detail within the Socio-economic Sustainability Statement (CD1.7) submitted with the 

planning application. In my opinion, these are real benefits that are derived from the scheme and 

should be given significant weight in the planning balance.  

Promoting sustainable transport 

 

1.2.18 Paragraphs 102-111 of the Framework set out how transport factors should be taken into account 

when considering development. In accordance with paragraph 111 of the Framework, the 

application was supported by a detailed Transport Assessment (CD1.8) and Travel Plan (CD1.9). The 

submitted documents demonstrate that the development proposals are acceptable in highways 

and transportation terms, in accordance with paragraph 109 of the Framework. 

1.2.19 Paragraph 109 of NPPF states:  

“Development should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds if there 

would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 

impacts on the road networks would be severe.” 

1.2.20 Following the submission of the appeal, the appellant’s highways consultant has liaised with the 

Highway Authority and a Highways Statement of Common Ground has been agreed which confirms 

that all matters have been addressed to the satisfaction of that authority. As such it is considered 

that all relevant NPPF policies relating to highways and transportation are complied with.  

Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 

1.2.21 Paragraphs 59 – 79 set out how the Government’s objective of “significantly boosting” the supply 

of homes is to be achieved. The appeal proposals will assist the Council by helping to boost the 

supply of both market and affordable housing in an area where the Council acknowledges it has a 

pressing shortage.  

1.2.22 The Framework requires that councils should have a clear understanding of the land in their area 

through the preparation of a strategic housing land availability assessment. Local planning 

authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to 



6 

 

provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in 

adopted strategic policies. The supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a buffer 

(moved forward from later in the plan period) of either 5%, 10% or 20%. A 20% buffer should be 

applied where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the previous three years, 

to improve the prospect of achieving the planned supply.   

1.2.23 Since November 2018, the application of the buffer has been measured against the Housing 

Delivery Test. The Housing Delivery Test results indicate that there is not a record of significant 

under delivery in Chorley and so it is appropriate to apply a 5% buffer. 

1.2.24 Paragraph 62 of the Framework states that planning policies should also specify the type of 

affordable housing required and expect it to be met on site. In this instance, the Appellant has been 

guided by the Council as to the appropriate affordable tenure mix to be secured via the planning 

obligation and the appellant anticipates that the appropriate affordable housing requirement will 

be met in full on site. The proposal will provide for a range of market and affordable homes of 

various sizes and tenures. These new dwellings will also help to free up existing dwellings that are 

under-occupied, enabling more efficient use of existing housing stock to be made. 

Housing Land Supply 

1.2.25 Paragraph 59 of the Framework states that to support the Government’s objective of significantly 

“boosting the supply of new homes”, it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can 

come forward where it is needed that the needs of groups with specific requirements are addressed 

and that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay.  

1.2.26 Paragraph 73 of the NPPF notes that local planning authorities should identify and update annually 

a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum five years’ worth of housing 

against their housing requirement or against their local housing need where the strategic policies 

are more than five years old.  

1.2.27 I consider the matter of five year housing land supply at chapter 10 of my proof, where I conclude 

that CBC is currently unable to demonstrate the requisite supply.  

1.2.28 The consequence of that inability to demonstrate a 5yhls is that the tilted balance must be applied: 

see footnote 7 NPPF, and §039 of the PPG on “Housing and economic land availability assessment”: 

“What happens if an authority cannot demonstrate a 5 year land supply? 

If an authority cannot demonstrate a 5 year land supply, plus any relevant buffer, the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development will apply, as set out in footnote 7 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework, to enable the development of alternative sites to meet 

the policy requirement.” 
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Safeguarded Land  

1.2.29 Paragraph 139 of the Framework states that plans should “ where necessary, identify areas of 

safeguarded land between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term 

development needs stretching well beyond the plan period” and “make clear that the safeguarded 

land is not allocated for development at the present time. Planning permission for the permanent 

development of safeguarded land should only be granted following an update to a plan, which 

proposes the development.” 

1.2.30 It is evident that this paragraph of the Framework is couched in terms of plan-making rather than 

decision taking. The crux of the paragraph is that plans should make clear that safeguarded land is 

not allocated for development at the present time, and that plans should not support the grant of 

planning permission until the plan has been reviewed. This is precisely what policy BNE3 of the CLP 

does. 

1.2.31 My view that this is a plan-making policy rather than decision-taking one is supported by the 

findings of Inspector Boniface in the Scholes appeal decision (CD10.31), where at paragraph 18 he 

states “paragraph 139 is clearly framed with reference to plan-making as opposed to decision-

taking” and that “it would not be appropriate to withhold planning permission in this case pending 

an update to a plan”. The same Inspector reached the same conclusions in the Garforth case 

(CD10.32, p. 16). The fact that this paragraph is no longer considered to be a restrictive policy within 

the auspices of paragraph 11c) of the Framework further suggests that it was not the Secretary of 

State’s intention to withhold planning permission in all cases involving safeguarded land if the tilted 

balance would be passed. 

1.2.32 As such, it cannot be suggested that in a case like the instant appeal, where the local plan is out-of-

date and the Council has a considerable housing land supply deficit, that permission should be 

withheld with reference to Framework paragraph 139.  

Housing Mix and Choice 

1.2.33 Paragraph 50 of the Framework states that local authorities should seek to deliver a wide choice of 

quality homes and widen opportunities for home ownership, planning for a mix of housing based 

on current and future demographic trends. The proposal would provide for a range of market and 

affordable homes of various sizes and tenures meeting the expectations of the Framework. 

1.2.34 Paragraph 60 of the Framework states that strategic policies should be informed by a local housing 

need assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance, unless 

exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future 

demographic trends and market signals.  

1.2.35 The definition of local housing need is set out at Annex 2 of the Framework, as follows: 



8 

 

“The number of homes identified as being needed through the application of the 

standard method set out in national planning guidance, (or, in the context of 

preparing strategic policies only, this may be calculated using a justified 

alternative approach…).” 

1.2.36 I cover the issue of Local Housing Need at chapter 10 of my evidence.  

Achieving well-designed places 

1.2.37 The Framework states that good design is a “key aspect of sustainable development”; the creation 

of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and development process 

should achieve. 

1.2.38 The scheme is in outline, with all matters reserved except for details of the main site access. The 

Design and Access Statement (DAS) (CD1.4) demonstrates how the site will deliver a high quality 

sustainable residential development.   

1.2.39 The DAS provides a comprehensive appraisal of how the design of the site had evolved through an 

iterative process that was informed by environmental and technical work and an understanding of 

the development’s relationship with Euxton and the surrounding context. The DAS includes a vision 

that incorporated an approach to place making in order that the proposal could become a ‘place’ 

in its own right, whilst also supplementing to the existing ‘backdrop’ to the site.  

Promoting healthy and safe communities 

1.2.40 Paragraph 91 of the Framework promotes the aim of achieving healthy, inclusive and safe places by 

promoting social interaction, creation of places which are safe and accessible and also supporting 

healthy lifestyles through the provision of green infrastructure places. The Illustrative Masterplan 

that is included within the DAS demonstrates how the provision of open space, landscaping, and 

informal open space and potential footpath linkages could be integrated into a detailed design for 

the site at reserved matters stage. 

1.2.41 The Development Framework Plan (CD1.3) shows a total of 2.25ha of green infrastructure and 

public open space (circa 30% of the site), including accessible open space, a children’s play 

facilityand recreational footpaths. The green infrastructure framework will allow for appropriate 

landscape and ecological mitigation measures to be applied, the provision of new public open 

space and the incorporation of new hedgerow and tree planting to create a firm, green edge to the 

settlement. 

1.2.42 These components of the scheme will enable the new resident community, together with the 

existing, to use these networks in order to take exercise and thus the proposed scheme will actively 

promote general well-being for the new and existing resident community. 
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Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment 

Ecology 

1.2.43 Paragraph 170(d) of the Framework states that planning policies and decisions should contribute 

to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on biodiversity and 

providing net gains in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are 

more resilient to current and future pressures. 

1.2.44 The Ecological Appraisal (CD1.10) submitted in support of the application confirms that no 

significant adverse effects would be expected as a result of the proposed development. 

Furthermore, subject to the delivery of proposed landscaping and ecological enhancement 

measures, it is anticipated that net gains for biodiversity are achievable. Mitigation and 

enhancement measures could be secured via appropriately worded planning conditions and/or 

control of detailed designs for the site. 

1.2.45 There is no objection from the Council’s ecology adviser on biodiversity grounds. 

1.2.46 It is considered that the appeal proposals will deliver a net gain in biodiversity in accordance with 

the Framework objective.  

Landscape 

1.2.47 Paragraph 170 of the Framework states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance 

the natural and local environment by inter alia protecting and enhancing valued landscapes (in a 

manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the development plan) 

and recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from 

natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and 

most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland.  

1.2.48 The appeal site does not fall within any national or local landscape designation. The site cannot be 

considered a ‘valued landscape’ within the meaning of paragraph 170. Wider landscape matters, 

including the need to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, are addressed 

in the Landscape Statement of Common Ground and weighed in the planning balance at chapter 

11 of this proof.  

Air Quality 

1.2.49 Paragraph 180 of the Framework states:  

“Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is 

appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including 

cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 
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environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to 

impacts that could arise from the development…” 

1.2.50 The application was accompanied by an Air Quality Assessment (CD1.16) prepared by Wardell 

Armstrong. This demonstrated that the proposed development would not lead to unacceptable risk 

from air pollution, as required by national policy.  

1.2.51 The Council’s Environmental Health Officer has not objected to the application and air quality does 

not form a reason for refusal.  

Noise 

1.2.52 The application was accompanied by a Noise Screening Assessment Report (CD1.15) prepared by 

Wardell Armstrong. This identified road traffic on Pear Tree Lane and School Lane as the dominant 

noise source that would potentially affect residents of the proposed development. The report 

concludes that noise could be adequately mitigated.  

1.2.53 No objections were raised by the Environmental Health Officer on noise-related grounds and noise 

does not form a reason for refusal.. 

Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment 

1.2.54 Section 16 of the Framework provides policy guidance on the conservation and investigation of 

heritage assets.  

1.2.55 In the Framework, heritage significance is defined as: 

“The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its 

heritage interest. That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or 

historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, 

but also from its setting.” 

1.2.56 Paragraph 196 of the Framework states: 

“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 

significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the 

public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum 

viable use” 

1.2.57 A Heritage Assessment was submitted with the application (CD1.17). The statement found that the 

appeal site makes a minor contribution to the significance of Houghton House Farmhouse due to 

its close physical association to the former Farm complex, and to a minimal degree, its former use 

in relation to the Farmhouse and farm complex, however this relationship is now largely eroded 

due to changes in use of the former Farm buildings. The historic setting of the Farmhouse has also 
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been compromised by the expansion of Euxton and the settlement’s development to the north, 

west and south of the Farmhouse since the mid-20th century. As such, it is considered that the 

scheme will result in minimal, less than substantial harm to the significance of the Farmhouse by 

means of impact on its setting. No significant archaeological harm is anticipated subject to 

imposition of standard conditions. 

1.2.58 The Council’s heritage officer has not objected to the proposal and the historic environment does 

not form a reason for refusal. Nevertheless, as a result of the acknowledged harm I will weigh this 

against the public benefits of the proposal at chapter 9 of my evidence.  

Making effective use of land 

1.2.59 Paragraph 117 of the Framework states that:  

“Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in 

meeting the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving 

the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions…” 

1.2.60 The application proposals provide a suitable location for housing development and would be an 

effective use of the land. The proposals also accord with paragraph 118 as they would offer 

opportunities to achieve net environmental gains by both enabling new habitat creation and 

improving public access to open space, not previously available. 

1.2.61 As set out in the Design and Access Statement (CD1.4), the average net density of the proposals is 

35 dwellings per hectare. This is considered to be an appropriate density level taking into account 

the surrounding context of Euxton. 

Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 

1.2.62 A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (CD1.13) was submitted with the planning application. The FRA 

considers the existing flood risk of the site and includes an assessment of the surface water drainage 

requirements of the site. The FRA is clear that the appeal proposals would be at minimal risk from 

flooding, would not increase flood risk elsewhere and is compliant with the requirements of the 

Framework. The appeal proposals also allow for the control of surface water run-off from the appeal 

site. 

1.2.63 The appeal site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1, which is land considered to be at low risk of 

fluvial flooding. Paragraph 155 of Framework is clear that inappropriate development should be 

directed away from areas at highest risk of flooding. Framework paragraph 156 confirms that Local 

Plans should be supported by a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and should take a sequential, risk 

based, approach to the location of development. 
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1.2.64 Lancashire County Council, as lead local flood authority, were consulted as part of the application 

process and consider the drainage strategy put forward by the appellant to be acceptable subject 

to conditions (CD3.8).  

Planning Conditions and Obligations  

1.2.65 Paragraphs 54-57 of the Framework restate previous advice on conditions and obligations and 

Community Infrastructure Levy charges, emphasising their impact on viability. Paragraph 55 

requires conditions precedent to be avoided, unless there is clear justification. Footnote 23 of the 

Framework refers to a legislative requirement for applicants to provide their written agreement to 

the imposition of any pre-commencement conditions.  

1.2.66 The appellant will seek to agree a schedule of draft list of conditions with the Council prior to the 

opening of the inquiry.  

1.2.67 A draft S106 agreement has been circulated and will be agreed with the Council prior to the inquiry.  

Conclusion  

1.2.68 The appeal proposals have been assessed against the various relevant chapters of the Framework, 

which confirms that they comprise sustainable development as a result of: 

i. Providing a deliverable housing development that will make a valuable contribution 

towards national and local objectives for economic growth; 

ii. Being accessible by public transport and other sustainable means, promoted through a 

Travel Plan as well as enhancements to promote travel by sustainable modes; 

iii. Making an important contribution towards meeting the five-year housing land 

requirement in the district; 

iv. Contributing to housing choice and the mix of housing in the area; in particular making an 

important contribution to affordable housing needs; 

v. Being capable of delivering a high quality design; 

vi. Promoting healthy communities through integration with the existing settlement and the 

provision of open space; 

vii. Being located on land at low risk of flooding and ensuring that the development will not 

increase flood risk downstream; and 

viii. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment. 

1.2.69 Accordingly, I consider the above demonstrates the proposals amount to sustainable development.  
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1.3 Planning Practice Guidance 

1.3.1 The Planning Practice Guidance (or PPG) was first published on 6th March 2014 and it expands and 

provides additional guidance on policies within the Framework. The most recent revisions to the 

PPG were published on the 26th June 2019. 

1.3.2 Where necessary, this proof of evidence makes reference to relevant sections of the PPG. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Gladman Site Delivery Table  
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Gladman Site Delivery - August 2019

Local Planning Authority Site Address  App Reference Outline Permission Granted Date
Number of 
Dwellings

% Affordable Purchaser
Reserved Matters Planning 

Application Reference 

Reserved Matters 
Permission Granted 

Date

Conditioned Timescale of Reserved 
Matters

Commencement on Site
Timescale from Initial 

Planning Permission to 
Commencement

1 Amber Valley Borough Council Roes Lane, Crich AVA/2014/0281 13/07/2015 113 30% Harron Homes AVA/2016/0339 27/05/2016 3 years August 2016 13 months
2 Ashford Borough Council The Street, Smarden 16/00045/AS 12/06/2017 50 35% Countryside Properties 18/00576/AS 25/02/2019 3 years August 2019 26 months
3 Aylesbury Vale District Council North End Road, Steeple Claydon 15/01490/AOP 17/06/2016 60 30% Bovis Homes 17/00543/ADP 12/09/2017 18 months May 2018 23 months
4 Bradford Metropolitan District Council North Dean Avenue, Keighley 09/03062/OUT 12/05/2010 190 15% BDW Homes 10/06230/MAR 25/05/2011 3 years June 2011 13 months
5 Braintree District Council Oak Road, Halstead 14/01580/OUT 03/06/2016 292 30% Bloor and David Wilson 17/01665/REM 25/01/2018 3 years April 2018 22 months
6 Central Bedfordshire Council Station Road, Langford CB/14/00186/OUT 29/06/2015 110 35% BDW Homes CB/16/00374/RM 05/07/2016 3 years July 2016 13 months
7 Central Bedfordshire Council Mill Road, Cranfield CB/14/05007/OUT 13/06/2016 113 35% Bloor Homes CB/16/04924/RM 21/03/2017 3 years April 2017 10 months
8 Central Bedfordshire Council Chapel End Road, Houghton Conquest CB/15/01362/OUT 02/06/2016 125 35% Kier Homes CB/17/01389/REM 26/06/2017 3 years August 2017 14 months
9 Charnwood Borough Council Barkby Road, Queniborough P/14/0708/2 10/03/2015 165 40% Davidsons Developments Ltd P/15/1799/2 16/02/2016 2 years May 2016 14 months

10 Chelmsford City Council Main Road, Great Leighs 14/01791/OUT 26/09/2016 100 35% Bellway Homes 17/01949/REM 15/03/2018 3 years March 2018 18 months
11 Chelmsford City Council Plantation Road, Boreham 14/01552/OUT 25/05/2016 145 35% Bloor Homes 18/00682/REM 10/08/2018 3 years September 2018 27 months
12 Cherwell District Council Barford Road, Bloxham 12/00926/OUT 23/09/2013 75 35% Bovis Homes 14/00761/REM 09/01/2015 1 year January 2015 15 months
13 Cherwell District Council Sibford Road, Hook Norton 14/00844/OUT 04/08/2016 54 35% Lioncourt 17/00950/REM 21/12/2017 18 months May 2018 21 months
14 Cheshire East Council Abbeyfields, Sandbach 12/1463/C 07/10/2014 280 30% Anwyl & Redrow Homes 15/0446/C 10/09/2015 2 years October 2016 24 months
15 Cheshire East Council Queens Drive, Nantwich 12/4654N 01/03/2013 270 30% Barratt Homes & Bovis Homes 14/1823N 11/07/2014 18 months September 2014 18 months
16 Cheshire East Council Queens Drive, Nantwich (Phase II) 14/5841N 16/12/2015 118 30% Bovis Homes 16/0983/N 28/07/2016 3 years July 2017 19 months
17 Cheshire East Council Holmes Chapel Road, Congleton 14/0134C 17/03/2015 70 30% Anwyl Homes 15/4963C 21/04/2016 3 years July 2016 15 months
18 Cheshire East Council Loachbrook Farm, Congleton 11/0736C 16/08/2012 200 30% Bovis Homes 13/2604C 18/10/2013 3 years December 2013 15 months
19 Cheshire East Council Padgbury Lane, Congleton 13/4219C 07/08/2015 120 30% Stewart Milne Homes 17/4558C 06/03/2018 3 years May 2018 33 months
20 Cheshire East Council Warmingham Lane, Middlewich 12/0883C 09/01/2013 194 30% Morris Homes 13/5297C 21/03/2014 2 years August 2014 19 months
21 Cheshire East Council Cheshire Street, Audlem 13/2224N 07/01/2015 120 30% Anwyl Homes 16/1131N 21/10/2016 3 years February 2017 25 months
22 Cheshire East Council Cholmondeley Road, Wrenbury 14/5615N 16/03/2016 65 30% Bovis Homes 16/1700N 12/08/2016 3 years October 2016 07 months
23 Cheshire East Council Church Lane, Wistaston 14/3024N 21/09/2016 300 30% Bloor Homes 17/6042N 11/07/2018 3 years July 2018 22 months
24 Cheshire East Council London Road, Holmes Chapel 14/5921C 31/10/2016 190 30% Bloor Homes 17/6123C 14/05/2018 3 years October 2018 24 months
25 Cheshire West and Chester Council Chester Road, Malpas 13/01213/OUT 08/05/2014 140 30% Bovis Homes 15/03721/REM 07/03/2016 3 years March 2016 22 months
26 Cheshire West and Chester Council Churton Road, Farndon 13/00283/OUT 09/12/2013 105 30% Taylor Wimpey 16/00087/REM 22/02/2016 3 years June 2016 31 months
27 Cheshire West and Chester Council Golden Nook Farm, Cuddington 11/01061/OUT 20/02/2012 150 30% Bovis Homes 12/04297/REM 08/02/2013 3 years April 2014 25 months
28 Cheshire West and Chester Council Nantwich Road, Tarporley 11/04261/OUT 29/08/2013 100 30% BDW Homes 15/00815/REM 26/06/2015 3 years February 2016 30 months
29 Cheshire West and Chester Council Rilshaw Lane, Winsford 15/01032/OUT 21/09/2015 215 30% Lane End & Laurus 17/04426/REM 03/01/2018 3 years July 2018 34 months
30 Chorley Council Baly Place Farm, Adlington 12/00741/OUTMAJ 30/08/2013 170 30% Stewart Milne Homes 15/00506/REMMAJ 09/09/2015 5 years January 2016 28 months
31 Chorley Council Wigan Road, Clayton le Woods 10/00414/OUTMAJ 21/07/2011 300 30% BDW Homes & Taylor Wimpey 13/00138/REMMAJ 07/05/2013 3 years May 2013 22 months
32 Cotswold District Council Broad Marston Road, Mickleton 14/02365/OUT 23/09/2015 90 50% Miller Homes 16/02049/REM 13/10/2016 2 years November 2016 14 months
33 Cotswold District Council Cirencester Road, Fairford 13/03097/OUT 22/09/2014 120 50% Bloor Homes 15/02707/REM 13/10/2015 5 years October 2015 13 months
34 Darlington Borough Council Sadberge Road, Middleton St George 13/00940/OUT 12/01/2015 250 30% Story & Miller Homes 13/00940/RM1 11/03/2016 3 years March 2016 14 months
35 Daventry District Council Byfield Road, Woodford Halse DA/2012/0860 15/02/2013 200 30% Taylor Wimpey DA/2014/0110 11/08/2014 3 years April 2015 26 months
36 Derbyshire Dales District Council Main Road, Brailsford 16/00567/OUT 11/07/2017 75 35% Avant 18/00397/REM 12/09/2018 3 years May 2019 22 months
37 East Hertfordshire District Council The Auberies, Froghall Lane, Walkern 3/14/2200/OP 22/02/2016 85 40% Mears Group 3/17/1749/REM 01/02/2018 18 months August 2018 30 months
38 East Lindsey District Council Langton Hill, Horncastle S/086/01809/13 28/11/2014 300 20% Cyden Homes S/086/01208/16 21/10/2016 3 years June 2017 31 months
39 Fenland District Council Glenfields, Whittlesey F/YR14/0365/O 26/09/2014 150 40% BDW Homes F/YR15/0636/RM 15/04/2016 3 years May 2016 20 months
40 Forest of Dean District Council Gloucester Road, Tutshill P1530/14/OUT 14/01/2016 95 40% Bellway Homes P1937/17/APP 11/06/2018 2 years September 2018 33 months
41 Forest of Dean District Council Ross Road, Newent P0969/14/OUT 10/04/2017 85 40% Bellway P0328/18/APP 08/08/2018 2 years October 2018 17 months
42 Fylde Borough Council Blackpool Road, Kirkham 12/0635 & 12/0419 07/11/2013 180 30% BDW Homes 14/0613 12/12/2014 3 years February 2015 15 months
43 Hambleton District Council Tanton Road, Stokesley 14/00337/OUT 07/09/2015 226 50% Kier Homes 16/02756/REM 14/07/2017 18 months July 2017 22 months
44 Hambleton District Council Stillington Road, Easingwold 13/01703/OUT 08/12/2015 175 50% Kier Homes 17/00519/REM 27/10/2017 18 months May 2018 29 months
45 Harborough District Council Beeby Road, Scraptoft 14/01637/OUT 11/02/2016 178 40% Bellway Homes 16/01372/REM 04/01/2017 3 years March 2017 13 months
46 Harborough District Council Leicester Road, Great Bowden 16/01942/OUT 18/10/2017 50 40% Mulberry 18/00692/REM 11/10/2018 3 years January 2019 15 months
47 Harrogate Borough Council Leeming Lane, Boroughbridge 14/04003/OUTMAJ 04/02/2015 176 40% Harron Homes 15/05451/REMMAJ 24/11/2016 5 years January 2017 23 months
48 Harrogate Borough Council Boroughbridge Road, Knaresborough 13/02074/OUTMAJ 09/07/2014 170 40% BDW Homes 14/04929/REMMAJ 06/07/2015 3 years April 2016 21 months
49 Harrogate Borough Council Ripon Road, Killinghall 16/00582/OUTMAJ 07/12/2016 75 40% Harron Homes 17/04957/REMMAJ 17/10/2018 2 years January 2019 25 months
50 Herefordshire Council Hampton Dene Road, Hereford P141526/O 11/08/2014 110 30% BDW Homes P151360/RM 05/08/2015 3 years January 2016 16 months
51 Herefordshire Council Leadon Way, Ledbury 143116 04/04/2016 321 35% BDW Homes P1604078/RM 21/12/2017 3 years January 2018 20 months
52 High Peak Borough Council North Road, Glossop HPK/2013/0327 12/06/2014 150 30% Taylor Wimpey HPK/2015/0120 31/07/2015 3 years November 2015 17 months
53 Huntingdonshire District Council Station Road, Warboys 1301790OUT 29/01/2015 120 40% David Wilson Homes 15/01817/REM 15/06/2016 3 years August 2016 19 months
54 Horsham District Council Rusper Road, Ifield DC/14/2132 10/09/2015 95 40% Bovis Homes DC/16/1533 04/01/2017 3 years July 2017 20 months
55 Kettering Borough Council Higham Road, Burton Latimer KET/2013/0714 11/06/2014 199 30% Linden Homes KET/2015/0586 06/11/2015 3 years November 2015 17 months
56 Maidstone Borough Council Mill Bank, Headcorn 15/507424/OUT 24/08/2016 62 40% Bovis Homes 17/501093/REM 15/09/2017 2 years March 2018 18 months
57 Medway Council Peninsula Way, Chattenden MC/15/3104 07/03/2016 131 25% Abbey Developments MC/16/4229 01/09/2017 3 years October 2017 19 months
58 Medway Council Stoke Road, Hoo St Werburgh MC/16/2837 13/02/2017 127 25% Taylor Wimpey MC/18/0702 13/07/2018 3 years February 2019 24 months
59 Mid Suffolk District Council Church Road, Stowupland 3112/15 25/05/2016 175 35% Bloor Homes DC/17/02755 07/11/2017 3 years February 2018 21 months
60 North Kesteven District Council Grantham Road, Waddington 14/0893/OUT 09/11/2015 142 35% Jelson Homes 16/1682/RESM 23/06/2017 2 years July 2018 32 months
61 North Hertfordshire District Council Holywell Road, Pirton 15/01618/1 27/05/2016 82 40% Cala Homes 16/02256/1 30/05/2017 3 years June 2017 13 months
62 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council The Longshoot, Nuneaton 033157 11/04/2016 330 25% BDW Homes 34334 11/01/2017 3 years September 2017 17 months
63 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Plough Hill Road, Nuneaton 033156 17/08/2015 262 25% Taylor Wimpey 34543 03/11/2017 3 years November 2017 27 months
64 Peterborough City Council Uffington Road, Barnack 15/01840/OUT 27/03/2017 80 30% Linden 18/00377/REM 06/07/2018 3 years October 2018 19 months
65 Preston City Council Whittingham Road, Longridge 06/2011/0344 15/01/2014 113 30% Prospect GB 06/2016/0493 19/01/2017 3 years June 2017 42 months
66 Ribble Valley Borough Council Henthorn Road, Clitheroe 3/2010/0719 26/03/2012 270 30% BDW Homes & Taylor Wimpey 3/2013/0035 16/04/2013 5 years April 2014 24 months
67 Ryedale District Council Langton Road, Norton 15/00098/MOUT 22/07/2016 85 35% Keepmoat 17/01517/MREM 08/06/2018 3 years October 2018 25 months
68 Shropshire Council Rush Lane, Market Drayton 14/01982/OUT 18/05/2015 162 10% BDW Homes 16/03082/REM 21/03/2017 3 years July 2017 27 months
69 South Derbyshire District Council High Street, Linton 9/2013/0689 27/10/2014 110 30% Strata Homes 9/2015/1124 31/03/2016 3 years April 2016 17 months
70 South Gloucestershire Council Wooton Road, Charfield PT13/4182/O 08/06/2015 106 35% Crest Nicholson PT16/1503/RM 08/08/2016 3 years August 2016 14 months
71 South Gloucestershire Council Poplar Lane, Wickwar PK16/4006/O 24/05/2017 80 35% Bellway Homes PK17/5966/RM 29/06/2018 3 years October 2018 17 months
72 South Oxfordshire District Council Icknield Way, Chinnor P15/S0154/O 23/03/2016 89 40% Bovis Homes P17/S2915/RM 06/02/2018 3 years April 2018 25 months
73 Stratford-on-Avon District Council Bush Road, Harbury 14/02869/OUT 17/06/2015 75 35% BDW Homes 15/04316/REM 15/06/2016 18 months July 2016 13 months
74 Stratford-on-Avon District Council Knightcote Road, Bishops Itchington 14/03419/OUT 20/06/2016 84 35% Bovis Homes 17/01884/REM 22/03/2018 3 years August 2018 26 months
75 Stroud District Council Bath Road, Leonard Stanley S.13/1289/OUT 21/07/2014 150 30% BDW Homes S.16/1398/REM 17/11/2016 3 years January 2017 30 months
76 Telford and Wrekin Council Edgmond Road, Newport TWC/2013/0297 23/12/2013 85 35% Bovis Homes TWC/2014/0401 20/08/2014 3 years September 2014 09 months
77 Telford and Wrekin Council Haygate Road, Wellington TWC/2013/1003 15/04/2016 290 25% Bovis Homes & Anwyl TWC/2017/0643 22/03/2018 3 years June 2018 26 months
78 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council Common Road, Sissinghurst 14/502645/OUT 21/03/2016 60 35% Countryside 17/00451/REM 07/08/2017 3 years October 2017 19 months
79 Vale of White Horse District Council Barnett Road, Steventon P12/V1980/O 25/07/2013 50 40% BDW Homes P13/V2691/RM 22/04/2014 1 year May 2014 10 months
80 Vale of White Horse District Council Barnett Road 2, Steventon P14/V1952/FUL 09/10/2015 65 40% BDW Homes N/A (Full Application) 09/10/2015 1 year May 2016 07 months
81 Vale of White Horse District Council Townsend Road, Shrivenham P15/V0663/O 06/05/2016 116 40% Bovis Homes P17/V0800/RM 18/04/2018 3 years December 2018 30 months
82 Vale of White Horse District Council Main Street, East Hanney P15/V0343/O 03/05/2016 55 40% Bovis Homes P17/V2973/RM 23/08/2018 18 months May 2019 36 months
83 Wakefield Council Cobblers Lane, Pontefract 12/01515/OUT 23/12/2013 160 14% Avant Homes 14/02537/REM 14/04/2015 3 years January 2016 25 months
84 Wealden District Council Mill Road, Hailsham WD/2016/0658/MAO 26/05/2016 165 35% Linden Homes WD/2017/1708/MRM 24/10/2017 3 years December 2017 19 months
85 West Oxfordshire District Council Cote Road, Aston 15/01550/OUT 28/04/2016 41 50% Mears Group 17/0782/RES 20/10/2017 5 years January 2018 21 months
86 West Oxfordshire District Council Burford Road, Witney 14/1215/P/OP 25/08/2016 260 40% BDW Homes 17/03338/RES 02/02/2018 2 years April 2018 20 months
87 West Oxfordshire District Council New Yatt Road, North Leigh 15/01934/OUT 02/11/2016 76 50% Bellway Homes 17/02463/RES 13/03/2018 2 years March 2018 16 months
88 West Oxfordshire District Council Former Stanton Hardcourt Airfield 16/01054/OUT 06/08/2017 50 50% Hayfield Homes 18/01611/FUL 22/01/2019 3 years April 2019 20 months
89 Wokingham Borough Council Beech Hill Road, Spencers Wood O/2013/1221 08/07/2015 120 40% Bellway Homes 161303 27/01/2017 3 years April 2017 21 months
90 Wycombe District Council Barn Road, Longwick 14/06956/OUT 19/05/2016 160 40% Bellway Homes 17/00691/REM 19/10/2017 3 years December 2017 19 months
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