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1.0 SUMMARY PROOF OF EVIDENCE 
 
1.1 My name is James Donagh. I am a Member of the Institute of Economic Development (‘IED’), 

a Master of Civic Design and a Director at Barton Willmore in the Development Economics Team 

leading on economic issues.  I have 20 years’ professional experience in housing, planning and 

economic development and have regularly appeared at Local Plan Examinations to present 

housing need and market evidence and regularly given evidence at S78 Appeals in my capacity 

as a housing need expert witness. 

 
1.2 My Proof of Evidence relates to overall housing need in Chorley, my key points and conclusions 

are as follows. 

 

Sales analysis 

 

1.3 Evidently, since 2007, sales volumes in Chorley, South Ribble and Preston have been closely 

matched, presenting a range of 1,600 to 1,700 sales per annum on average since 2008, with 

Preston and Chorley only 30 sales apart. 
 

1.4 Prior to 2007, it is evident that sales in Preston tended to exceed those in Chorley and South 

Ribble. The reason why Preston has not sustained higher annual sales after 2007 appears to 

be grounded in the type of properties available, a city characteristic.  

 

1.5 In absolute terms, sales of terraced housing and flats (51% of Preston’s stock in 2011) 

accounted for the greater part of the Preston’s sales volume advantage up to 2007. Whereas 

Preston always sold fewer detached homes (16% of Preston’s 2011 stock) and kept more in 

step with Chorley on semi-detached sales volumes. 
 

1.6 Housing stock characteristics, the context of Preston’s urban offer and the complexity of 

regenerating urban areas are factors likely to have shaped sales, buyer behaviour and investor 

sentiment towards Preston. The Preston offer holds the key to changing buyer sentiment, not 

constraining development elsewhere.  A Preston offer that is being revitalised and made more 

attractive by the impact of City Deal investment (£434m, to which Chorley is not a party), the 

£200m UCLAN investment programme, transport and public realm improvements. 

 
1.7 Turning to new build sales values, Chorley recovered quickly from the last recession assisted 

by strategic land at Buckshaw Village. Preston, on the other hand, appears to have taken longer 

to recover. Nevertheless, it has recovered lost ground in the last five years, initially exceeding 

prices in Chorley and presently close behind. 
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1.8 In 2018 and 2019, there has been a notable concentration of new build sales to the North West 

of Preston, in proximity to the Preston Western Distributor road scheme.  The scheme will link 
Preston and southern Fylde to the M55 motorway and is scheduled to open early in 2023.  This 

scheme will support further housing development on strategic sites, including the North West 

Preston strategic housing site. The success of which hinges upon the investment secured and 

now being delivered, not on constraining development in Chorley. 

 

Completions analysis 

 

1.9 Chorley played a key role in delivering a supply of new homes as the Central Lancashire Core 
Strategy progressed through adoption and immediately post adoption, but it was only when 

new build activity increased in South Ribble and Preston in that the Central Lancashire 

authorities consistently exceeded the plan target for 1,350 homes per year. 

 

1.10 Net additions have surged in Preston since 2016, averaging 776 over the last three years. Over 

the same period, net additions in Chorley have averaged 584, providing further evidence that 

each district can sustain a consistently high level of housing delivery. Central Lancashire 

delivery comfortably exceeds the annualised 2012 Core Strategy target of 1,341 dwellings per 

annum (additions average 1,660 since 2015), raising questions about using standard method 
minimum need of 1,010 dwellings per annum as a new Joint Plan housing requirement. 

 

Migration and commuting analysis 

 

1.11 Through analysis of migration, a picture emerges of limited interaction between Preston and 

Chorley, with Preston drawing from a wide catchment area, with a notable contribution of 

‘feeder’ districts to the west, north and east. Whereas Chorley’s catchment is more tightly 

defined with a notable concentration of origin authorities immediately to the south. 
 

1.12 From June 2016 to June 2018, of the 11,870 people who moved into Chorley, only 840 (7%) 

of the total originated from Preston. In contrast, 72% of in-migrants to originated from outside 

Central Lancashire, notably from the south.   

 

1.13 Of the 17,270 people who moved into Preston, 680 (4%) of the total originated from Chorley, 

whereas 86% of migrants originate from outside Central Lancashire. Pennine Lancashire, the 

Fylde Coast and Lancaster to the north of Preston supplied a significant 19% of movers. 
 

1.14 Turning to the relationship between place of residence and place of work described by 2011 

Census data, the following is evident.  76% of Preston based commuters and home workers 

(60,590 in total) worked within Central Lancashire, the vast majority working in Preston. 9% 
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of the total worked in Blackpool Fylde and Wyre and 4% in either the Manchester or Liverpool 

City Region. 2% worked in Chorley and 9% in South Ribble.  
 

1.15 From the perspective of Chorley residents (in 2011), 69% of all commuters and home workers 

(50,230 in total) worked within Central Lancashire, the majority working in Chorley followed 

by South Ribble. 3% of the total worked in Blackpool Fylde and Wyre and 16% in either the 

Manchester or Liverpool City Region. 13% worked in South Ribble and 9% in Preston. 

 

1.16 The commuting analysis corroborates the migration analysis, confirming that Preston and 

Chorley are effectively peripheral to the Core Strategy area. Consequently, they relate to wider, 
partially overlapping catchment areas, such as illustrated in the 2012 Core Strategy (Central 

Lancashire Core Strategy, page 19). 

 

Demand pressures 

 

1.17 From 2014 to the present, the official population projections (2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018 

based) have consistently resulted in Chorley accounting for in excess of 59% of population 

growth across Central Lancashire.  This indicates that Chorley consistently experiences the 
greatest underlying demographic need.  This fact raises serious questions about a proposed 

distribution of housing need that reduces standard method minimum housing need based 

apportionment of 56% net new homes down to 27.5% (278 homes per annum). 

 

1.18 Notwithstanding, in light of the evidence presented above, the question as to whether the 

distribution will work in practice, the national policy confounding matter of planning to fail to 

address minimum housing need in the context of an out of date Core Strategy housing policy 

remains; noting the number of homes needed in Chorley (569 pa) just to begin to address the 

affordability of homes. 
 

The Memorandum of Understanding and Central Lancashire Housing Study 

 

1.19 The Memorandum of Understanding and Statement of Cooperation: Relating to the Provision 

and Distribution of Housing Land, April 2020 (MOU) presents joint position on the distribution 

of a Central Lancashire housing requirement between the authorities party to the MOU, namely 

Preston, South Ribble and Chorley. 

 
1.20 The MOU refers to analysis presented in the Central Lancashire Housing Study 2020 (CLHS) 

which introduces various factors that are said to influence the most appropriate distribution of 

housing need, but does not explain why the factors were chosen, why the resultant distribution 

is more appropriate, whether it is realistic, what the consequences would be for each authority, 
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whether they would cause harm, the significance of said harm the extent to which it either 

conforms to or conflicts with national planning policy. 
 

1.21 Of particular significance is the Government objective to significantly boost the supply of 

housing and the aim, by the end of the current parliament (a few years after the expected 

adoption date of a new Central Lancashire Joint Plan) to deliver 300,000 new homes a year.  

 

1.22 The analysis summarised above clearly identifies Preston and Chorley at the centre of 

overlapping areas of influence, with more in common with districts outside of Central 

Lancashire than each other.  Preston exerting the wider influence, notably to the north west 
and east, Chorley a narrower influence, notably to the south. 

 

1.23 This raises important questions about the MOU and its concern that housing growth in Chorley, 

at the level implied by standard method minimum need, is a threat to housing development in 

Preston and the objectives of the Preston, South Ribble and Lancashire City deal.  This is 

unsubstantiated and does not stand up to scrutiny. 

 

1.24 There are fundamental problems with the CLHS approach to distributing housing need. No 
explanation is provided as to why they have been used. Their bearing on housing need is not 

explored. They clearly have no bearing on housing need because the result of applying them 

shifts need away from where it is most needed, according to the Standard Method and the last 

four official population projections. 

 

Conclusion 

 

1.25 The redistribution ensures minimum need will not be met in Chorley (the redistribution ensures 

that half the number of homes needed will be provided for).  
 

1.26 The Council has provided no evidence to support their claim that meeting Chorley’s need in 

Chorley will result in delivery failure in Preston / undermine the Preston and South Ribble 

Growth Deal. 

 

1.27 The analysis I have carried out demonstrates a weak relationship between Preston and Chorley, 

relatively strong external influences (neighbouring authorities to Central Lancashire). 

Moreover, it is evident that all three authorities are capable of simultaneous delivery at pace, 
a matter of fact in recent years.  

 

1.28 The rationale for the criteria used by the Central Lancashire Housing Study to redistribute need 

and the objectives of said criteria are not explained in the Study and the MOU. They have no 

bearing on need and have all the hallmarks of an approach to establishing a housing 
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requirement, for example, by reference to constraints. This is plan making and should be the 

preserve of the plan making process where the implications and consequences can be examined 
in public and rigorously tested.  

 

1.29 My analysis and findings amount to a case to be answered through the plan making process. 

The Council’s present case for the MOU redistribution is unsubstantiated and should not be 

relied upon at this time. 
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