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Proposal 
The application is described as: Outline application for the redevelopment of the former 
Camelot Theme Park comprising of the erection of up to 420 dwellings (all matters reserved). 

 
The site covers approximately 47 hectares with Story Homes having control over 30.34 
hectares (the remaining land is occupied by the hotel and industrial units). The application site 
covering approximately 21.95 hectares. This site is located to the west of Charnock Richard, 
north-east of Heskin and south-east of Eccleston within the Green Belt. A large proportion of 
the site is allocated as previously developed land within the emerging Local Plan. The site 
has previously be used as a theme park which is still very evident on site with rides and 
associated structures still in situ on site, although a number of the structures have now been 
demolished/ removed from the site. The M6 motorway borders the northern part of the site 
and the Northbound Motorway Service Station is adjacent to the site boundary. 

 
Story Homes hold the freehold of the application site and in November 2012 the theme park 
operator, Knights Leisure Ltd., closed the park as it was considered no longer viable. A 
number of the rides and infrastructure are currently being removed although there are still 
buildings and areas of hardstanding remaining in the site. 
 
At a national level the Framework confirms that local planning authorities should publish a list 
of their information requirements for applications, which should be proportionate to the nature 
and scale of development proposals and reviewed on a frequent basis. Local planning 
authorities should only request supporting information that is relevant, necessary and material 
to the application in question. 
 
The Growth and Infrastructure Act 2013 incorporated the following tests into the Town and 
Country Planning Act in respect of the requirement for information to accompany a planning 
application: 

(a)must be reasonable having regard, in particular, to the nature and scale of the 
proposed development; and . 
(b)may require particulars of, or evidence about, a matter only if it is reasonable to 
think that the matter will be a material consideration in the determination of the 
application. 

 
The Council’s Validation checklist confirms that all matters can be reserved although the 
amount of housing proposed cannot be reserved within an outline application. This is because 
the amount of development proposed for each use, how this will be distributed across the site 
and how the proposal relates to the site’s surroundings is essential to establish the quantum 
of development which the site is capable of providing. 

 
This proposal is accompanied by an illustrative Masterplan and Design and Access Statement 
showing how the development might be accommodated on the site. The indicative plans 
submitted in support of the application includes for the following: 

 Up to 4.5 hectares of natural green space; 

 Up to 1 hectare of amenity green space 

 Up to 2.2 hectares of parks and gardens 

 418 residential units comprising: 

 273 open market residential dwellings 

 147 (35%) affordable residential dwellings 

 Low/ medium density development (25-37 units per hectare) 

 2-3 storey high dwellings 
 
In March 2013 the agent for the application, Barton Wilmore, submitted a screening request to 
the Council in respect of the site. The conclusion was that, based on the information known at 
the time and selection criteria for screening schedule 2 development (Schedule 3) , and 
paragraphs A18 and A19 of circular 02/99 (Environmental Impact Assessment), the 
development does not constitute EIA development. As such an Environmental Statement is 

not required to accompany the application.



Parish Council/ Councillors Comments 
 

Charnock Richard Parish Council object to the proposals for the following reasons: 

 Greenfield site designated for leisure and employment use and not for development.  

 The lack of local facilities and amenities would mean that the site is an unsustainable site which is encompassed within the Green Belt.  

 Chorley Borough has sufficient land available for housing for many years to come 

 No justification for allowing development at this site. 

 
Following receipt of the additional information Charnock Parish Council have raised the following further objections: 

 The existing road infrastructure is completely inadequate to sustain the considerable number of vehicle movements predicted to and from the site. 

 No reference is made in consultee responses to the significant alterations and improvements which will be required at the Park Hall Road/Wood 
Lane, Mill Lane/Preston Road and Mill Lane/Whittle Bottoms junctions, to accommodate the projected 3,600 vehicle movements per day and, to 
ensure that highway safety is maintained for road users and that the safety of pedestrians is not compromised.  

 The idea that residents at this development will use the facilities at the motorway services, and access these on foot or by car, is ridiculous and not 
without problems.  

 Despite the fact that Welcome Break are prepared to enter into discussions to facilitate such access the Highways Agency, who are responsible for 
policing the site, state that their current policy does not permit the use of the unofficial accesses to the services.  

 No reference is made to the necessary upgrading of the drainage systems required to service the site. Inadequate drainage and flooding at this 
location are long standing problems and, a full and complete Flood Risk Assessment is required to address this issue prior to making any 
recommendations.  

Heskin Parish Council strongly object to the proposals for the following reasons: 
 A development of this size is completely disproportionate and will  change the nature of Heskin as a settlement 

 The resultant traffic will lead to gridlock on adjacent roads, 

 There are insufficient footways on park hall Rd ,Stocks Lane, Mill Lane, Withington Lane and Carr House Lane which will become rat runs. 

 There is no infrastructure  to  serve the properties ,eg shops and the suggestion to provide a link to the motorway service station is ludicrous 

 Neighbouring schools are full and  a contribution to LCC  to provide additional places will only exacerbate the problem 

 Medical facilities in the area ie GP's cannot cope with an influx of 1000 people 

 The site is washed over by Green belt   and Chorley's own policies  BNE5 states that any application  a) should "not have a materially greater impact 
than the existing use on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land in it" and b) "should respect the character of the landscape  
and has regard to integrate the development with its surroundings" The Parish Council cannot see how these conditions can be met. 

 The applicant has not proved the need for these properties  . The Parish Council believe that CBC have already given approval to a six year 
requirement of building sites and that there are still many properties to be built in the immediate locality eg in Eccleston 

Eccleston Parish Council objects to this application on the following grounds: 

1. The Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 already provides for a surplus in the number of required new dwellings for the Borough. There is no need for 



these additional properties. 
2. Impact on Eccleston - the proposed development will adversely impact the village in a number of ways:  

(a) The existing schools (both primary and secondary) and the existing local medical facilities, the majority of which are currently at capacity or 
oversubscribed, will not cope with the additional population.   
(b) Traffic generation from the proposed development will impact the local highway network with significantly longer queues at road junctions and an 
increased risk of accidents.  
(c) The incremental water flow from 420 properties will put further strain on existing drainage systems. Drains in Eccleston already regularly overflow 
in moderate rain conditions, eg junction of Sagar St with The Green. 

3. The scale of the proposed development is disproportionate in relation to the neighbouring villages, and the application does not properly address 
fundamental issues, particularly amenities. Motorway services are completely unsuitable for local shopping. Access, other than by road, from the 
proposed development to other facilities is not appropriate, especially considering the assumed population of around 1000 people (420 homes @ 2.4 

people/home); this totally undermines the principle of a sustainable development. 

Euxton Parish Council support the proposals for the following reasons: 

 Attractive housing estate  

 No preferable alternative development for this site.  

 If left would continue to be an ugly, decaying eyesore. 

 The Council regrets that this brownfield site was not accepted as a housing allocation under the recent Local Plan procedures instead of greenfield 
sites such as those in Euxton.   

 Indeed the Council would suggest that, when this application is finally accepted, the allocations for Euxton should be reviewed in the light of this large 
‘windfall’ in the near neighbourhood.  

Wrightington Parish Council object the proposals for the following reasons: 
 The schools, the local roads and infrastructure, and the amenities in the area are inadequate to support the proposals.  

 The only way the additional volume of traffic could be adequately dealt with would be by the inclusion of enhanced access to the motorway at this 
location. 

The following comments have been received from John Taylor as a Parish Councillor: 
 Mr Allen estimates the completed development will generate 3600 veh. movements per day (Mon – Fri). This has to be a crucial factor in formulating 

the Highway Authority’s response to the planning application. If his figure of 3600 veh. Movements/day is a realistic estimate; it will have an 
unacceptable impact on the numerous minor country lanes in the vicinity. (Queuing at the Park Hall Road /Wood Lane and Mill Lane/A49 junctions at 
peak times).  

 The Park Hall Road/Wood La junction lends itself to the installation of a mini-roundabout to assist vehicles exiting Park Hall Road.  

 A right turning lane must be constructed at the entrance into the development.  

 The existing footway along the east side of Park Hall Road must be widened to at 1.8m. Who will be responsible for trimming the boundary hedge to 
prevent it obstructing the narrow footway completely?  

 A S278 agreement for improvements to the immediate highway network is required.  



 Why does the Highway Engineer believe there will any demand for residents to cycle to work from the development to Ackhurst Road via Woodcock 
La/FP No 9/Red La/Back La/German La & Common Bank La? The route length is 2.45mi to A49, Preston Road, and a further 1.25mi to Ackhurst 
Road.  

 The section Red Lane in question is a single track road with one passing and Back Lane is barely wide enough for 2 cars to pass each other. It is a 
very popular ‘rat run’ for Eccleston commuters into Chorley, because it avoids queuing to get out of Lydiate Lane. It is therefore irresponsible to 
promote it as a work commuting cycle route. 

 The state of the section of German Lane leading down to the river crossing is such that it can only be walked wearing wellington boots for 6 months of 
the year. Overhanging trees and water erosion of the surface make it virtually impossible for cyclists to use. Over past years the footbridge across the 
river and the public footpath immediately to the north has had numerous obstacles placed on them to try to stop scrambling motor bikes gaining 
access to the former sand quarry where there were causing a nuisance. Who is going to provide the funding to make this fit for cyclists, whilst 
continuing to prevent use by scrambling bikes? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Representations received from Consultants 
 

Northern Trust Company Limited do not object to the principle of the development but object to the current proposals for the following reasons: 

 Scale of the development- too many houses 

 Visual impacts of the development 

 Negative sustainability issues 

 Lack of very special circumstances 
Clark Planning Consultants have objected to the proposals on behalf of residents. The objections are as follows: 

 Not all of the application site falls within the previously developed land boundary identified within the emerging Local Plan and even if it did this does 
not mean that all of the previously developed land should be developed. 

 The application site pushes the boundaries of the former Camelot and represents a significant intrusion into the countryside. 

 Despite the extent of the theme park a housing development of the scale applied for would have a far greater impact on openness- just because 
some of the rides may have been tall doesn’t mean they had a significant impact on the landscape. In any case the theme park is no longer 
operational and rides have been removed. 

 The concept plan and masterplan do not give the impression of openness 

 The proposals is simply too extensive and would have long term lasting effects on the character of the area. 

 The encroachment proposed would conflict with the purpose of including land in the Green Belt. 

 The site is not sustainable- no local facilities are included rather it relies on financial contributions 

 Potential for increased usage of the bridleway- any increase in use by cyclists could destroy its use for walkers and horse riders 

 Not suitable to hardsurface this bridleway given its rural location 

 Linking to the bridleway involves crossing land outside the applicants ownership 

 The suggested footpath link runs along a banked area and is outside the applicants control 

 

CW Planning Solutions have submitted representations on behalf of local residents and members of the Parish Council (The Parish Council is not included 

within the letter although it is assumed to be Heskin Parish Council). These are summarised as follows: 

 In accordance with Core strategy Policy 1 the site is in an unsustainable location. I have no reason to doubt the accuracy of any of the figures quoted 
in the assessment, and from my personal observations as someone with local knowledge of the site, the evidence is not challengeable. 

 CS policy 4 sets out the housing requirements for Chorley for the period 2010-2026. It sets a minimum requirement for 417 dwellings per year, which 
amounts to a total of 6,672 dwellings over the Plan period: If the trend towards declining household growth continues, the provision of the Plan will 
provide additional contingency and the uplift in housing delivery sought by the Government; but it is unlikely to result in a significant, unsustainable 
over-supply of housing land in the Borough. The CS target for 417 dwellings a year remains appropriate .  

 Despite having had the site rejected as a housing allocation site the Inspector left the door open for the redevelopment of the Camelot site under the 
guise of previously developed land in accordance with NPPF and local plan policy BNE5, and other local policies. 

 There is no need for the comprehensive redevelopment of the Camelot site. The need to ensure a five-year supply of housing land is of significant 



importance. However, this is not to say that the absence of a five-year housing land supply will always be conclusive in favour of the grant of planning 
permission; the absence of such a supply is merely one consideration required to be taken into account, albeit an important one.  

 The impact of such a development and the build out rates should be considered in terms of their impact on the other housing allocations sites in the 
borough, all of which are in accordance with CS Policy 1, and as such are more sustainable. 

 For this site to be redeveloped two fundamental criteria have to be met: that the site`s redevelopment can be made sustainable and, that the 
proposed development has no negative affect on openness – i.e it is not materially worse than exists now. 

 Openness is the absence of built development, the more development that is proposed or built, and the less open a site becomes. The proposed 
development of the Camelot site must preserve or enhance the openness of the site. It fails to do so. The proposal is for 420 houses and the 
indicative master planning shows development of a scale that far exceeds what is there now.  

 There is no measurement of their cubic volume.  The reason for the absence of any calculations for the existing structures is that it would show a 
substantial increase in built development proposed over what exists to date. Without exact figures of what is there now and what is proposed that ` 
substantial ` figure is not quantifiable.  

 420 houses some of which are proposed to be 2.5 and 3 storey in height far exceed the limited ad hoc structures that exist now.  

 The proposed redevelopment involves proposed building on areas of tarmac that are in some locations quite close to the boundaries of the site. 
Particular vantage points include the M6 motorway and especially footbridges going over the motorway, and areas of land along Park Hall Road, and 
alongside the existing entrance to the site. Other areas of concern are in relation to views from the nearby  `motel`  

 The site as proposed does represent a visually intrusive development especially close to the site entrance(s) 

 Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Given the lack of need for this 
development in the context of housing numbers/requirements, it is therefore necessary for the applicants to demonstrate that the site, which has 
previously been shown to be unsustainable, is now sustainable, and that the surrounding area can be made sustainable.  

 The footpath to the nearby motorway service station shop contravenes the legal agreement between the Highways Authority and the service station 
provider.  

 LCC are condoning the creation of a potentially unsafe footway across a motorway service area shared by cars and lorries alike, to reach a shop- 
How does a `Grampian Condition`  secure the continued access if for example an incident does happen as a direct result of the use of the access 
way and it is closed down. If it is not backed by a binding legal agreement between the respective parties including the Highways Agency then the 
Grampian Condition has no status whatsoever. 

 The Framework states “The primary function of roadside facilities for motorists should be to support the safety and welfare of the road user.”- How 
does using the site as a shop to service 420 houses nearby sit with that statement? 

 The creation of a through access way for pedestrians and bike users(?) to a motorway network which would allow those intent on committing crime 
greater ease of escape?  

 To overcome the lack of proximity to a railway station it is proposed to improve the footpaths and cycleways to Euxton ( the nearest station) in the 
hope that this will be considered sustainable. This doesn`t make the station any closer, and presumes that the users will cycle there and then get a 
train. The bus service which runs past the site hourly will be `pump `primed ` to go through the site for the first 5 years of the development to try and 
reduce car travel. School children will be bused to the nearest schools, again for a limited period. 

 LCC Highways is saying that if the developers throw enough resources at it, the development  can be made sustainable.  



 Whilst the applicants are proposing improving means of transport other than the car through bus services  and cycleways, the reality remains that 
those `sustainable` means of transport still require substantial journeys to reach employment and services. That doesn`t make the site sustainable, it 
merely makes it slightly less unsustainable.  

 The wider location has to be itself sustainable or can be made sustainable, not that the development can be made sustainable in a wider 
unsustainable location.  

 Heskin is not  a village in the true sense of having a settlement boundary rather it is a loose assortment of small residential developments mainly 
situated alongside roads, and meanders some 2km to the south to the parish of Wrightington in West Lancashire District. Heskin also has a primary 
school and, shop, a pub and a village hall but little else.  In terms of sustainability there is not only the proposed development itself but also the 
sustainability credentials of Heskin and Charnock Richard themselves. Neither are sustainable developments where it could be argued that the 
proposed development would help protect existing services. There are none of any real note. 

 The introduction of what is effectively a very large housing estate in the middle of the Green Belt would have a significant effect on the local 
community and on local services. It can be argued that local services cannot cope, equally it can be argued that the introduction of additional users to 
services will help sustain those services. The problem here is, is that by creating a self contained `estate` the users of those services all of which will 
be located outside the application site, will do so in an unsustainable way. 

 
A further letter has been received from CW Planning Solutions which is summarised as follows: 

 The question of openness is arguably one of the three most important issues under consideration with this application, therefore how it is addressed 
goes to the heart of how the application is determined. If the LPA gets this wrong , in this instance, it leaves itself open to a High Court challenge. 

 An LPA cannot fetter its discretion to take an alternative viewpoint on a planning matter if and when new evidence comes to light, material factors on 
the ground change, and most importantly, national or local planning policies change. To do so would be unlawful.  

 Query the inclusion of the garden centre in the calculations. The garden centre was demolished in 2003 and  should not be included in the 
calculations- the reason being abandonment. The four factors relevant to an assessment of abandonment are: 

                1) the physical condition of the building; 
                2) the length of time for which the building had not been used; 
                3) whether it had been used for any other purposes; and 
                4) the owner's intentions. 

 The wishes and intentions of the owner were only one of the factors to be taken into account- the demolition of the buildings 12 years ago and the 
uses to which the land has been put to since indicate abandonment.  

 Four tests are applicable as to whether an interpretation of policy is sound or not. Firstly the court will need to assess as a preliminary mater whether 
the interpretation is one which the words are in law capable of bearing. Secondly, and following on from that, if, in any particular planning case, one 
meaning is, on any viewpoint, highly probable but a counter meaning is advanced on behalf of the decision maker which can at best justify no epithet 
better than 'tenuous', that, the courts are likely to come down hard on the tenuous interpretation. Thirdly there may be instances where on the face of 
it even if the words taken on their own prima facie support the interpretation of the decision maker, consideration of the purpose and underlying 
objective of the policy in question may show that such linguistic interpretation simply will not accurately represent the true policy. Fourthly, decision 
makers will of course need to bear in mind that the adoption of a particular interpretation of a policy in a development plan in a particular case will 



make it difficult, at all events in the absence of convincing explanation, for them to adopt a different interpretation in another case without attracting a 
challenge on the ground of arbitrariness or collateral purpose or the like." 

 To rely on advice given in 2009 based on a questionable interpretation of now cancelled national planning policy, on the face of it ignoring the legal 
principles of abandonment, to advance a position regarding openness in 2014 is likely to lead to serious legal and financial problems going forward.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Representations 
 

In total 299 representations have been received which are summarised below 

Support Not specified 

Total No. received: 5 Total No. received: 1 
 The infrastructure of the junction with the A49 Wigan Road 

and Park Hall Road, Heskin should be re-designed to allow for 
the extra vehicular traffic.  

 The sewer systems should be designed to allow for extra 
capacity if the site proves popular and more dwellings are 
subsequently required.  

 The S106 /A278 monies should be used for the local 
communities.  

 The entrance should have longer visibility splays.  

 Camelot theme park was unsustainable.  

 In the neighbouring uses interest and in the interest of the 
local community that the site be developed in the most 
effective way possible. 

 From the hotels future prospects, the worst situation is if it was 
to remain derelict  

 We need more bus routes, conservation, cycle paths, play 
areas etc and this is what this development brings.  

 The houses will be hidden and low cost homes mean that the 
local young people can afford to move out of parents homes 
but stay in the village which isn't doable in the current 
economic climate without this development.  

 Fed up of looking at derelict land that is never going to be 
used for anything unless these houses go ahead. 

 As a young first time buyer this would be a key development.  

 House prices have rocketed and we are struggling to get on to 
the property ladder 

 Easy access to the motorway.  

 It makes absolute sense to use this area for a productive use 

 Objections: 

- Increase the road traffic dramatically 

- Make charnock services into an authorised entrance and exit to the M6. 

- Local schools are already at full capacity.  

- NHS services are also at full capacity 
 

  Advantages:  

- Create jobs for the local people  

- Help people get on the property market  

- extra schools, shops and leisure facilities would benefit the local are 

- Road improvements would benefit the local areas.  

- As a business the land is not making money and something will have to 
happen to pay for the land.  

- Rather houses be on there than an industrial estate or a shopping centre 



that will benefit many people and create multiple jobs. 

 How did all the houses existing residents live in now get built 

 This government and previous government have let in approx 
an extra 8 million people to this country. Where will they live? 

 How many existing residents have BTL (second homes)? 
 

Objections 
Total No. received: 289 

Highways   Traffic congestion- existing road infrastructure cannot cope. Already problems at the junction with Mill Lane and the A49. 

 Create further unauthorised access onto the M6 

 Will add 10 years of traffic congestion during the construction period- excessive disruption 

 Car parking: increasing volumes of traffic will encourage random abandoning of cars 

 Proposed 2nd access point has not been considered properly 

 Speeds along Park Hall Road are already excessive 

 Adverse weather such as snow would cause havoc on the roads 

 Will create ‘rat runs’ and use of roads as short cuts 

 Who will pay for more footpaths and widening the roads? 

 The application for a large rehab centre to be built opposite this development further contributes to traffic congestion. 

 Inadequate entrances and exits to the site 

 Will cause more accidents in the area 

 Local roads are already very congested. 

 420 houses (2 x car family) = 840 cars 

 Will be car dependent 

 It is likely that the 'unofficial' access to the M6 via the services will have to be closed due to the increased/excessive demand. 

 Will be difficult crossing the roads 

 3 mini roundabouts should be provided at each of the shown entrances to the development and at the junction of Park Hall road 
and Wood Lane 

 There is enough land to make a motorway junction 

 The bridleway improvements to red lane won’t be done because the landowners etc would be expected to give land and 
access. 

 The 1/2 hourly bus service from Eccleston to Chorley is several years away and paid for by the same bus companies that are 
looking at closing the unprofitable routes 

 The footpath link to the motorway services- is it a good idea to add pedestrian traffic to a busy motorway services? This is an 
unsafe solution particularly for children 



 The footpath improvements would impact on the Green Belt, involve taking adjacent areas of land and enable use by cyclists 

Character of the 
Area 
 

 Impact on the village community 

 Impact on local house market and house values  

 Change the character of the local area/ village (would double the population of Heskin): why destroy the few villages left in the 
Chorley area - especially when there are still large tranches of Buckshaw village to be developed? 

 Too many houses and enough houses planned/ approved in area-no more are needed 

 Housing needs are already more than adequately served for the next 6 years. 

 Existing trees do not act as an effective screen 

 Will create a new settlement larger than Heskin 

 Loss of an area for walking and cycling 

 Will destroy this natural area of countryside 

 The greatest impact will be on Heskin 

Infrastructure/ 

Drainage 

 

 Drainage and sewage impacts:  Will this entail additional engineering works to alleviate this? 

 Currently a Victorian sewer system 

 Flooding is already an issue in the area 

 There are inadequate local amenities and nothing within walking distance: impact on doctors, dentists, schools, shops etc. 

 No local shops in the area 

 Public transport is inadequate 

 The pavement is very narrow 

 Are plans in effect to address surface water run off?  

 Footpaths in the area would require widening, requiring removal of hedges and use of current farm land and fields impacting 
the environment. 

 Regarding footpaths P14 also states "There are a number of pedestrian routes... and have the potential to be improved" This 
clearly acknowledges they are inadequate to serve the development.  

 Buses are infrequent.  

 There are inadequate primary school places and Bishop Rawsthorne Secondary School in Croston is already considerably 
oversubscribed! 

 The water runoff from any housing estate will end up in Syd Brook which runs into the River Yarrow potentially adding to 
Croston’s flooding problems. 

 The application sites that there are no plans to conduct flood risk assessments despite being 20m away from a water course, 
relying on natural soak away.  

 No employment in the area for the future residents to work 

 The suggestion of creating a footpath onto a Motorway Service Station to address the lack of amenities is reckless 

 No shops are proposed 



Principle of the 

Development 

 

 This is not a brown belt site it is Green Belt 

 This planning application is sold as the theme park being unsustainable as a visitor attraction which is simply not true and there 
are many interested parties who would like to re-open and invest in the park- the viability should be looked at seriously. 

 Design: P53 states "fundamental to the masterplan is achieving the vision of walkable neighbourhood", defined as 400-800m 
walk to local facilities and amenities. P14 states the closest a convenience store is 1000m- and most of that is without a 
footway. Eccleston is about 2,000m. If you can't get the fundamentals right it's a none starter from the outset.  

 No evidence forthcoming of any "very special circumstances" to justify withdrawal of green belt designation 

 CBC has a sufficient land supply for housing and this site was not allocated within the emerging local plan 

 Lack of employment opportunities in the area 

 Contrary to local and national planning policy 

 This would be contrary to the local plan if approved. 

 This will not be affordable housing to ease the housing needs or allow first time buyers to get onto the property ladders 

Wildlife/ Ecology 
 

 The wooded areas would be destroyed. Impact on local wildlife, flora & fauna 

 Impact on wildlife including Great Crested Newts 

 Potential disruption and pollution to streams/lake in the area. 

 Should reflect the established tradition of providing equestrian facilities on the site. 

Other Issues 
 

 Always been the plan since the owners bought the site 

 No prior consultation was undertaken 

 Will increase sound, light and airborne pollution.  

 Where also is the transparency in the fact that Peter Stybelski, ex Cumbria Council Chief Executive has been working on the 
project as an advisor?  

 Why cannot we keep leisure and tourism here? 

 There is nothing Green about the proposal, quite the contrary.  

 Over recent years suffered persistent trespass with access gained from Park Hall. The creation of this development with the 
new footpath/cycleway can only lead to an escalation of this problem 

 Site contamination: further issues identified. 

 Contrary to carbon efficiency and environmental sustainability 

 Expansion of youth population 

 Safety concerns in respect of footbridge over the motorway 

 Will affect trade at the hotel 

 Did not give permission for the use of images to be used in the application documentation 

 Access to the motorway service station on foot is not possible without further expenditure 

 Allotments just a token gesture 

 There should be a playing pitch on site for 420 new houses 



 The land could be used for other uses which would be better for the environment and the local residents 

 Will raise crime 

 Similar issues will occur as those at Hadfield in the Peak District 

 Supermarket at the Carrington Centre has been reduced in size. 

 Are CBC doing everything possible to secure the best benefits for its people and communities. 

 No real innovation or aspiration to be something cutting edge 

 3 storey properties should not be included. 

 Will be detrimental to the future residents living so close to the motorway. 

 Camelot should only be developed if it has its own school, shop and a new doctors surgery 

 There is another planning application in the same area across the road on Pemberton hall farm for a rehabilitation centre for 
Mental health patients. These type of clients do need specialised care, but will the buyers of the houses opposite be happy at 
this type of facility is going to be in the vicinity. Both of these developments will be at odds with each other. 

 Within a 2 mile radius over 200 new dwellings have been approved since 2012 

 There was a Royal Charter given to the family who owned the site by King Edward I. the charter stated that the site be used for 
purposes appertaining to leisure. And was decreed for the good of the people of the community 

 The indicated cul de sac solutions will lead to further development in the future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Consultee Comments 
 

Consultee Summary of Comments received 

Architectural Liaison Officer Request that Secured by Design is made a condition in accordance with Policy 26 of the Core Strategy 

LCC Rights of Way Has commented on the proposed footpath/ bridleway work identified by the Highway Engineer. This is assessed 
within the body of the report. 

LCC Ecology Initially raised concerns that the ecological assessment does not provide an adequate or robust assessment of 
impacts on biodiversity during construction and operation of the proposed development, nor does it demonstrate that 
the proposals would not result in a breach of protected species legislation (European and domestic) or that 
significant effects on biodiversity would be avoided, adequately mitigated or as a last resort compensated. 
 
Following the receipt of further information some of the initial concerns have been addressed although there are still 
outstanding concerns addressed below. 

LCC Archaeology Agree that there are no significant archaeological implications 

Coal Authority Standing advice 

LCC Highways Initially raised concerns over sustainability principles and linkages however these have been overcome by the 
provision of additional information which is addressed within the assessment section of this report. The delivery of 
those accessibility improvements is also discussed. 

LCC Education Have requested a contribution to both primary and secondary school places 

CBC Environmental Health 
(Contamination) 

The officer has noted the content of the submitted Phase 1 desk study report, which recommends site investigation 
works.  This can be addressed via condition on any positive recommendation. 

CBC Environmental Health (Noise) Are generally satisfied with the content of the submitted acoustic report however has suggested that the Council 
approaches any approval with caution, in respect of conditions, of the external noise levels that some properties on 
the development may experience.  
 
Additional noise information was provided and all measures outlined within the acoustic report should be 
implemented to ensure that any future residents of domestic dwellings, on the application site, benefit from the 
mitigation of noise 

CBC Planning Policy (Sustainable 
Resources) 

Expressed concerns that the proposals are not in accordance with Policy 27 of the Core Strategy 

CBC Parks and Open Spaces 
Officer 

Initially raised concerns as to whether the arboricultural impact assessment and the landscape impact appraisal are 
presenting the complete picture. Further information has been provided to address this issue. 

Westfield Tree Services (appointed 
on behalf of the Council) 

Consider that overall the standard of the tree report was good and it is considered that it shows a good 
representation of the trees on site. 



Environment Agency Initially objected to the proposals however following the receipt of additional information they have withdrawn their 
objection 

United Utilities No objection subject to conditions 

LCC SUDs Approval Board No response received 

LCC Mineral Safeguarding The area of sand resource within the proposed development is small and runs through previously developed land for 
the most part. Within the proposed development the sandstone, coal, brick clay and fireclay resource is likely to be 
too deep and overlain by too thick a layer of overburden for prior extraction to be feasible. 

CBC Housing Commented on the required affordable housing mix 

Highways Agency The proposed development will have no material impact on the strategic road network (SRN), i.e. M6, we do not 
intend to make any objection.  

NHS Property Services Ltd 
 

The site of Camelot Theme Park is outside of the catchment area for the three GP Practices that are based within 
the Chorley Health Centre.   All three GP Practices are currently running at full capacity and there is no opportunity 
to extend the existing building. 

CBC Economic Development  Have commented on employment within the area 

Lancashire Badger Group Have confirmed that they are willing to work with the developer and only have the badgers welfare at heart. 



Applicants Summary of Benefits 
 

Social Dimension Economic Dimension Environmental Dimension 

• Development of a brownfield site, which reduces 
pressure on greenfield land. 
• The development will deliver a wide choice of 
high quality homes and widen opportunities for 
home ownership. 
• Removal of buildings and bringing site back into 
beneficial use. 
• Affordable housing – 35% provision with 70% 
social or affordable rented and 30% intermediate. 
• Financial contributions towards local education 
and public services and infrastructure to be made 
through the CIL charge will contribute to increasing 
the capacity of Eccleston Primary School, as per 
the Regulation 123 list. 
• Provision of one locally equipped area of play 
and three local areas of play 
• Network of formal and informal paths  
• Provision of allotments. 
• Significant highways and transport improvement 
package, as follows: 
- doubling the frequency of existing bus service 
- Transport management fund 
- School shuttle bus. 
- dial-a-ride services subsidy 
- New bus stops/shelters. 
- Potential new footpath connection to Motorway 
Service Area/  widened footway  
- Funding of potential footpath and bridleway 
improvements.  
- Pedestrian routes across the site  
- Travel voucher for all households  
- Funding of Travel Plan Co-ordinator. 

• Community Infrastructure Levy payment of circa 
£2.25 million. 
• New homes bonus of circa £2.9 million. 
• The Council Tax per annum generated by the 
properties within the development would be 
£476,896 (based on 2012/13 average national 
band D). 
• Off site open space contribution of £650,000 for 
sports pitches as required by Chorley Council. 
• Creation of direct and indirect jobs as a result of 
construction and the increase in population. 
• The development will provide high-quality, 
aspirational housing for workers. 
 

Provide visual containment 
• Significant ecological enhancement measures 
including the following: 
- water course will be de-culverted 
- The existing wildlife corridors retained and 
reinforced through native planting. 
- The existing hedgerow field boundaries will be 
strengthened  
- A new pond will be created  
- Biodiversity will be incorporated  
- Planting along the noise bund 
- A management plan will be implemented for non-
native species 
• Improving access to the open countryside  
• Recreational and environmental benefits to the 
surrounding ancient woodland and open space. 
• Improvements to surface water drainage  
• Creation of an attractive, high-quality living 
environment which will be screened by existing 
vegetation. 
• A high-quality design 
• Code level 4 energy and 20% reduction in CO2 
through provision of photovoltaic panels plus Code 
3 Certification plus building fabric improvements 
beyond building regulations. 



- Travel notice board on site. 
- Travel information pack issued to all households. 
- Personalised travel planning for new residents. 
- Financial contribution to support ‘walking bus’ 
- Broadband at the site 



 
Assessment 
Sustainable Development 
1. At a National level The Framework confirms (paragraph 186) that local planning 

authorities should approach decision-taking in a positive way to foster the delivery of 
sustainable development. The relationship between decision-taking and plan-making 
should be seamless, translating plans into high quality development on the ground. 

 
2. At paragraph 187 the Framework confirms that local planning authorities should look for 

solutions rather than problems, and decision-takers at every level should seek to approve 
applications for sustainable development where possible. Local planning authorities 
should work proactively with applicants to secure developments that improve the 
economic, social and environmental conditions of the area. 

 
3. The Framework goes on to state (paragraph 197) that in assessing and determining 

development proposals, local planning authorities should apply the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development. 

 
4. As identified at a national level the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the 

achievement of sustainable development. At the heart of the National Planning Policy 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen 
as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking. For decision 
taking this means:  

 Approving development that accords with the development plan without delay;  

 Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, 
granting permission unless:  

a) Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken 
as a whole; or  
b) Specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be restricted.  

 
5. If development is not sustainable development in terms of the social, economic and 

environmental benefits (the three dimensions of sustainable development) then the 
development would not be considered acceptable and as such the presumption contained 
within the Framework would not exist. 
 

6. The proposed site is situated within the Green Belt in a relatively isolated location 
between the villages of Charnock Richard to the east and Eccleston to the north west. 
Heskin is sited to the south-west although this is a small rural village without a defined 
settlement boundary. The site is located well outside the built-up areas of the nearby 
villages (separated from Charnock Richard by the motorway) and, as such, from a 
housing policy point of view, there would be little or no potential for the proposed housing 
development to form a sustainable urban extension to either of the two defined 
settlements.  
 

7. The proposed development would create a large scale housing development in the Green 
Belt. The Framework recognises that the supply of new homes can sometimes be 
achieved through planning for larger developments, such as new settlements or 
extensions to existing villages and towns, provided that such new settlements or 
extensions to existing settlements provide for sustainable forms of development. However 
in this case the proposals do not represent a new settlement or an extension to an 
existing settlement. 

.  
8. In accessibility terms, the current site is in a relatively isolated location divorced from the 

main urban areas and, as such, access to necessary local shopping, service, education 
and employment facilities for the residents of the proposed development would be limited 
without the need for significant travel improvements. This is addressed further below.  
 

9. In terms of hierarchy of access the most accessible sites are accessible by walking, then 
cycling, then Public Transport and then via car (with those sites only accessible by car 



being the most unsustainable). For a site to be sustainable the future residents should 
have a choice of accessing local services by various transport modes. 

 
10. The application proposals would remediate and redevelop a large vacant and derelict 

brownfield / previously developed site formerly used as a theme park. The Framework 
encourages the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously 
developed, provided that it is not of high environmental value. The site has no special 
national, regional or local environmentally important designations that would otherwise 
preclude the scale and nature of the proposed development being accommodated on the 
site.  

 
Planning Policy Background 
11. In accordance with s.38 (6) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004), the 

application is to be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
 

12. The development plan currently consists of the saved policies contained within the 
Adopted Chorley Borough Local Plan Review and the Adopted Central Lancashire Core 
Strategy. 

 
13. Comments have been received that material planning considerations should be taken into 

account as otherwise the assessment would be unlawful. In terms of assessing an 
application against the provisions of the development plan local planning authorities are 
required to exercise their judgement, as identified within the Tesco Stores Ltd v Dundee 
CC [2012] case. It is the Local Planning Authorities responsibility to interpret policy 
statements objectively in accordance with the language used and this judgement could 
only be challenged on the grounds that it is irrational or perverse.  

 
14. The application site is not allocated specifically for large scale residential development. 

Chorley has a five year deliverable supply of housing plus 5%. The November 2013 Five 
Year Supply Statement for Chorley indicates a 7.3 year deliverable housing supply over 
the period 2013 – 2018. In the emerging Local Plan Partial Report the Inspector 
concludes that, with her modifications, the Plan allocates sufficient housing land in the 
right locations to accord with the requirements of the Core Strategy and with paragraph 
47 of the Framework. Therefore, there is no urgent requirement to release additional land 
for housing in the Borough. However, housing requirements are not a maximum and the 
Government requires local planning authorities to boost significantly the supply of 
housing. Proposals for additional housing will be determined in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
 

15. From April 2013 to April 2014 there were 582 completions within the Borough which 
exceeds the target of 417 dwellings a year included within Policy 4 of the Adopted Core 
Strategy. 
 

16. From April 2010 (the start date of the Core Strategy housing period) to April 2013 a total 
of 27 dwellings have been completed in the whole parish of Charnock Richard including 
the village. 43 dwellings with planning permission remain left to be built as of 31 March 
3013.  In the Chorley Local Plan 2012- 2026 Pole Green Nurseries, within the settlement 
boundary of Charnock Richard is allocated for 30 dwellings (HS1.52 - permission granted 
2011).  

 
17. Strategic Objective SO5 of the Core Strategy seeks to help make available and maintain 

within Central Lancashire a ready supply of residential development land over the plan 
period so as to help deliver sufficient new housing of appropriate types to meet future 
requirements. This should also be based on infrastructure provision, as well as ensuring 
that delivery does not compromise existing communities. 

 
18. Taking into account the housing completions in the Borough over the last year and the 

Council’s housing supply it could be argued that approving over 400 houses on an 



unallocated site is ‘frontloading’ the housing supply within the Borough which could 
impact on the housing market in the Central Lancashire area. 
 

19. Although the neighbouring Boroughs have not been formally consulted consideration is 
given as to whether the scale of housing proposed on this site would adversely impact on 
housing delivery within the Central Lancashire area including the delivery of the City Deal 
programme, by increasing the supply of sites and undermining the delivery of sites in 
Preston and South Ribble. However there is no evidence before the Planning Service to 
support this argument. South Ribble Council made this argument with Lancashire County 
Council at a recent appeal for a windfall site of 100 units in South Ribble however the 
appeal was allowed and the Inspector did not give significant weight to this argument. 
 

20. Although 420 dwellings far exceeds the 100 dwellings in South Ribble it is important to 
note that the construction of the dwellings on this site will be phased with a 10 year build 
programme estimated. As such the development will not ‘flood’ the housing market in one 
go and is more of a medium- long term housing provision in respect of the local plan 
period. 

 
Principle of the Development 
21. The site is located within the Green belt and part of the site is allocated as a Major 

Developed Site within the Green Belt under Policy DC6 of the Adopted Chorley Borough 
Local Plan Review. Policy DC6 was saved by the Secretary of State in 2007 and under 
the provisions of Paragraph 215 of the Framework, as of 27 March 2013, due weight 
should be given to the relevant saved policies of the Adopted Chorley Borough Local Plan 
Review (ACBLPR) according to their degree of consistency with the Framework.  
 

22. Policy DC6 states: 
The re-use, infilling or redevelopment of major developed sites in the Green Belt, as 
shown on the Proposals Map, will be permitted providing all the following criteria are met: 
(a) the proposal does not have a materially greater impact than the existing use on the 
openness of the Green Belt and the purposes of including land in it; 
(b) the development is in scale and keeping with the main features of the landscape and 
has regard to the need to integrate the development with its surroundings, and will not be 
of significant detriment to features of historical or ecological importance; 
(c) the development does not exceed the height of the existing buildings; 
And 
 
in the case of infill 
(d) the proposal does not lead to a major increase in the developed portion of the site, 
result in a significant additional impact on the surrounding countryside or give rise to off-
site infrastructure requirements; 
 
in the case of redevelopment 
(e) the proposal contributes to the achievement of the objectives for the use of land in 
Green Belts; 
(f) the appearance of the site as a whole is maintained or enhanced and that all 
proposals, including those for partial redevelopment, are put forward in the context of a 
comprehensive long term plan for the site as a whole; 
(g) the buildings are of permanent and substantial construction and are capable of 
conversion without major or complete reconstruction if this is appropriate; 
(h) the new buildings do not occupy a larger area than the buildings they replace nor 
result in a significant additional impact on the surrounding countryside. 
 

23. In the context of Paragraphs 14 and 215 of the Framework above, it is considered that, as 
the ACBLPR was originally adopted in 2003 and although the majority of its policies were 
saved by the Secretary of State in September 2007, reference to Major Developed Sites 
was removed within the Framework and replaced with previously developed sites 
(brownfield land) within the Green Belt. The tests in respect of the Framework relate to 
whether the proposals would have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development. Reference to 



scale, heights and footprint which was contained within PPG2, and set out within Policy 
DC6, is no longer a stated test within the Framework and as such Policy DC6 is not 
considered to be consistent with the Green Belt policies of the Framework and as such 
can only be afforded limited weight in assessing the planning application. 
 

24. Policy 1 of the Adopted Core Strategy, which was adopted post NPPF and as such is 
compliant with The Framework, states: 
 
Focus growth and investment on well located brownfield sites and 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. 
Some Greenfield development will be required on the fringes of the main urban areas. To 
promote vibrant local communities and support services, an appropriate scale of growth 
and investment will be encouraged in identified Local Service Centres, providing it is in 
keeping with their local character and setting, and at certain other key locations outside 
the main urban areas. 
 
Growth and investment will be concentrated in: 
(a) The Preston/South Ribble Urban Area comprising: 

i. The Central Preston Strategic Location and adjacent inner city suburbs, 
focussing on regeneration opportunities in Inner East Preston, the Tithebarn 
Regeneration Area and the New Central Business District Area in particular. 

ii. The northern suburbs of Preston, focussing on Local Centres, with greenfield 
development within the Cottam Strategic Site and the North West Preston 
Strategic Location. 

iii. The settlements south of the River Ribble, comprising: 

- Penwortham, focussing on the regeneration of the District Centre, but with 
some greenfield development at the South of Penwortham and North of 
Farington Strategic Location. 

- Lostock Hall, focussing on the regeneration of brownfield sites. 

- Bamber Bridge, focussing on the regeneration of the District Centre and 
brownfield sites. 

- Walton-le-Dale, Higher Walton, focussing on brownfield sites. 
 
(b) The Key Service Centres of: 

ii. Leyland / Farington, focussing on regeneration of Leyland Town Centre* and 
brownfield sites. 

iii. Chorley Town, focussing on the regeneration of the Town Centre* but with 
some greenfield development. 

iv. Longridge, where land within Central Lancashire may be required to support 
the development of this Key Service Centre in Ribble Valley. 

 
(c) Strategic Sites allocated at: 

i. BAE Systems, Samlesbury – employment 
ii. Cuerden (Lancashire Central) – employment 
iii. Buckshaw Village – mixed use 

 
(d) Some growth and investment will be encouraged at the following Urban Local Service 
Centres to help meet housing and employment needs: 

i. Adlington 
ii. Clayton Brook/Green 
iii. Clayton-le-Woods (Lancaster Lane) 
iv. Coppull 
v. v. Euxton 
vi. vi. Whittle-le-Woods 

 
(e) Limited growth and investment will be encouraged at the following Rural Local Service 
Centres to help meet local housing and employment needs and to support the provision 
of services to the wider area: 

i. Brinscall / Withnell 



ii. Eccleston 
iii. Longton 

 
(f) In other places - smaller villages, substantially built up frontages and Major Developed 
Sites - development will typically be small scale and limited to appropriate infilling, 
conversion of buildings and proposals to meet local need, unless there are exceptional 
reasons for larger scale redevelopment schemes. 
 
confirms that growth and investment will be focussed on well-located brownfield sites and 
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.  
 

25. The part of the Borough is not identified for growth and although Policy 1 does allow for 
small scale development, limited to appropriate infilling, conversion of buildings and 
proposals to meet local need states, in other places such as Major Developed Sites, a 
large scale scheme as proposed will only be considered acceptable where there are 
exceptional reasons for a larger scale redevelopment scheme.  

 
26. A large scale scheme as proposed will only be considered appropriate on this site in 

exceptional circumstances. The applicant considers that the exceptional reasons relate to 
the benefits of the development under the Framework’s social, economic and 
environmental dimensions (which is set out above within the Applicants Summary of 
Benefits section). It is acknowledged that the re-use of previously developed sites within 
the Green Belt is not necessarily inappropriate development and where the historic use of 
a large site in the Green Belt may cease the site owners may consequently seek an 
alternative use however such sites are generally not in the most accessible locations, 
which is the case in respect of Camelot, so are normally not appropriate for uses that 
would generate large numbers of trips to access-off site services.  

 
27. The overall spatial vision of what Central Lancashire aspires to be like is what guides the 

Core Strategy. The Core Strategy includes locally distinctive Strategic objectives which 
are the key issues which need to be addressed. Each of the relevant Strategic Objectives 
are set out within the relevant sections below. In respect of Policy 1 Strategic Objective 
SO1 seeks to foster growth and investment in Central Lancashire in a manner that: 

 Makes the best use of infrastructure and land by focussing on the Preston/ South 
Ribble Urban Area, and the Key Service Centres of Leyland and Chorley. 

 Marries opportunity and need by focussing investment in Preston City Centre and 
other Strategic Sites and Locations, and Leyland and Chorley town centres. 

 Supports service provision in rural areas, particularly in the Rural Local Service 
Centres. 

 
28. Although the applicant’s list of benefits are noted and will be assessed as part of the 

overall balancing exercise, particularly taking into account the fact that the Core Strategy 
includes a brownfield target to locate 70% of all new housing on previously developed 
sites, it is not considered that a large scale residential development, which is not wholly to 
meet local need (147 houses are for affordable homes (35%), and the remaining 273 are 
general market housing), meets the Council’s Strategic objective or constitutes 
exceptional reasons in accordance with Policy 1. As such the proposals are contrary to 
Policy 1 of the Core Strategy. 
 

29. National guidance on Green Belt is contained in Chapter 9 of the Framework which 
states: 

 
79. The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of 
Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the 
essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. 
 
80. Green Belt serves five purposes: 
 



 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

 to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

 to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land.   

 
87. As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, 
harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special 
circumstances. 
 
88. When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure 
that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. 

 
89. A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as 
inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 
... 
limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 
sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary 
buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development. 

 
30. Paragraph 216 of the Framework states that, from the day of publication, decision-takers 

may also give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according to the stage of 
preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the preparation, the greater the 
weight that may be given).  

 
31. The Inspector has issued her Partial Report on her findings into the soundness of the 

emerging Chorley Local Plan which is a material consideration in the assessment of any 
planning application. 
 

32. In summary, the plan is considered to be legally compliant.  In relation to soundness, the 
plan is considered sound, with the exception of matters relating to Gypsies & Travellers.  
The examination of the local plan remains open, and the Inspector will reconvene the 
examination later this year to consider Gypsy & Traveller Matters, which would enable 
adoption of the local plan, following a supplementary report.  

 
33. Paragraph 18 of the Partial Report states:  “For the avoidance of doubt, the Plan may not 

be adopted until it has been changed in accordance with all of the main modifications set 
out in the Appendix to this partial report and any which may be specified in the Appendix 
of my forthcoming supplementary report. However, because of the very advanced stage 
in the examination process that the main modifications set out in the attached Appendix 
have reached, significant weight should be attached to all policies and proposals of the 
Plan that are amended accordingly, where necessary, except for matters relating to 
Gypsies and Travellers.” 

 
34. The Council accepted the Inspectors modifications for Development Control purposes at 

its Executive Committee on 21st November 2013 and as such the Policies can be 
afforded significant weight subject to the main modifications. 

 
35. Within the Inspectors report, at paragraph 96, the Inspector assessed the Park 

Hall/Camelot Leisure Complex (AL07) as an Alternative Housing site. The Inspector 
considers as it is a previously developed site, it could come forward as a windfall site in 
the Green Belt, provided that any proposal for its redevelopment satisfied other relevant 
policies of the Plan including policy BNE5, and the Framework. 

 



36. At paragraph 175 the Inspector amended the previously developed land boundary of the 
Park Hall /Camelot Leisure Complex by extending the boundary to the north-east of the 
site to include the paintball area, but not including the natural area around the Dam and 
Swifts Wood in the south east as this area appeared natural and open and did not display 
characteristics of previously developed land.  

 
37. As such the majority of the application site constitutes previously developed land within 

the Green Belt which would engage within the exception contained within paragraph 89 of 
The Framework involving the complete redevelopment of a redundant previously 
developed site on the proviso that the development does not have a greater impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it. 
 

38. At para 177 of her report the Inspector concluded the text of BNE5 should be amended, 
which deleted criteria d), f) and g) because the text was outdated, reflecting the guidance 
of PPG2: Green Belts and it was inconsistent with the Framework para 89 (set out above) 
regarding proposals for infill and redevelopment of previously developed sites in the 
Green Belt.  

 
39. Policy BNE5 was amended and relates to previously developed land within the Green 

Belt and reflects guidance contained within the Framework as follows: 
The reuse, infilling or redevelopment of previously developed sites in the Green Belt, will 
be permitted providing the following criteria are met:  
In the case of re-use  
a) The proposal does not have a materially greater impact than the existing use on the 
openness of the Green Belt and the purposes of including land in it;  
b) The development respects the character of the landscape and has regard to the need 
to integrate the development with its surroundings, and will not be of significant detriment 
to features of historical or ecological importance.  
In the case of infill:  
c) The proposal does not lead to a major increase in the developed portion of the site, 
resulting in a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of 
including land within it than the existing development.  
 
In the case of redevelopment:  
d) The appearance of the site as a whole is maintained or enhanced and that all 
proposals, including those for partial redevelopment, are put forward in the context of a 
comprehensive plan for the site as a whole. 
 

40. The construction of the new dwellings will constitute inappropriate development unless 
one of the exceptions in the Framework is engaged.  To benefit from the relevant 
exception in the case of this site, the applicant must demonstrate that the construction of 
the new buildings constitute:  
 

 The partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land;  

 Which would not have a greater impact on the “openness” of the Green Belt; and 

 Which would not have a greater impact on the purposes of including land in the 
Green Belt. 
 

41. Whilst the test for sites such as this relates to the impact on openness it is important to 
note that the Framework contains no specific definition of ‘openness’. 

 
42. It is considered that in respect of the Framework that the existing theme park has an 

impact on the openness of the Green Belt. Although the existing structures have limited 
visibility, which is assessed below, there is an impact to openness simply because the 
building/structures exist. 
 

43.  “Building” is defined in Section 336(1) T&CPA (1990) to include any structure or erection, 
and any part of the building, as so defined, but does not include plant or machinery 
comprised in a building. It is considered that fairground ride (such as a rollercoaster) is 
likely to constitute a “structure or erection” for the purposes of the Act.  



 
44. Members will recall that the definition of what constitutes a temporary building was raised 

at the first Member site visit. Although there is no definitive definition of such a structure it 
is universally accepted that there are three primary factors to take into consideration 
when establishing whether a building / structure is temporary. These include (1) the size 
of the structure, (2) permanence, and (3) physical attachment to the land.  

 
45. Whilst a number of the buildings on the site (e.g. storage buildings/ retail kiosks etc) may 

not have typical construction methods, such as the inclusion of foundations, it is clear that 
these buildings have a degree of physical attachment beyond that of temporary building. 
All of the buildings/ structures included within the capacity assessment have been in situ 
for a number of years and as such have a degree of permanence. As such it is not 
considered that any of the buildings/ structures on site are temporary.  

 
46. However it is important to note that the presence of a structure on the site currently does 

not justify any new buildings.  The exception contained within the Framework is only 
engaged where the development would not “have a greater impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt”. 
 

47. Whether the proposed dwellings have a greater impact on openness is a subjective 
judgment which is considered further below.  Objective criteria in the case of this site 
could include the footprint of the existing structures and the height of the existing 
structures however this information has not been provided in support of the proposals due 
to the fact that they are not a specified criteria within The Framework. 

 
48. In 2009 the Planning Service agreed the capacity of the site with RPS who at that time 

were acting on behalf of a house builder. At this time it was agreed that the demolished 
garden centre, demolished in March 2003, and ‘Venom’ ride, demolished in January 
2002, could be included within future capacity considerations although the Go Kart 
Building was excluded. This agreement related to the provisions contained within the now 
superseded PPG2. The footprint of the agreed capacity of the site equates to a footprint 
of 26,548m² however it is important to note that this capacity included the garden centre 
(4078m²) and the demolished Venom ride (1472m²) which have not been in situ for over 
10 years now. 

 
49. Although when this application was submitted a number of the structures/ rides were still 

in situ on the site over the past few months a number of the structures have been 
removed and whilst PPG2 allowed for the inclusion of demolished buildings within any 
capacity assessment The Framework does not include such an allowance or capacity 
test. To engage with the exceptions of paragraph 89 of the Framework, which is reflected 
in Policy BNE5 of the emerging Local Plan, the test relates to the existing development. 
The openness of an area is clearly affected by the erection or positioning of any object 
within it no matter whether the object is clearly visible or not.  The openness test relates 
to the whole of the application site. 

 
50. The supporting Planning Statement states that the impact on openness depends upon a 

number of locally important factors including visual prominence of the site, design and 
layout and net benefits of the development. 

 
51. The first point, visual prominence and the design and layout point, relates to the visual 

amenity of the Green Belt which although material when assessing harm, as addressed 
below, is a separate consideration to openness.  

 
52. Form a height perspective there were a number of buildings and structures on site which 

were above 6 metres in height (i.e. the average height of a two-storey dwelling). The 
Knightmare ride is the tallest structure with an estimated height of 26 metres. The 
average height of all of the remaining structures which were on the site is 10.5 metres 
(not including the Knightmare ride). As such a reduction in height would see a new benefit 
on the visual impacts of the site although this does not result in a development that 
necessarily has less impact on openness that the current structures on site. 



 
53. The net benefits to the Green Belt are material considerations however they do not relate 

to the test of openness.  
 

54. The footprint/ volume of the existing structures on site have not been provided in support 
of the proposals however from visual inspections and taking into account what currently 
remains on the site it can only be concluded that the proposed development will have a 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt given the proposed use of large areas 
of hardstanding and the fact that a number of the structures no longer exist. Whilst there 
will be a reduction in height, which is a material consideration assessed below, from an 
openness perspective the perception is that the impact on openness will be greater. 

 
55. The proposed development therefore constitutes inappropriate development and as such 

the tests of paragraph 88 of the Framework are engaged. In this case very special 
circumstances need to be demonstrated which outweigh the harm the development will 
have to the Green Belt. The material considerations forwarded in support of the 
application, as set out above, are considered further below: 

 
 



Social Dimension (supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and 
future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its 
health, social and cultural well-being) 

Positive Negative 

Development of a brownfield site assisting in meeting the Council’s target 
of locating 70% of all new housing on brownfield land. 
 
 
Assist in ensuring that the Council has a 5 year supply of housing land 
with the required 5% set out within the Framework. 
 
 
Securing the re-use of this derelict site 
 
 
 

 
The provision of affordable housing 
 
 
 
 
The provision of a range of improvements to footpaths to enable access 
to local services by foot/ cycle 
 
 
Improvements to the frequency of the bus service which serves the site 
to ensure that the occupiers of the site can access services/ employment 
via alternative transport modes other than the car 
 
CIL contributions which may enhance education/ health provision in the 
area of the site 
 

This area of the Borough is not identified for growth and the development 
would result in a significant number of dwellings being erected on an 
unallocated site. 
 
The Council has a 7.3 year supply of housing and as such the 
development is not considered essential in meeting the Borough’s 
housing requirements. 
 
Whilst the allocation within the emerging Local Plan identifies that if the 
historic use ceases alternative uses can be considered this does not 
necessarily mean housing as the accessible credentials of the site could 
result in significant vehicle movements to access services. 

 
Whilst there is an identified affordable need within the Borough it is not 
the responsibility of the planning service to deliver all of the affordable 
housing needs within the Borough 
 
 
 

Economic Dimension (contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is 
available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements, 



including the provision of infrastructure) 

Positive Negative 

Community Infrastructure Levy payment of circa £2.25 million. 
 
New homes bonus of circa £2.9 million. 
 
The Council Tax per annum generated by the properties within the 
development would be £476,896 (based on 2012/13 average national 
band D). 
 
Off site open space contribution of in excess £650,000 for sports pitches 
as required by Chorley Council. 
 
Creation of direct and indirect jobs as a result of construction and the 
increase in population. 
 
The development will provide high-quality, aspirational housing for 
workers. 
 

 

Environmental Dimension (contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve 
biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon 
economy. 

Positive Negative 

Provide visual containment 
 
Ecological enhancement measures 
 
 
 
Improving access to the open countryside  
 
Recreational and environmental benefits to the surrounding ancient 
woodland and open space. 
 
A significant reduction in surface water which drains from the site into the 

 
 
At the time of writing this report the Ecologist at LCC has not provided 
written confirmation that she is happy with the ecological improvements/ 
mitigation 
 
 
 
The submitted information confirms that access will be limited to the 
woodland in terms of preserving the ecological value of the woodland 
 
 



River Yarrow to the benefit of downstream flooding which is subject to a 
floor relief scheme.  
 
Creation of an attractive, high-quality living environment which will be 
screened by existing vegetation. 
 
A high-quality design 
 
Code level 4 energy and 20% reduction in CO2 through provision of 
photovoltaic panels plus Code 3 Certification plus building fabric 
improvements beyond building regulations. 

 
 
 
At outline stage this is difficult to assess although high quality will be 
essential at reserved matters stage 
 
 
 
The suggested carbon emissions savings fall short of the Council’s 
current requirement although this can be addressed by condition. 



Visual Impact 
56. It has been established in case law that openness and visual impact are different 

concepts in terms of Green Belt Policy. However they can relate to each other and as 
such the visual impact is a material consideration. In Heath & Hampsted Society v LB of 
Camden [2007] EWHC 977, the difference between openness and visual impact was 
explained as follows: 

 
21. Paragraph 3.6 is concerned with the size of the replacement dwelling, not with its 
visual impact. There are good reasons why the relevant test for replacement 
dwellings in the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land is one of size rather than 
visual impact. The essential characteristic of Green Belts and Metropolitan Open 
Land is their openness ... The extent to which that openness is, or is not, visible from 
public vantage points and the extent to which a new building in the Green Belt would 
be visually intrusive are a separate issue... 
  
The fact that a materially larger (in terms in footprint, floor space or building volume) 
replacement dwelling is more concealed from public view than a smaller but more 
prominent existing dwelling does not mean that the replacement dwelling is 
appropriate development in the Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land.  
 
22. The loss of openness (ie unbuilt on land) within the Green Belt or Metropolitan 
Open Land is of itself harmful to the underlying policy objective. If the replacement 
dwelling is more visually intrusive there will be further harm in addition to the harm by 
reason of inappropriateness, which will have to be outweighed by those special 
circumstances if planning permission is to be granted (paragraph 3.15 of PPG 2, 
above). If the materially larger replacement dwelling is less visually intrusive than the 
existing dwelling then that would be a factor which could be taken into consideration 
when deciding whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness was outweighed by 
very special circumstances. 
 

57. When interpreting paragraph 89 of the Framework the Judge in Timmins v Gedling BC 
and Westerleigh Group Limited [2014] analysed the relationship between openness and 
visual impact.  He held inter alia: 
 

74. Any construction harms openness quite irrespective of its impact in terms 
of its obtrusiveness or its aesthetic attractions or qualities. A beautiful building is 
still an affront to openness, simply because it exists. The same applies to a building 
this is camouflaged or rendered unobtrusive by felicitous landscaping. 

 

58. In this case the Judge concluded that: 
 

78. In short it seems to me that there are three points which arise from the above 
analysis. First, there is a clear conceptual distinction between openness and visual 
impact. Secondly, it is therefore is wrong in principle to arrive at a specific conclusion 
as to openness by reference to visual impact. Thirdly, when considering however 
whether a development in the Green Belt which adversely impacts upon openness 
can be justified by very special circumstances it is not wrong to take account of the 
visual impact of a development as one, inter alia, of the considerations that form part 
of the overall weighing exercise.  
 

59. As the development falls to be considered inappropriate development the landscape/ 
visual impact of the proposed development is a key material consideration in terms of the 
overall balance as to whether there is harm. In this regard the application is supported by 
a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) (which has been prepared in 
accordance with the latest guidance (Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental 
Management and Assessment’s Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Assessment 
(GLVIA) 3

rd
 Edition (2013)) and an Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA).  

 



60. The development site generally benefits from a high level of containment created by the 
local topography and existing trees, hedgerows and woodland areas around the 
boundaries of the site. The majority of the site is effectively ‘screened’ when viewed 
externally. As a result, the visual effects associated with the proposed development are 
relatively limited.  With the height of development proposed at a maximum of 2.5 – 3 
storey height the wider visibility of the proposed development will be limited to partial 
views from specific locations, particularly from the north and east of the site.  However, 
the views towards the site from these areas to the north and east are set within the 
context of the M6 motorway and the existing visibility of the Camelot rides and Park Hall 
Complex and can be considered to be of limited sensitivity. The attached photos 
incorporate various long range views of the existing site from the surrounding roads/ 
footpaths and from Heskin. 
 

61. Clearly these comments relate to the existing situation on site and as it is acknowledged 
that tree loss will be required to accommodate the development and this loss could effect 
the visual assessment.  
 

62. In this regard the applicant has provided build platform analysis drawings to demonstrate 
the initial proposed site levels in relation to the trees which will be retained and those 
which may need to be removed.  The AIA report has been revised to incorporate the best 
and worst case scenarios for tree loss based on the build platform analysis drawing to 
enable a full assessment of the potential tree loss associated with the development at the 
outline stage.   

 
63. The updated LVIA confirms that the majority of trees to be removed are situated within 

the central portions of the site, with those on boundaries being retained (except where 
visibility splays require removal on the southern boundary and to accommodate an 
embankment on the south-eastern boundary). The LVIA considers that the highest level 
of changes between the AIA best- and worst-case scenarios occurs is in the central 
stream corridor, which would not affect the boundary screening provided. There is 
potential for Pemberton House Farm to experience a slightly higher significance of 
adverse visual effect at construction and year 1 (i.e. moderate-major rather than 
moderate) as a result of the additional loss of trees bordering Park Hall Road immediately 
to the north of the receptor, as a result of the proposed visibility splay for the new western 
access, applicable in either the best- or worst-case scenarios. The LVIA states that this 
additional loss of trees will potentially also slightly increase the significance of adverse 
effect in transient views from vehicles passing along the roadway immediately adjacent to 
the Site, which currently experience a cohesive hedgerow frontage (i.e. moderate-major 
rather than moderate adverse significance at construction and year 1). The LVIA  
considers that the adverse visual effect on these receptors will be reduced in significance 
as a result of the proposed planting such that by year 15, the adverse visual effect will 
only be of minor significance for Pemberton House Farm and of minor-moderate adverse 
significance for Park Hall Road. The Council’s Parks and Open Spaces Officer agrees 
with the findings of the updated assessment in terms of the Landscape and Visual 
Appraisal.  

 
64. The Council’s Parks and Open Spaces Officer considers that the best and worst case 

scenarios are very useful however concerns have been raised that although the survey 
only identifies a further 40 additional trees that will be lost in the worst case scenario it is 
not clear how many of these are classed as being part of a tree group rather than 
individual trees. Although the Officer acknowledges that this is a limitation of the survey 
due to the size of the site, the large numbers of trees involved and the lack of detailed 
design information (which is to be expected at an outline application stage) he is not 
comfortable accepting that the worst case scenario is appropriate as this has the potential 
to result in mass tree removals, including not only individual trees but substantial 
tree/woodland groups, in some instances containing large specimen trees.   

 
65. Given the outline nature of this application the Officer considers it appropriate to attach a 

condition which requires all phases brought forward for development to be subject to a 
detailed arboricultural impact assessment, including individual tree assessment of all 



trees with a canopy of more than 750mm in diameter.  The condition would make 
reference to the ‘best case scenario’ representation of tree losses and state that tree 
losses over above those shown and (identified in yellow on the ‘best case scenario’ 
drawing) will have to be robustly justified.  This will also ensure that tree loss can be 
adequately mitigated. 

 
66. It is considered that in the case of this site that the best case tree loss scenario or 

something similar can be achieved. Whilst this would result in an increased construction 
costs for the applicant in terms of retaining walls, split level houses and non-dig surfacing 
over tree root systems it is considered reasonable to impose such conditions to protect as 
many existing trees as possible as this is directly linked to the Parks and Open Spaces 
Officer conclusion that the visual effects associated with the proposed development are 
relatively limited and any views towards the site are of limited sensitivity. 

 
67. As identified by the Council’s Parks and Open Spaces Officer the most sensitive part of 

the site from a visual and openness perspective are from the north and east of the site 
adjacent to the motorway. Members will note this part of the site was subject to the 
second Member site visit and is currently occupied by a large area of hardstanding. The 
following photo demonstrates the views of the site which can be currently achieved from 
the motorway bridge to the north east of the site: 

 

 
 

68. The agents for the application were advised that this part of the site was the most 
sensitive and to mitigate the impact of development within this part of the site the 
originally proposed allotments have been replaced with a landscaped buffer area to 
provide additional screening to views from the motorway. The planting will be ‘blended in’ 
to the acoustic bund which will be graded out at this point and accommodate an 
additional 75 to 80 native species trees. 

 

69. The proposals also involve the creation of an acoustic bund between the proposed 
development and the motorway in the north-eastern corner of the site, wholly within the 
application site. This bund is directly linked to the noise mitigation measures discussed 
elsewhere in this report. The bund however will also act as a screen to the proposed 
development within this part of the site at a height of 4.5m. The proposed bund will vary in 
width from approximately 15.5 metres to 20.5 metres and will contain tree planting. A 
footpath link is proposed between the proposed earth bund and the existing earth bund 
(the existing bund is adjacent to the motorway and is outside the control of the applicants 
hence why there will be 2 bunds) which runs adjacent to the motorway/ neighbouring 
arable land as viewed as part of the Member site visit. The safety of such a footpath route 
is questioned however this can be fully considered at reserved matters stage. 

 



70. It is considered that the measures proposed in respect of landscaping will mitigate the 
impact of the development from a visual perspective in the most sensitive part of the site, 
whilst acknowledging that receptors (the motorway and Motorway Bridge) are of limited 
sensitivity.  

 
71. Although it would not be appropriate to include large areas of hardstanding when 

assessing the potential footprint capacity of such a Green Belt site large areas of 
hardstanding do have an visual impact on the Green Belt as the fencing, tarmac and in 
the case of this site the structures associated with the driving school and paint ball site 
are urban features within this Green Belt location. 

 
72. Within this part of the site the indicative Masterplan details low density development (25-

30dph) at a maximum height of 2 stories to enable the built development to be visually 
broken up by landscaping, trees and garden areas. The Masterplan breaks the whole site 
down into 31 parcels with a indicative density suggested. The relevant parcels in this part 
of the site are 24, 27, 28, 29, 30 and 31 which include the suggested following densities: 

 

Parcel Area (m²) Dwellings per 
hectare 

Dwellings per parcel 

24 9774 28 27 

27 2231 28 6 

28 3076 37 11 

29 5874 37 22 

30 3596 28 10 

31 2950 28 8 

Total 27,501  84 

 
73. This equates to 20% of the total number of dwellings across the whole site within this part 

of the site. As noted above the indicative scheme details a medium density within parcels 
28 and 29 which is not considered appropriate for this part of the site whilst reducing the 
impact of the development on openness. As such the following densities are considered 
to be more appropriate: 
 

Parcel Area (m²) Dwellings per 
hectare 

Dwellings per 
parcel 

24 9774 28 27 

27 2231 28 6 

28 3076 28 8 

29 5874 28 17 

30 3596 28 10 

31 2950 28 8 

Total 27,501 (2.75 
hectares) 

 76 

 
74. This would only see a reduction of 8 units however would secure a density of 28 

dwellings per hectare which is considered to be suitable for this part of the site given that 
it is the most sensitive part of the site which is currently open in nature. Whilst the 
numbers have been decreased in this part of the site it is considered that in the less 
sensitive locations a higher density could be secured which would ensure the efficient use 
of land. As such it is still considered feasible that 420 dwellings could be constructed on 
this site which would be controlled by condition. 
 

75. As demonstrated within the above photograph this part of the site is viewed in the context 
of the built industrial development and the Park Hall complex. As such it is not considered 
that the visual impact of the development within this part of the site will be adversely 
affected by the construction of dwellinghouses as they will be viewed in the context of the 
existing built development until the landscaping matures which will effectively screen the 
development from the nearby receptors. 

 



76. From a visual impact perspective it is considered that removing the large structures from 
the site which are visible within the surrounding area and creating a self contained site 
will benefit the visual characteristics of the area which is a material planning consideration 
when assessing the harm created to the Green Belt. 

 
Development outside the previously developed land boundary 
77. The application site boundary does not follow the amended previously developed site 

boundary for this site, included within the emerging Local Plan. The main differences are: 

 The application boundary excludes an area in the north west boundary forming part of 
the former paint ball area;   

 The application western boundary extends beyond the previously developed site 
boundary to accommodate a cycle way and footpath; 

 The application western boundary extends beyond the previously developed site 
boundary to accommodate a bat roost and new pond; 

 The application south western boundary excludes the previously developed site 
boundary which in this location is trees; 

 The application southern boundary excludes the tip of previously developed site 
boundary which houses a mast.  

 The application eastern boundary extends beyond the previously developed site 
boundary to include the hotel secondary access 

 
78. Policy DC1 of the Adopted Chorley Borough Local Plan Review deals with the types of 

development which can be considered appropriate in the Green Belt. Policy DC1 states 
that planning permission will not be granted for inappropriate development except in a 
case of very special circumstances. The Framework is the current national guidance 
concerning Green Belt development. 

 
79. The creation of a footpath/ cycleway and pond fall to be considered engineering 

operations which, in accordance with paragraph 90 of the Framework, are not 
inappropriate development provided they preserve the openness of the Green Belt. It is 
not considered that the footpath/ponds and pond will adversely impact on the openness 
of the Green Belt and as such are appropriate development. 

 
80. The proposed bat roost does not fall within any of the exceptions to Green Belt policy and 

as such falls to be considered inappropriate development. Although no details of the 
appearance of this roost have been provided it is acknowledged that this feature will 
provide suitable roosting opportunities for a protected species and maintain the presence 
of bats on site. This structure will be relatively simple in design and can be designed to 
reflect a typical structure found within rural areas. Given that this feature is directly linked 
to the preservation of a protected species on this site it is considered that this outweighs 
the minimal harm such a structure would have on the openness of the Green Belt. 

 
81. It is noted that the red edged application site extends beyond the previously developed 

land boundary along the western part of the site although the Masterplan details no 
residential built development within this part of the site. No residential built development 
within this part of the site will be secured by condition. 

 



Overall Conclusion Green Belt 
82. The development falls to be considered inappropriate development within the Green Belt 

and as such the above very special circumstances are taken into account when balancing 
the harm created by reason of inappropriateness with any other harm and against other 
considerations as per the test contained within Paragraph 88 of the Framework. 
 

83. The following very special circumstances exist in respect of this site: 
 

 The development will contribute to the housing land supply within the Borough. 
Paragraph 47 of the Framework confirms that Local planning authorities may 
make an allowance for windfall sites in the five-year supply if they have 
compelling evidence that such sites have consistently become available in the 
local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply. Whilst the 
Borough has in excess of a 5 year housing land supply and has over delivered 
when compared to the Core Strategy target in recent years this figure is not a 
maximum and the development will contribute to the Borough’s housing land 
supply in the medium to long terms period over the emerging Local plan period. It 
is also important to note that the Planning Inspector for the emerging Local Plan 
stated that the site could come forward as a windfall site in the Green Belt. 

 The site is previously developed land and its redevelopment is encouraged both 
at a National level within the Framework (one of the 12 core planning principles is 
to encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously 
developed (brownfield land)- paragraph 17) and a local level with a brownfield 
target of 70% of all new housing. 

 The existing theme park already has an impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt by the presence of existing structures, buildings and areas of hardstanding. 

 The site is currently a derelict theme park which does not make a positive 
contribution to the character or appearance of the rural location. Nor does the 
current site contribute to the 5 purposes of Green Belt which is assessed below in 
respect of the proposed development. 

 The development will create a visual benefit by the removal of existing tall 
structures and enhanced buffer planting creating a self-contained site. 

 The development will create construction jobs, which have acknowledged 
economic benefits along the supply chain. At a national level the Framework 
confirms that the Government is committed to securing economic growth in order 
to create jobs and prosperity, building on the country’s inherent strengths, and to 
meeting the twin challenges of global competition and of a low carbon future 
(paragraph 18). Paragraph 19 goes on to confirm that the Government is 
committed to ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to support 
sustainable economic growth. Planning should operate to encourage and not act 
as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be 
placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning system. It 
may be possible to secure jobs associated with this development to be 
negotiated under a Local Employment Charter encouraging apprenticeships and 
jobs for local people. 

 Local residents will spend their money locally, which will be a benefit to local 
centres; 

 There will be a New Homes Bonus, a contribution to local Council Tax and a CIL 
levy which will contribute to improving local services. 

 The houses will be built to a high Code for Sustainable Homes level and seek to 
reduce carbon emissions in accordance with local policy which contributes to 
sustainable development.  

 The proposed development will result in a reduction in the amount of surface 
water run-off affecting the watercourses downstream at Croston, this will result in 
a positive benefit in respect of reducing the flooding potential downstream. 

 Will contribute to the supply of affordable housing within the Borough assisting in 
achieving both the Core Strategy and Council’s objectives. 



 The scheme will contribute to improving the frequency of the bus service between 
Chorley and Eccleston and ensuring that the existing provision is maintained 
representing a benefit to public transport in the area. 

 The proposed footpaths improvements will improve accessibility at the site and 
for the wider community. 

 The proposals will create new areas of POS and contribute to improving existing 
areas of open space in the Borough which will benefit the Borough as a whole. 

 The proposals involve deculverting an existing watercourse which is an 
ecological benefit. 

 The removal of a derelict theme park and redevelopment of the site will provide 
an attractive environment for the existing businesses on this site and assist in 
securing their survival at this site. 

 
84. In relation to the 5 purposes of the Green Belt (para 80 of the Framework) it is 

considered:  

 Purpose 1 (to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas).  
The site can be considered to be within a built environment.  There are specific 
boundaries such as the existing M6 motorway, the existing land form of the 
industrial buildings and the Park Hall complex; and the natural form of woodland 
(Little Wood) which surround parts of the application site.  

 Purpose 2 (to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another). 
Development of the site would not lead to the coalescence of neighbouring towns 
(Chorley and Standish). In respect of the neighbouring villages the development 
would not lead to a coalescence of neighbouring villages. Eccleston is located 
over 890 metres (as the crow flies) from the proposed application site and 
Charnock Richard is located over 1200 metres (as the crow flies) from the 
proposed application site. The village of Heskin is located close to the application 
site although there is no defined settlement area. The ‘built-up’ area of Heskin is 
over 640 metres (as the crow flies) from the proposed application site and the 
main built up area of Heskin is separated from the site by open Green Belt fields. 

 Purpose 3 (to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;).  
The development would not result in encroachment of the countryside. As 
previously discussed the application boundary is different to the previously 
developed site boundary, one area is used to accommodate a bat box and new 
pond site; and the other accommodates a proposed cycle and footpath link. As 
such no new built development in the form of buildings (aside from the bat house) 
will be constructed within the parts of the site which fall outside the pdl boundary. 

 Purpose 4 (to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns;).  
This does not apply as the site is not located near a historical town 

 Purpose 5 (to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land).  
The proposal will recycle a derelict site, removing vacant rides, unused buildings 
and structures, bringing the site back into an alternative use. 

 
 
85. As such although the development falls to be considered inappropriate development it is 

considered that the site as exists does not contribute to the 5 purposes of including land 
within the Green Belt and the proposed development would contribute to the purposes by 
recycling derelict land which is one of the 12 core planning principles contained within the 
Framework. 
 

86. The proposals constitute a re-use of this previously developed land which as discussed 
elsewhere constitutes efficient and effective use of brownfield land. As set out above 
there are very special circumstances which do exist to support the redevelopment of this 
site which outweigh the harm the development would have on the Green Belt.



Other Planning Decisions on defunct theme park sites. 
87. After 19 years of operating, The American Adventure announced on 4 January 2007 that 

the park would not be re-opening for the 2007 season. Derbyshire County Council, who 
owned the site put in on the market. The park was subsequently demolished to make way 
for development and in 2012, it was announced that a project to redevelop the land into 
"housing, offices and leisure facilities" had been accepted. A Design Brief for the site was 
drawn up. 
 

88. The site is located within the Green Belt between Heanor and Ilkeston and adjacent to 
Shipley Country Park and defined as a “major developed site in the Green Belt”. In March 
2013 an application was submitted to Amber Valley Borough Council (AVA/2013/0186) 
for the sustainable mixed use development of the site including up to 400 residential 
units, retirement village, neighbourhood centre, employment, business, training and 
education uses, restaurant, hotel and conference facility, mixed retail and leisure focused 
garden centre, health and care campus and landscape ecological and amenity 
enhancements.  

 
89. This application was recently considered by the Planning Board with an officer 

recommendation to approve the application subject to conditions. This recommendation 
was overturned by the Planning Board and the application was refused on 12

th
 May for 

the following reason: 
 

Members of the Planning Board cannot be satisfied that the development will comply with 
Policy EN3 of the Adopted Amber Valley Borough Local Plan 2006 and consider that as 
the development will create additional requirements for off site infrastructure, it is 
therefore in that respect contrary to Policy EN3. 
 

90. Policy EN3 relates to Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt. 
 

91. Notwithstanding the case officers interpretation of the above application it is not 
considered that Policy EN3 of the Adopted Amber Valley Borough Local Plan 2006 is 
complaint with guidance contained within the Framework similar to Policy DC6 of the 
Chorley Local Plan. As such is appears unlikely that a Planning Inspector would uphold 
this decision when/ if this decision is taken to appeal. 

 
Affordable Housing  
92. Strategic objective S08 of the Core Strategy seeks to significantly increase the supply of 

affordable and special needs housing particularly in places of greatest need such as in 
more rural areas. Policy 7 of the Core Strategy requires the provision of 35% on-site 
affordable housing within rural locations such as this site. The 2009 Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (SHMA) estimated that there is an annual shortfall of 723 affordable 
properties a year borough wide in Chorley, but it does not set out the levels of need in 
different settlements. However, it clearly indicates high levels of affordable housing need 
in the Borough as a whole. Therefore, it is considered important to seek 35% affordable 
housing on appropriate sites, which also accords with the Core Strategy Strategic 
Objective SO8. There is a significant need in Chorley Borough 
 

93. The Chorley Rural Housing Needs Survey (Sept 2011) states 67 affordable homes are 
required in Charnock Richard Parish over the next five years over the period 2012-2017. 
This study captured an aspirational need not a natural need. In respect of adjacent 
villages this Study states 110 affordable homes are required in Eccleston parish over the 
next five year period 2012-2017.  

 
94. On the proposed scheme of upto 420 dwellings upto 147 affordable dwellings will be 

provided which would significantly assist in meeting the rural housing need within this 
area. Whilst affordable housing will be delivered as part of the Carrington Centre housing 
development (12 affordable dwellings on site) and the Sagar House site (21 affordable 
dwellings on site). It is noted that there is only one remaining proposed housing site 
allocation within Eccleston (HS1.49- Towngate, Eccleston) and none in Charnock Richard 
without the benefit of planning permission/ currently under construction which means that 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Derbyshire_County_Council
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the affordable housing need identified could not be met on allocated sites. Whilst it is not 
the role of the planning service to address all of the affordable housing need within the 
Borough it is considered that the provision of upto 147 affordable dwellings is a material 
consideration which will assist in achieving both the Core Strategy’s Strategic objective 
and the Council’s Corporate objective of affordable housing delivery. 

 
95. The proposed scheme will accommodate a split of 70% Social rent /30% Intermediate 

sale, in accordance with the Central Lancashire Affordable Housing SPD,  as follows: 

 Social rent: upto 103 units  (8% - 1bed 2 person flats, 85% -2bed 4 person 
houses, 10%- 3bed 6 person houses)   

 Intermediate sale (shared ownership): upto 44 units (20%- 2bed4 person 
houses and 80% -3 bed 6 person houses 

 
96. The affordable units will be transferred to one Affordable Housing Provider who has a 

stock/management presence in Chorley and is a member of Select Move.  This will be 
addressed within the associated S106 Agreement. 
 

97. Clearly the provision of 147 new affordable houses within this rural location has the 
potential the flood the market and such a large provision in one transfer is unlikely to be 
suitable for Registered Providers (RP) in the area. However the submitted Design and 
Access Statement confirms that the affordable housing will be incorporated into each 
phase of the development which will ensure there isn’t a large influx of affordable units at 
one time and that the affordable units are ‘pepper-potted’ through the 5 suggested 
phases of the development. 

 
98. The S106 Agreement will require the submission of an affordable housing scheme with 

each phase of the development to detail that 35% of each phase will be affordable 
dwellings. To ensure that all of the affordable units are provided within each phase of the 
development the S106 will specify that no more than 50% of the market dwellings shall be 
practically completed until 50% of the affordable units have been practically completed. 
Then no more than 75% of the market dwellings shall be completed until all of the 
affordable units have been practically completed.  

 
99. In the event that an RP is unable/ unwilling to take on all of the affordable units within a 

certain phase the developers shall use all reasonable endeavours to secure a suitable 
RP. If after 12 months this is proven to be unsuccessful then the dwellings could be sold 
on the open market and the developers will be required to pay a commuted sum in lieu of 
on-site provision to the Council. 

 
Density 
100. Strategic objective SO6 seeks to achieve densities for new housing that respect the 

local character of surrounding areas, whilst making efficient use of land. This is supported 
by Policy 5 of the Core Strategy which states that the authorities will secure densities of 
development which are in keeping with local areas and which will have no detrimental 
impact on the amenity, character, appearance, distinctiveness and environmental quality 
of an area, consideration will also be given to making efficient use of land. 
 

101. The submitted Design and Access Statement (D&A) incorporates indicative densities 
which are identified as being appropriate for the site. The proposals envisage a mix of 1-5 
bedroom dwellinghouses dispersed across the whole of the previously developed part of 
the site (excluding the hotel and employment units and those areas within Story Home’s 
control excluded from the extent of the built development detailed within the Development 
outside the Previously Developed Land boundary section of this report). 

 
102. Within the submitted D&A the site has been divided into 31 parcels with suggested 

densities. The lower density (25-30 dwellings per hectare) parcels are located around the 
northwestern boundaries of the site and the edge of the open space with the higher 
density development (35-40 dwellings per hectare) located within the centre of the site 
away from the highest more visually prominent locations. Within the lower density areas 



the dwellings will be predominantly 2 storey although there is scope for higher 2.5/ 3 
storey dwellings within the central part of the site which is the lowest part of the site.  

 
103. The densities assume 28 dwellings per hectare for the lower density parcels and 37 

dwellings per hectare for the higher densities with a density of 25 dwellings per hectare 
for the small parcel of land adjacent to Kiln Wood. As set out above it is considered from 
an visual impact perspective that a number of the parcels within the most sensitive part of 
the site should be restricted to 2 storey dwellings with a maximum of 28 dwellings per 
hectare. 

 
104. Although there are no nationally or locally prescribed densities which is considered 

appropriate working on an average of 30 dwellings per hectare it is considered that the 
densities suggested respect the character of this site by detailing lower densities around 
the peripheries and higher density contained within a central location. This ensures the 
efficient and effective use of this brownfield site. 

 
Levels 
105. As Members will be aware of after visiting the site there are significant land level 

changes across the application site with the central part of the site being located within a 
valley. As this is an outline application with all matters reserved the work to achieve 
suitable platform levels for the dwellings has not yet been undertaken however in order to 
fully assess the visual impact of the development the extent of tree works was considered 
to be essential as assessed elsewhere within this report. To enable a complete 
assessment in this regard plans have been provided detailing a Build Platform Analysis. 
This details a change in levels from 44.4 (which is the level of the unculverted water 
course) at the sites lowest point to 69.5 adjacent to the motorway which demonstrates a 
change in land levels of over 25 metres. This however reflects the current levels of the 
site and as such the future built platform can be accommodated on this site without 
significant level changes although it is noted that this may result in innovative design 
solutions such as split level houses within the ‘valley’ part of the site.  
 

Open Space 
106. The Open Space and Playing Pitch SPD was adopted for development control 

purposes at the Council meeting on 17th September 2013. Core Strategy Strategic 
Objective SO19 seeks to improve access to health care, sport and recreation, open green 
spaces, culture, entertainment, and community facilities and services, including healthy 
food. In order to meet this objective the following open space is required in accordance 
with emerging Local Plan Policies HS4A and HS4B and the approach in the SPD. 

 
Amenity Greenspace 
107. Emerging Local Plan Policy HS4A sets a standard of 0.73 hectares per 1,000 

population. There is currently a deficit of provision in the Chisnall ward in relation to this 
standard, a contribution towards new provision in the ward is therefore required from this 
development. As the development is 10 or more dwellings the required amenity 
greenspace should be provided on-site. The amount required is 0.736 hectares. In the 
event that this greenspace is passed over to the Council for adoption a maintenance cost 
of £294,400 would be required. 
 

108. The indicative layout however includes 0.994ha of amenity greenspace which would 
generate a maintenance cost of £397,600. 

 
Provision for children/young people 
109. Emerging Local Plan Policy HS4A sets a standard of 0.08 hectares per 1,000 

population. There is currently a surplus of provision in the Chisnall ward in relation to this 
standard, however the site is not within the accessibility catchment of an area of provision 
for children/young people. A contribution towards new provision in the accessibility 
catchment is therefore required from this development and as the development is for over 
100 dwellings the required provision for children/young people should be provided on-
site. The amount required is 0.081 hectares. In the event that this playspace is passed 
over to the Council for adoption a maintenance cost of £56,700 would be required. 



 
110. The indicative Masterplan includes 4 play areas. 1 Local equipped area for play 

(LEAP) and 3 Local Areas for Play (LAP) which cover an area of 1.413 hectares. 
Recently on large residential developments LAPs have been designed out of schemes as 
they can cause maintenance issues and anti-social behaviour issues. It is considered 
preferable on sites such as this to provide one LEAP within a central location which 
provides a wide range of equipment and is well overlooked. As the Masterplan is 
indicative this issue can be addressed at reserved matters stage.  For the provision 
detailed a maintenance sum of £989,100 would be required if the Council adopt the play 
space. 

 
Parks and Gardens 
111. There is no requirement to provide a new park or garden on-site within this 

development. There are no parks/gardens within the accessibility catchment (1,000m) of 
this site identified as being low quality and/or low value in the Open Space Study 
therefore a contribution towards improving existing provision is not required. 
 

112. Notwithstanding the above the indicative Masterplan details 2.243 hectares of parks 
and gardens. As there is no requirement for this typology to be provided on-site the 
maintenance fees are not available. As such it is expected that these areas will be subject 
to private maintenance. 
 

Natural and Semi-Natural Greenspace 
113. There is no requirement to provide new natural/semi natural greenspace on-site 

within this development.  There are no areas of natural/semi-natural greenspace within 
the accessibility catchment (800m) of this site identified as being low quality and/or low 
value in the Open Space Study therefore a contribution towards improving existing 
provision is not required. 
 

114. Notwithstanding the above the indicative Masterplan details 4.6 hectares of Natural 
and Semi-Natural Greenspace. As there is no requirement for this typology to be provided 
on-site the maintenance fees are not available. As such it is expected that these areas 
will be subject to private maintenance. 

 
Allotments 
115. There is no requirement to provide allotment provision on site within this 

development. The originally submitted scheme included provision for on-site allotments 
on the site of the former paint ball facility. Whilst the Council is keen to provide additional 
allotments within the Borough it was considered that due to the suggested location this 
provision would be aimed mainly at the future residents for which there may not be a 
demand and any such any allocation of these allotments to people already on the waiting 
list would generate the need for further vehicle movements to access the allotments.  
 

116. There is an existing waiting list for allotments and the site is within the accessibility 
catchment (10 minutes’ drive time) of allotments that are identified as being low quality 
and/or low value in the Open Space Study (sites 1647 – Chapel Lane, Coppull, 1644 – 
Whittam Road/Moor Road Allotments, Chorley, 1646 - Allotments rear of Worthy Street, 
Chorley). The site is also within the accessibility catchment (10 minutes’ drive time) of a 
proposed new allotment site at Land at Sylvesters Farm, Euxton (HW5.2). It is therefore 
considered that an off site contribution towards the provision or improvement of these 
sites is preferable. The amount required is £15 per dwelling. As such the indicative 
Masterplan has been amended removing the allotments. 

 
Playing Pitches 
117. A Playing Pitch Strategy was published in June 2012 which identifies a Borough wide 

deficit of playing pitches but states that the majority of this deficit can be met by improving 
existing pitches. A financial contribution towards the improvement of existing playing 
pitches is therefore required from this development. The Playing Pitch Strategy includes 
an Action Plan which identifies sites that need improvements. The amount required is 
£1,599 per dwelling. 



 
Ecology 
118. Due to the nature of this Green Belt site (although a previously developed site) and 

the nature of the land surrounding the site the ecological impacts of the development is a 
significant material planning consideration. As noted above concerns have been raised by 
residents/ parish councils in this regard.  
 

119. The application is supported by various ecological assessments including bats, birds, 
amphibians, water voles and badgers (although the badger information is confidential due 
to the possible inclusion of badger setts). This has all been assessed by the Ecologist at 
Lancashire County Council.  

 
120. Following the initial submission the Ecologist raised concerns that the submissions 

did not provide an adequate or robust assessment of impacts on biodiversity during 
construction and operation of the proposed development, nor did it demonstrate that the 
proposals would not result in a breach of protected species legislation (European and 
domestic) or that significant effects on biodiversity would be avoided, adequately 
mitigated or as a last resort compensated. The Ecologist raised concerns that there did 
not appear to be a sufficiently large area of land available (red and blue line) to 
accommodate mitigation and compensation for impacts. 

 
121. The agent for the application was advised of these concerns along with specified 

further information and amended Ecological Assessments were submitted in June. These 
have been reviewed by the Ecologist who considers that although the further information 
does address some of the points previously raised the assessment of impacts remain 
inadequate to really understand the likely impact of the proposals.  In terms of mitigation, 
the Ecologist considers that more may be required than is proposed which could 
presumably be delivered (if necessary) within the applicants owned land. 

 
122. The Ecologist’s specific comments are set out below: 

 
Impact on Biological Heritage Sites, including Little Wood and Syd Brook Valley. 

123. The ecological assessment (paragraphs 6.10 – 6.11) indicates that retained 
woodlands would be protected during construction, and that new woodland planting 
would include buffering to Little Wood BHS. The Ecologist considers that new woodland 
planting (appropriate native species, local provenance) to buffer Little Wood BHS would 
help mitigate the impacts of development, and that standard protection measures 
(avoidance of physical damage and pollution events) can be implemented during 
construction. However the Ecologist has raised concerns that the ecological assessment 
fails to provide any further detail of the likely impact of future recreation on the woodland, 
or demonstrate that remedial mitigation could be implemented to minimise recreational 
impacts at a later date. 
 

124. The agent for the application was made aware of these concerns and their consultant 
Ecologist has confirmed that no public access routes will be created within Little Wood 
BHS, with the exception of one linkage in the far north of the site that will connect to the 
existing Public Right of Way (PRoW) along Woodcock Lane. This existing PRoW passes 
through the northeast periphery of Little Wood BHS. It will only connect with the existing 
bridleway on Woodcock Lane and is not intended to offer access into the wood.  

 
125. The submitted ecological mitigation plan (TEP Ref G3772.020) details that this 

footpath linkage will be bordered by buffer planting along either side of the path and post 
and rail fencing will be erected within the buffer planting strips on either side of the path to 
further ensure there will be no public access from the path into the woodland. The 
combination of buffer planting and fencing, which will be made stock proof, will ensure 
that domestic animals do not have direct access into the woodland from the public paths.  

 
126. The fence will also be continued southwards along the proposed new footpath 

linkage, along the northern edge of the residential development footprint and eastwards 



towards Little Wood. This fence will therefore prevent public access into the existing 
ponds, proposed SUDS area and proposed habitat creation area.  

127. Similar measures will be implemented along the south-eastern border of Little Wood. 
A public path will parallel the open space created around the tributary to Syd Brook that 
will be removed from culvert; this path will terminate in incidental open space adjacent to 
Little Wood. The applicant’s ecologist has confirmed that it is not the intention for this path 
to provide access into Little Wood but simply provide along the linear open space 
corridor. The applicants ecologist considers that this can be dealt with by condition. 

 
128. This response has been forwarded to the Ecologist at LCC who is currently on leave 

however her response will be reported on the addendum. 
 

European protected species: bats 
129. Several buildings and trees on site have been identified as supporting roosting bats. 

Works to buildings with known bat roosts will result in a breach of the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) without the prior acquisition of a 
European protected species licence. 

 
130. In such circumstances the Local Authority should not approve the application if there 

is reason to believe that Natural England would not issue a licence and should therefore 
have regard to the requirements of the Habitats Directive in reaching the planning 
decision, these are that:  
1. The development is required for the purpose of: 

 preserving public health or public safety,  

 for other imperative reasons of over-riding public interest, including those of a 
social or economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary 
importance for the environment.  

 for preventing serious damage to property.  
2. There is no satisfactory alternative.  
3. The proposal will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the 
species at a favourable conservation status.  

 
131. The submitted Ecological Assessment outlines an approach to mitigation/ 

compensation which would include the provision of replacement roosts (a purpose built 
bat barn to be located in the north-west corner, of a size and orientation that replicates 
the existing maternity roost, with clear flight paths, unshaded and linked to vegetation; bat 
boxes on suitable retained trees, and roost provision to be included in new buildings).  
 

132. The submitted layout appears to demonstrate that bat habitat (foraging and 
commuting) would be retained within and adjacent to the proposed development, and the 
ecological assessment indicates that the lighting scheme for the site will avoid light 
spillage to woodland edges, trees with bat roost potential, hedgerows, ponds, wildlife 
corridors, and flight paths to potential and replacement bat roosts.  

 
133. In the Ecologists opinion this outline mitigation suggests that the favourable 

conservation status of bats (as currently roosting within buildings at this site) could be 
maintained within the development and may be sufficient to inform a licence application 
(building demolition). As such it is considered that the above tests have been met. 

 
134. The applicant’s ecologist has confirmed that a lighting scheme will be developed 

during the detailed design stage, which will be the subject of an impact assessment in 
respect of bats. The applicant’s ecologist considers that lighting effects will be minimal in 
respect of bats, due to the creation and retention of significant linear corridors within and 
surrounding the development. These corridors, in combination with a bat friendly lighting 
scheme will ensure light spillage effects are avoided at key bat roosting, foraging or 
commuting habitats. The applicants ecologist considers that this can be addressed by 
condition. 

 
135. The Ecologist at LCC is still concerned about the lack of information in respect of 

potential bat roosts in trees but does consider that in the absence of further information 



that addresses the likelihood of protected species (bats) being present and the extent to 
which they may be affected, it could be specified via condition that each application for 
reserved matters includes a layout which demonstrates that all trees with bat roost 
potential will be retained, and will be located in areas of habitat not subject to light 
pollution and which connect directly to retained habitats of value to bats. 

 
136. In this regard the applicant’s ecologist has confirmed that eight trees have been 

identified (within or adjacent to the development footprint) to have bat potential, all these 
trees are mature oaks. Seven of these trees are Category 2, applying current guidelines 
for tree evaluation. One oak is a Category 1, which is located on the northern side of the 
woodland block sited in the southern area of the former theme park footprint. 

 
137. The submitted Ecological Assessment report anticipates that these trees will be 

retained in situ. No further surveys are required for the Category 2 trees, in accordance 
with current guidelines. The applicant’s ecologist has confirmed that the category 1 tree 
will remain in situ in the woodland habitat that will be retained as incidental open space 
along the tributary of Syd Brook that will be removed from culvert.  

 
138. However the applicants Ecologist has commented that in the event that this tree 

cannot be retained once the detailed layout has been finalised, for any reason, or if the 
lighting assessment identifies potential disturbance effects upon this tree, the tree will be 
subject to further survey. This will entail aerial or dawn re-entry surveys, as appropriate to 
the season.  

 
139. The applicant’s ecologist has confirmed that mitigation for the Category 1 tree, in the 

event that an adverse effect cannot be avoided but where no roost is confirmed, will be in 
the form of providing additional bat boxes on two additional retained trees within 
woodland peripheral to the site. In the event a bat roost is confirmed through survey of 
the tree completed prior to the Reserved Matters application, this mitigation will be 
implemented under a Natural England development licence. The applicant’s ecologist 
considers that this can be addressed by condition. 

 
140. As part of the footpath/ bridleway improvements addressed elsewhere within this 

report it is noted that the links will be lit to improve connectivity and usability of these 
routes. This will have to be taken into account when assessing the impact on bat roosts. 

 
European protected species: great crested newt 

141. The Surveys have revealed the presence of a small metapopulation of great crested 
newts centred on three breeding ponds although a further pond (pond 15) is also suitable 
and therefore could similarly support this species (constraints to survey prevented an 
adequate assessment of this pond). As such the same Habitat Directive tests (paragraph 
130) are applicable. 
 

142. The submitted Ecological Assessment provides brief details of mitigation, stating that 
the detailed mitigation strategy will be formulated at the reserved matters stage but would 
include identification of suitable terrestrial habitat as a receptor site to include a new pond 
and marshy grassland in the north-west of the site and at pond 15 and its surroundings; 
exclusion fencing and pitfall trapping (avoidance of killing and injuring, translocation of 
newts to receptor habitat); the receptor site to be managed in accordance with a habitat 
management plan which will be produced at the reserved matters stage, at which time the 
mechanism for delivering management would also be secured (but might be local 
authority adoption or an "appropriately experienced organisation") and the funds might be 
secured through a commuted sum, ground rent or other appropriate mechanism (such as 
section 106).  

 
143. The submitted information would not be sufficient to secure a licence from Natural 

England however in the Ecologists opinion given the distance of the application area from 
known breeding ponds, the size of the population, the quantity and quality of existing 
potential terrestrial habitat that would be affected, and the fact that the land is all within 
the ownership of the applicant (and therefore presumably securing it's long term 



management will be feasible), the submitted information may be sufficient to inform a 
detailed mitigation method statement to address the third licensing test. The long term 
management can be secured via the associated S106 Agreement. The Ecologist cannot 
be definitive about this as the final decision in this regard rests with Natural England. 

 
144. In respect of the first 2 licensing tests it is considered that removing the existing 

derelict theme park will provide a benefit to the environment and although maintaining the 
existing use on site was explored by the landowners the theme park is now closed. As 
such an appropriate reuse of the site needs to be identified particularly given the derelict 
nature of the current site and its impact on the visual amenities of this rural area. 

 
145. To ensure that the eventual reserved matters planning layout effectively incorporates 

the necessary mitigation and compensation, and also that Chorley Council can discharge 
its duty under the Regulations in the making of that planning decision, further detailed 
great crested newt mitigation (including updated surveys, if existing surveys are out of 
date at that time) should be submitted in support of the first reserved matters application. 

 
146. The applicant’s Ecologist has confirmed that details of the great crested newt 

mitigation strategy will be submitted with the Reserved Matters application. Land to the 
north and east of Pond 15 is identified as an ecological mitigation area. Additionally, land 
in the northwest of the site will form a second ecological mitigation area, such that the 
total area identified for habitat creation and enhancement will be a minimum of 6.8ha.  

 
147. The terrestrial habitats within the ecological mitigation areas will be enhanced through 

the provision of additional amphibian refugia, hedgerow creation and enhancement and 
the introduction of habitat management measures. The new refugia will incorporate inert 
rubble and logs, depending on materials available, topped with a loose soil mix, using soil 
excavated from the new pond diggings or arising from other habitat creation works, and 
capped with turf.  

 
148. The Ecological supporting information  confirms that marshy grassland and at least 

two new ponds will be created within the ecological mitigation areas to offset habitats that 
will be lost from the site. Habitat replacement will be on a like for like basis.  

 
149. The existing two ponds to be lost (ponds 13 and 14) measure 860m2 in total. New 

pond creation will ensure a minimum of 900m2 open water surface. The marshy 
grassland located in the former garden centre area measures approximately 0.2ha and 
this will be lost to the development. Habitat creation within the ecological mitigation areas 
will include minimum 0.2ha marshy grassland. 

  
150. A new SUDS pond is also proposed to the northwest of the development site. This 

will be landscaped so that it is integrated into the marshy grassland and pond creation 
implemented within this mitigation parcel. While not created for ecological purposes per 
se, the applicant’s ecologist considered that the new SUDS pond will result in a net gain 
of open water that will be of benefit for a range of wildlife.  

 
151. The remainder of the habitat mitigation areas will be used to establish a mosaic of 

open grassland and scrub suitable for amphibians and a variety of bird species that utilise 
the site. Management that will be introduced will maximise the biodiversity of the 
mitigation areas and will be sensitive to nesting birds, amphibians and other animals such 
as invertebrates. The ecological mitigation areas will be directly connected by a wildlife 
corridor that will established along the proposed footpath link in the north. 

 
Protected species: nesting birds 

152. The site supports a fairly large number of species of breeding bird, with habitats 
including woodland, scattered trees, scrub, hedgerows and buildings providing nesting 
opportunities. Measures to ensure that impacts on nesting birds, their eggs and nests are 
avoided this can be dealt with by planning condition.  
 



153. To ensure that the quantity and quality of bird nesting habitat is at least maintained 
within the proposed development (to maintain biodiversity value) replacement tree and 
scrub planting, the creation of replacement ponds and associated habitats, and the 
provision of replacement swallow nesting opportunities within the bat barn and new 
buildings are considered appropriate to maintain bird nesting opportunities at this site. 
This will be secured via condition as part of the eventual layout at the reserved matters 
stage. 

 
154. The applicant’s ecologist has confirmed that habitat creation will be implemented 

within two ecological mitigation areas located to the north of the development site. These 
areas measure a total 6.8ha as follows: 

 

 Two new ponds measuring a minimum 900m2;  

 Marshy grassland measuring a minimum 0.2ha;  

 Open grassland and scrub mosaic measuring a minimum 1.3ha;  

 New hedgerow creation and enhancement (e.g. gap planting or parallel planting to 
create a double hedgerow) measuring approximately 960m.  

 
155. Vegetation removal will be required as part of site clearance and this has potential to 

disturb nesting birds or damage nests however this can be addressed by condition. 
 
Protected species: badger 

156. Surveys indicate the presence of badgers within the wider area, although the full 
extent may be unknown (surveys were constrained by dense vegetation, although the 
consultant ecologist does not believe that this was a significant constraint).  Whilst the the 
consultant ecologist has identified potential impacts during construction (risk of killing or 
injuring) they have not addressed any other potential impacts (loss of badger habitat, 
severance of connectivity, post-construction sett interference/ persecution, etc).  
 

157. In the Ecologist’s opinion there is insufficient information to address the requirements 
of Natural England's standing advice. The mitigation hierarchy (as embedded in the 
Framework) requires avoidance of impacts, followed by mitigation for unavoidable 
impacts, and compensation as a last resort if significant impacts cannot be avoided or 
adequately mitigated. The Ecologist considers that the proposal for sett closure and 
replacement (compensatory) setts is not compliant with the mitigation hierarchy, i.e. 
presumably the development could be re-designed to avoid impacts on badger setts. 

 
158. The agent for the application was made aware of these concerns and their consultant 

Ecologist has confirmed that one badger setts has potential to be subject to affected by 
the proposals. Although this sett will not be directly affected by the development due to its 
proximity to the site it may suffer from visual disturbance. There is also a risk that badgers 
may enter the site during the construction phase and come to harm in the works areas. 

 
159. The measures to protect badgers include the erection of a stock proof fence which 

will be a badger proof fence to dissuade badgers from accessing the site during 
construction works. The applicant’s ecologist considers that there is little risk of injury to 
badgers within the completed site, as the woodland in this location is backed onto by 
private gardens. However, the stock and badger proof fence along the edge of the 
woodland area in which the setts are located and the buffer planting will also serve to 
minimise the risk of badgers gaining access to private gardens and creating public 
conflict.  

 
160. The applicant’s Ecologist considers that the habitat creation measures set out above 

in addition to the grassland and woodland habitats in the landscape surrounding the site, 
will be sufficient to ensure that foraging habitats are retained for the badger group 
present.  

 
161. The submitted Ecological Assessment report recommended monitoring of the setts 

prior to the Reserved Matters application and prior to the start of development which the 
consultant Ecologist considers can be addressed be condition. 



 
162. This response has been forwarded to the Ecologist at LCC who is currently on leave 

however her response will be reported on the addendum. 
 
Woodland 
163. All priority woodland habitat should be retained and adequately protected from the 

adverse effects of development (construction and operation), this can be dealt with 
through a Construction Environment Management Plan; and longer term impacts could 
be addressed through a habitat management plan.  
 

164. However the Ecologist considers that in order to understand that operational impacts 
could be adequately mitigated in the longer term, and to inform the habitat management 
plan, it would first be necessary to understand the nature and likely significance of 
impacts and whether such impacts could actually be mitigated. The Ecologist is 
concerned that no detailed discussion of these or proposals for mitigation or monitoring 
appear to have been put forward.  

 
165. The agent for the application was made aware of these concerns and their consultant 

Ecologist has confirmed that it is not proposed to permit public access into Little Wood 
BHS, other than via the public footpath that will pass through the northeast periphery of 
the woodland to connect with the existing bridleway on Woodcock Lane.  

 
166. The woodland habitats within and bordering the site, including Little Wood BHS and 

woodland around Dam Lake, will be subject to management to maintain the health and 
diversity of the tree stock. Woodland management will include the eradication of invasive 
species including rhododendron, Himalayan balsam, giant hogweed and Japanese 
knotweed. This will benefit the botanical diversity of the woodland habitats. The 
consultant Ecologist considers this can be addressed by condition. 

 
167. This response has been forwarded to the Ecologist at LCC who is currently on leave 

however her response will be reported on the addendum. 

 
Water courses and ponds  
168. These will need to be adequately protected during construction and operation, this 

can be dealt with through a Construction Environment Management Plan; and longer 
term impacts could be addressed through a habitat management plan. 
 

169. The long term maintenance of biodiversity value will depend upon long term 
management of habitats (and mitigation of recreational impacts) this can be addressed 
via a planning condition/ planning obligation. 

 
170. The Consultant Ecologist has confirmed that the tributary to Syd Brook that runs 

through the site will be removed from culvert as part of the proposals. Two new ponds will 
be constructed as part of the habitat creation proposals and two existing ponds will be 
retained within the site. These aquatic habitats will be included within the proposed 
habitat management plan. Suggested conditions have been provided by the Consultant 
Ecologist. 

  
Hedgerows  

171. The proposals would necessitate the removal of 200m of hedgerow, and there could 
be damage to the remaining hedgerows. Conditions will be attached requiring the 
retained hedgerows to be protected, any losses would be mitigated for in the final 
landscaping scheme through the creation of new mixed native species hedgerows and 
existing field boundaries will be strengthened through native planting.  
 

172. The applicant’s Ecologist has confirmed that habitat creation proposals include the 
planting of new hedgerows and enhancement of existing hedgerows. Hedgerow creation 
and enhancement will utilise only native species using a mix of those species currently 
present within the site. Enhancement of hedgerows will include gap planting and the 
planting of parallel hedgerows to create a “green lane” effect. An example of where such 



an enhancement will be implemented is the hedgerow along the west boundary of the 
proposed ecological mitigation area north of pond 15. New hedgerows will also be 
created, for example to the opposite side of the proposed footpath link in the north and 
within the ecological mitigation areas. Hedgerow creation and enhancement will measure 
approximately 960m, delivering a net enhancement.  
 
Species  

173. Although requested by the Ecologist no further information in respect of common 
toads appears to have been submitted, potential impacts on this priority species remain 
unknown, and the Ecologist has raised concerns that it is not clear that any account has 
been taken of this species in the development proposals.  
 

174. The agent for the application was made aware of these concerns and their consultant 
Ecologist has confirmed that the amphibian survey did not confirm the presence of toads 
in the two ponds within the development footprint, but this species was recorded in ponds 
5, 6 and 22. It is presumed therefore that common toad may occur within the 
development site in low numbers, in the same way that great crested newts are also 
presumed to be present. The Consultant Ecologist considers that the measures to ensure 
great crested newts are protected during development works will also be sufficient to 
protect common toads and other amphibians such as the smooth newt.  

 
175. Ponds 13 and 14 will be drained down prior to their infilling Draining will avoid the 

months of March to July if possible, to avoid the peak amphibian breeding season. As far 
as is safe and practical, the draining down will be accompanied by hand netting.  The 
habitat measures proposed for great crested newts, set out above, will also ensure 
breeding and terrestrial habitats are maintained and connected for common toads in the 
local landscape. These measures will be detailed in the required Amphibian Mitigation 
Method Statement.  

 
176. This response has been forwarded to the Ecologist at LCC who is currently on leave 

however her response will be reported on the addendum. 
 
Other potential priority habitats  

177. In terms of clarifying potential impacts on other priority habitats the Ecologist has 
raised concerns that no further information appears to have been submitted. There may 
be other conservation priority habitats present and affected, for example, Open Mosaic 
Habitat on Previously Developed Land associated with the former driving school. The 
Ecologist considered that mitigation if this priority habitat would be affected by the 
proposals is required from the applicant. 
 

178. The agent for the application was made aware of these concerns and their consultant 
Ecologist has confirmed that habitats at the former driving school are not considered to 
qualify for the priority habitat type “open mosaic on previously development land”. This 
area was formerly an agricultural field that was converted to bare ground as a result of 
overflow parking and, for the main part, the driving school activities. Since the site was 
recently closed, a sparse growth has begun to re-establish, creating the ephemeral/bare 
ground mosaic. 

  
179. The consultant Ecologist considers that there was little of ecological importance 

recorded in the bare ground/ephemeral habitat during surveys. Limited bat activity was 
recorded in this area, only one swallow was noted flying over the area on one breeding 
bird visit and limited botanical diversity was recorded.  

 
180. The Ecologist does acknowledged that in time this habitat is recognised to have the 

potential to develop into a more structurally and botanically diverse mix of open grassland 
and scrub mosaic habitat that would be of value for a range of animals including 
amphibians and birds. The habitat creation and enhancement within the ecological 
mitigation areas will include an open grass/scrub mosaic. At least four bare ground areas 
measuring 5x5m will be created in the ecological mitigation areas, within open grassland 
not shaded by woodland or scrub. These areas will be allowed to establish naturally and 



will be maintained in the long term as a short sward to provide structural diversity in the 
grassland. The consultant Ecologist considers this can be addressed by condition. 

 
181. This response has been forwarded to the Ecologist at LCC who is currently on leave 

however her response will be reported on the addendum. 
 
Other habitats and species  

182. The ecology report suggests that there would be creation of replacement marshy 
grassland in the great crested newt receptor area (and where orchids would be 
translocated), although the Ecologist has raised concerns that it is not clear whether the 
current extent of marshy grassland habitat would be maintained. As such at the reserved 
matters stage the applicant will be required to qualify and quantity habitats retained, lost 
and replaced. 
 

183. The Consultant Ecologist has confirmed that marshy grassland lost to development 
measures approximately 0.2ha. The ecological areas in combination comprise a minimum 
of 6.8ha. There will be sufficient capacity within the proposed habitat creation scheme to 
ensure as a minimum, like for like replacement of the marshy grassland. As part of the 
marshy grassland creation within the ecological mitigation areas, turves will be 
transplanted from the habitat within the former garden centre and this will include the 
translocation of orchids found there. Details of the habitat creation and the methods for 
orchid transplantation will be provided for the Reserved Matters application. 
 

184. The Ecologist has commented that two existing ponds would be incorporated into the 
SUDS system at this site however this is not appropriate. Although SUDS systems ponds 
can be designed to provide biodiversity benefits, they are primarily designed to service 
the development and should be separate from existing wildlife ponds.  

 
185. As such the Ecologist considers that if these ponds are to be incorporated into the 

SUDS system, then full pond biodiversity surveys should be carried out to inform the 
need for mitigation and compensation, and adequate replacement pond habitats (not 
connected to the SUDS systems) should be created elsewhere.  

 
186. The Consultant Ecologist has confirmed that the two ponds currently within the 

development footprint that will be lost as part of the proposals are not natural features but 
ornamental constructs located within an area of hardstanding in the former theme park 
grounds. Two new naturalistic wildlife ponds will be created within the ecological 
mitigation areas. These ponds will be designed and managed specifically for wildlife.  

 
187. A new SUDS pond will be required as part of a review of the drainage strategy and 

consultation with the Environment Agency. The SUDS pond will be constructed to the 
northwest of the development site. This will be a separate entity to the wildlife ponds (not 
hydrologically connected), but landscaping around the SUDS pond, such as the creation 
of marshy grassland, will integrate the SUDS pond and the ecological mitigation area by 
which it is located. The Consultant ecologist recommends that the design for habitat 
creation be a matter for condition.  

 
188. The Ecological Assessments have identified the presence of orchids and native 

bluebell at this site, both species worthy of protection. The Assessment concludes that 
these species would be retained through translocation of any (or an agreed proportion) of 
individual plants to areas around the new pond in the north west and retained woodland 
and hedgerow bases, and that a detailed method statement would be submitted at the 
reserved matters stage.  

 
189. The Ecologist considers that if these species cannot be retained in situ translocation 

would be appropriate and further details will be required by planning condition at the 
reserved matters stage. 

 
190. The applicant’s Ecologist has confirmed that the orchids are located within an area of 

marshy grassland (measuring 0.2ha) that will be lost as a result of the proposals. Marshy 



grassland of at least equal size will be created within the ecological mitigation areas. 
Bluebells are located in woodland areas that are proposed to be retained within the 
development. A detailed method statement for the translocation of orchids from areas 
affected by development proposals to the ecological mitigation areas or other appropriate 
habitat, including monitoring and management, will be provided at the Reserved Matters 
stage. 

 
Species listed under schedule 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)  

191. Several invasive species are present on land within the ownership of the applicant, 
including Giant hogweed, Rhododendron, Japanese knotweed and Himalayan balsam. 
This issue can be addressed by condition. 
 
Landscaping and biodiversity enhancement  

192. The Ecological Assessment sets out a number of measures to maintain and enhance 
biodiversity including buffer planting (replacement trees/ woodland) to the BHS, the de-
culverting of Syd Brook tributary, and use of native species in proximity, retention and 
reinforcement of wildlife corridors with native and wildlife-friendly planting, hedgerow 
enhancement, native planting on the noise bund, bat and bird boxes, replacement pond 
and marshy grassland, retention of trees with bat roost potential (although see above re 
the need for an assessment of impacts), and a range of measures within the built 
development itself. The Ecologist considers that these measures all appear appropriate 
and will be secured as part of any permission for this site. The Ecologist considers that 
the proposals do appear to indicate that the features of greatest biodiversity value can be 
accommodated within the development (either retained or replaced). The submission of a 
Habitat Management Plan will be required for approval as part of the first reserved 
matters application which will include a mechanism for securing and delivering habitat 
management for the duration of the development is also adequate. 
 

193. The applicants Ecologist has confirmed that a habitat management plan, covering the 
area detailed on the submitted indicative plan, will be produced for the Reserved Matters 
application. The habitat management will include habitat descriptions, management 
intentions and management operations for the following ecological features:  

 Woodland;  

 Stream;  

 Pond;  

 Marshy grassland;  

 Meadow grassland;  

 Scrape features;  

 Mound and amphibian refuge features;  

 Hedgerows;  

 Invasive species.  
 

Flood Risk and Drainage 
194.  The application lies within Flood Zone 1 defined as having a low probability of 

flooding in the national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). The site area exceeds 1 
hectare and in accordance with footnote 20 of paragraph 103 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (the Framework), applications for planning permission should be 
accompanied by a suitable Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) when development on this 
scale is proposed in Flood Zone 1. The FRA should be appropriate to the nature and 
scale of the proposed development and demonstrate that it will be safe without increasing 
flood risk elsewhere. 

 
195.  The proposed scale of development will present risks of flooding to the downstream 

residential village of Croston if surface water run-off is not effectively managed. Croston 
village and the surrounding areas flooded twice in 2012. The existing Camelot 
development, which is upstream of Croston, currently discharges un-attenuated surface 
water into the adjacent watercourses. Un-attenuated run-off will contribute to flooding 
problems downstream. 

 



196. The proposals involve discharge surface water un-attenuated into the adjacent 
watercourses and as such the Environment Agency confirmed that the proposals needed 
to demonstrate a quantifiable betterment downstream in relation to the existing run-off 
rates. 

 
197. This was not adequately addressed within the originally submitted flood risk 

information and as such the Environment Agency objected due to the fact that the 
Environment Agency and its partners are currently proposing to construct a multi-million 
pound flood alleviation scheme downstream of this development to protect Croston from 
flooding and this would be counterintuitive if upstream new development was permitted to 
discharge un-attenuated surface water into the watercourses. When Camelot was 
originally constructed it appears that surface water was allowed to discharge un-
attenuated into the watercourse which contributes to flooding downstream and this 
scheme is an opportunity to address this issue. 

 
198. Following the receipt of the updated FRA (FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT inc. FOUL 

DRAINAGE Rev A dated June 2014) the Environment Agency have withdrawn their 
objection on the basis that they are now satisfied that the proposed development would 
be safe and that it would not be at an unacceptable risk of flooding or exacerbate flood 
risk elsewhere.  

 
199. The solution which was agreed between the applicants and the Environment Agency 

includes splitting the site into 4 areas as below: 
 

 
 

200. Surface water for areas A and B will be dealt with by a piped system designed to 
restrict flows to 403 litres/sec to contain flows at minimum up to the 1 in 30 year event, 
i.e. to adoptable standards. Flows up will be contained on site within the pipe system 
supplemented where feasible by appropriate setting of development levels. This 



represents 20% betterment than the surface water flows which currently exist within these 
2 parts of the site. 
 

201. Surface water for areas C and D will be dealt with by a piped system designed to 
restrict flows to 84 litres/sec. flows will be contained on site within the pipe system and an 
attenuation pond located in the south west corner of the site (this is detailed on the 
indicative Masterplan for the site). The size of this pond increased during the discussions 
between the applicants and the Environment Agency to ensure that there was sufficient 
capacity within this pond to enable the surface water on these two parts of the site to be 
taken back to greenfield run off rates which is a significant benefit compared to the 
current situation on site. This involved an increase in the application site area of 0.65ha to 
accommodate the additional land for the new SUDs pond. 

 
202. Other solutions include the provision of pervious paving to all private drive areas 

subject to suitable ground conditions (where ground conditions are not suitable for 
infiltration then underdrained pervious paving shall be utilised) and a maximum of three 
surface water outfall structures shall be constructed to the adjacent watercourse to 
reduce the impact on the environment. This can all be adequately addressed by 
condition. 

 
203. In respect of foul drainage the FRA identifies that approximately 18 litres/ sec of 

surface water run-off from the site currently drains, either overland or via the piped 
system combined with foul flows, into the public sewer system in Park Hall Road. As set 
out above the surface water drainage solutions for this development involve directing the 
surface water into the watercourse system which will relieve the combined sewer system 
of the 18 litres/ sec flow identified. The FRA concludes that this flow is equivalent to the 
foul flows which would be generated by the proposed development and therefore United 
Utilities combined sewer system has the capacity to accommodate foul flows from the 
development. The FRA states that foul flows from the development will be connected to 
at least two adoptable pumping stations with associated rising mains into the combined 
system in Park Hall Road.  

 
204. United Utilities have reviewed the proposals and raised no objection subject to 

conditions in respect of permeable paving on a permeable base and a requirement for 
surface water to drain separately from the foul. United Utilities have confirmed that no 
surface water will be permitted to discharge directly or indirectly into existing sewerage 
systems. This reflects what the FRA states and there is an e-mail appended to the FRA 
from the Development Engineer at UU which confirms that capacity will be made 
available by removing surface water from the combined sewer system to drain the 
additional foul flow proposed from the site.  

 
205. In light of the above it is considered that both foul and surface water drainage can be 

adequately addressed as part of the proposed development. The proposed development 
will result in a reduction in the amount of surface water run-off affecting the watercourses 
downstream at Croston, this will result in a positive benefit in respect of reducing the 
flooding potential downstream and as such is in accordance with Strategic Objective 
SO23 which seeks to manage flood risk and the impacts of flooding especially adjoining 
the river Ribble and at Croston. 

 
Traffic and Transport 
206. At a Strategic level the Core Strategy objectives in respect of travel include: 

 SO 2 To ensure there is sufficient and appropriate infrastructure to meet future 
needs, funded where necessary by developer contributions. 

 SO 3 To reduce the need to travel, manage car use, promote more sustainable 
modes of transport and improve the road network to the north and south of 
Preston. 

 SO 4 To enable easier journeys into and out of Preston City Centre and 
east/west trips across South Ribble, improve movement around Chorley, as well 
as safeguard rural accessibility, especially for mobility impaired people. 

 



207. The site will be accessed by two priority junctions the existing access to the former 
theme park and a new secondary access taken from Park Hall Road at the approximate 
position of the existing emergency access point. This existing emergency access has no 
kerb crossing and would a totally new access.  
 

208. With regard to national transport policy; the Framework under Core Planning 
Principles, Paragraph 17, states: 'That planning should: actively manage patterns of 
growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus 
significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable.'  

 
209. The Highway Engineer at Lancashire County Council has reviewed the proposals and 

initially raised concerns that the walk/cycle distances will result in a site that is less 
sustainable than that indicated by the developer's transport consultants. The development 
location is that the site is outside the existing built environment in a rural location. 
Consequently this proposed residential development will require wide-ranging 
measures/infrastructure and a suitable approach to integrate the site with the built 
environment and wider community to access the full range of facilities/services and 
employment required to support sustainable development. To achieve sustainable 
patterns of movement and reduce reliance on private cars for making journeys, the 
proposed significant development should provide appropriate measures in order to make 
it sustainable and comply with national transport policy.  

 
210. The Engineer considers that without appropriate measures, there is a very real 

concern that the proposed residential area, as submitted, will become a car dependant 
community with car usage higher than the built environment.  

 
211. The TA states that the site is located about 5km to the south west of Chorley town 

centre and 2.3km from Eccleston; while these distances are correct direct "as the crow 
flies" distances the actual distance to the centre of Chorley is 7km and Eccleston 2.6km 
using the most direct road route.  

 
212. The TA has used 450 dwellings for analysis of the traffic impacts of the development. 

Whilst this would usually provide a robust assessment however, as submitted, the 
Engineer raised concerns the traffic trip rates are low considering the rural location and 
hence the submitted analysis using 450 units may be an underestimate of the traffic 
impacts. The traffic analysis assumes a build rate of 40 dwellings a year with a potential 
site completion in ten years; this is not unreasonable and the future year traffic analysis 
has been taken as 2023 which is acceptable.  

 
213. These concerns were forwarded to the Transport Consultants working on behalf of 

the applicants who have re-ran the traffic modelling using higher trip rates (these were 
previously agreed with LCC) and the Highway Engineer considers that the outcomes of 
the analysis have demonstrated that the residual cumulative impacts of the development 
are not severe. As such the development meets the acceptable traffic impact criteria of 
Framework and Principal Highway Engineer raises no objection to the principle of the 
development traffic on the local highway network.  

 
214. The site will be accessed by two priority junctions; the existing access to the former 

theme park and a new priority junction from Park Hall Road. The Highway Engineer has 
no objections in principle to strategy of utilising 2 access points to serve the full site, 
subject to adequate and safe geometry and visibility. Plans have been provided of the 2 
indicated access points, which are indicative at this stage, including the visibility splays 
which the Engineer has confirmed demonstrates that an appropriate site access can be 
achieved. This is detailed on the attached plans. 

 
215. As noted earlier within the report the proposed residential development is beyond the 

current built environment and will therefore require a suitable approach that will see the 
successful delivery and maintenance of infrastructure and other measures to integrate the 
site with the built environment and wider community to encourage sustainable modes of 
travel.  



 
216. This site is ranked in Band D in the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal of sites because 

distance to: a railway station is over 3km (the most sustainable sites are within 0.8km of a 
railway station); a service centre is over 3km  (the most sustainable sites are within 0.8km 
of a service centre); distance to secondary school is over 5km ((the most sustainable 
sites are within 0.8km of a secondary school); distance to local centre is over 1.6km (the 
most sustainable sites are within 0.4km of a local centre); distance to a supermarket is 
between 1.61 to 3km (the most sustainable sites are within 0.4km of a supermarket), 
distance to a post office is 1.21 to 1.6km (the most sustainable sites are within 0.4km of a 
post office) and distance to a GP surgery is 1.61 to 3km (the most sustainable sites are 
within 0.4km of a GP surgery).  The Sustainability Appraisal did not consider the 
Charnock Richard motorway service and its facilities located at the southern edge of the 
site because of access restrictions. The north bound and south bound service stations 
have restricted rear access roads and neither have footpaths. There are recreational and 
leisure facilities in the locality, although the 18 hole golf course at Charnock Richard 
ceased operation in June 2013 and has been sold. The Council is currently considering 
an application for a private football training facility on this site. 

 
217. As such it is considered that application must incorporate a package of sustainable 

transport measures to address the issues relating to the provision for public transport, 
cycling and walking modes. Following discussions between the Principal Highway 
Engineer, the applicants and their consultants a package of measures has been identified 
which is as follows: 

 
1. The application site suffers poor footway connections to local facilities and as such 

connections to help integrate the location with the existing surrounding environment 
to increase the accessibility are necessary. In this regard improvements to the 
surrounding Public Rights of Ways and Bridleway as follows have been identified: 

 BW18 and BW 9 (known as Woodcock Lane) to be upgraded to a surfaced 
path suitable for cycle use from the western pedestrian/ cycle access point of 
the site in a southern direction to Park Hall Road. This upgraded route would 
provide a link to Eccleston (the nearest district centre with wide range of 
facilities) via FP15/16, and towards Heskin and local school/shop facilities,  

 FP15/19 to be upgraded to a tarmac path to link with Eccleston. FP15/16 
provides a more direct route into Eccleston than BW 18. The route has pinch-
points and in general is quite narrow so it would not be appropriate to 
upgrade this route to a Bridleway; but surfacing would improve it as a 
pedestrian route increasing its attraction in all weathers as a practical link to 
Eccleston.  

 FP9 to be upgraded to a tarmac path the footpath section Woodcock Lane 
north to Red Lane. FP9 would benefit from upgrade to a bridleway as it would 
provide the best cycle route to Chorley. FP9 links to Red Lane and Back 
Lane which would provide a route on quiet roads into Chorley, Euxton and 
Euxton railway station.  

 Common Bank Lane – Germans Lane link. Provide a surfaced cycle path 
linking Common Bank Lane to Germans Lane. This would provide a 
continuous cycle route from the development to Chorley. The route via 
Common Bank Lane and Back Lane to Eccleston is shown as a proposal in 
Chorley's Local Plan.  

2. A pedestrian link to the Motorway Service Area 
3. Improvements/ enhancement of the bus service which serves the site as follows: 

 Improve the frequency of the scheduled no. 7 bus service  

 Provide bus connections between the site and local schools  

 Make a contribution towards Dial-A-Ride facilities in the location.  
4. Provision of a School Bus Service 
5. Provision of a Dial-A-Ride Service 

 
218. In respect of the footpath/ bridleway improvements identified it is noted that some of 

these can be achieved by Story Homes however a number are outside of the applicants 
control as follows: 



 The link to BW9 from the Camelot site can be achieved by the applicants 

 BW9 and BW18 can be improved by LCC, to include surfacing and lighting, using the 
Council’s powers under the 1980 Highways Act. This covers a length of 570m. 

 FP19 and FP15 can be improved by LCC, to include surfacing and lighting, using the 
Council’s powers under the 1980 Highways Act. This covers a length of 570m. 

 It would not be possible to improve FP9 to bridleway status without third party 
consent or through CPO powers however as indicated above the Highway Engineer 
would be satisfied with footpath improvements. This covers a length of 920m. 

 
219. Section 62 of the Highways Act confirms that highway authorities may carry out, in 

relation to a highway maintainable at the public expense by them, any work (including the 
provision of equipment) for the improvement of the highway. Consent from land owners 
would only be required if additional land is required or if access to adjoining land is 
required to carry out the works. As noted above objections have been received in regard 
to the footpath/ bridleway improvements being undeliverable due to the requirement to 
take third party land. This is addressed below within the Public Rights of Way Section. 
 

220. The Principal Highway Engineer considers that a contribution of £375,000, secured 
as part of the S106 Agreement will secure these improvements. There will be a 
requirement within the legal agreement for the contribution to be paid at a specified time 
(and in any before the occupation of the dwellings) although this will need to be phased 
delivery to link to the internal footpath delivery. 

 
221. It considered that the accessibility of the current site to retail and leisure facilities is 

poor. While the Motorway Service Area (MSA) adjacent to the site provides various 
facilities including a convenience store, there is no convenient pedestrian route to this 
facility. Further the only available pedestrian access route will be via the vehicular access 
point without footway provision. The Nisa Convenience store is located c1.6km form the 
site in Heskin Green, this is over the preferred walk distance (400m) and the nature of the 
local country lanes would further detract from the attractiveness to walk to this facility. 
The Carrington Centre in Eccleston (with foodstore and other speciality stores) is over 
2.5km walk from the centre of the site well over the preferred walk distance and it is 
unlikely that it would be attractive to carry a food shop this distance. 
 

222. In this regard plans have been provided indicatively detailing a link between the site 
and the Motorway Service Area (MSA) to allow residents a direct pedestrian connection 
to the facilities at the MSA. Story Homes has had detailed discussions with Welcome 
Break (MSA operator who are responsible for the management of the site) regarding a 
link and a formal agreement is near completion.  The Highway Engineer has confirmed 
that the detail of the link (drawing number iTM8191-GA-015A) is acceptable however it is 
important to note that the proposals need to be deliverable as this is a crucial route to the 
nearest facilities in respect of the sites sustainability. As such provision will be secured by 
way of a Grampian style condition requiring completion of the link prior to construction 
starting on site. Whilst such a condition would secure the delivery of the link as the land is 
in third party ownership retention of this link could not be secured by condition. As such 
the agent has confirmed that provision of this link will be secured via the associated legal 
agreement with the land owners by signatures to the agreement and a requirement for 
the link to be kept open in perpetuity. 

 
223. As noted above concerns have been raised about this suggested link on safety 

grounds. In this regard a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit has been undertaken which does not 
raise any significant safety concerns. Additional measures to control vehicle speeds, such 
as rumble strips, will be necessary which will be detailed at design stage. The Highways 
Agency have been consulted on the proposed link and confirmed that in their opinion 
there are merits to formalising the existing pedestrian route from the development site to 
the MSA although they would comment on any specific concerns the Local Planning 
Authority may raise in relation to any impact on safety of the Strategic Road Network 
(SRN). No such concerns have been raised by the Principal Highway Engineer. The 
Assistant Asset Manager at the Highways Agency has confirmed that the proposed 



footpath is for pedestrians/cyclists and will not result in any increased trip mileage, thus 
not affecting the safe operation of the SRN. 

 
224. The Highways Agency have also confirmed that they have no objections to the 

proposed pedestrian link and that site management was entirely a matter for the site 
operator Welcome Break. The Highways Agency do not have a policy restricting such a 
link. 

 
225. The site is currently served by a bus service and there is a bus stop at the entrance to 

the site which, based on the information on Lancashire County Council’s web-site, is used 
by the following services: 

 327 which connects Appley Bridge to Chorley only on Tuesdays (one in the 
morning and one in the afternoon) 

 7 which connects Chorley to Croston on an hourly service Monday to Friday and 
hourly with a reduced service on Saturdays 

 337 which connects Chorley to Ormskirk Monday to Saturday five times a day 
 

226. The relatively infrequent bus service which currently serves the site results in a site 
which does not realistically allow for travelling by bus to be a viable option if this site is 
developed without any improvements to this service. As such an enhanced bus service is 
considered to be essential in respect of this site in order to provide travel choices. 
Additionally part of the site does not fall within the 400m walking distance required in 
respect of bus stops from a sustainability perspective and as such the bus will need to be 
diverted into the centre of the site to ensure all of the dwellings are within a suitable 
walking distance to the service.  
 

227. The developer proposes that the improved bus services to the site will be delivered in 
two phases. The first phase will involve the diversion of the existing service 7 into the site, 
whilst the second phase will introduce an additional bus to the route to serve the site. 

 
228. First Phase Bus Service - Story Homes propose to provide a temporary bus 

turnaround, stop and timetable within the site close to the main entrance during the early 
phase of development. The intention is to divert the existing service 7 into the site at the 
earlier of the first anniversary of the first occupation, or when the bus facility is complete. 
This diversion would ensure that the first phase of development on the site would be 
located within 400 metres of the new bus stop within the site entrance. Story Homes have 
been in detailed discussions with Stagecoach who have confirmed that this is achievable 
and could be accommodated within the current timetable. This proposal will therefore 
provide an hourly bus service at the site to Chorley, Eccleston and Croston.   

 
229. Additionally, during the early phase of development, Story Homes propose to provide 

three evening services (Monday to Saturday) and hourly daytime Sunday services to 
enhance the existing service 7. The intention is to enhance this service at the end of year 
1, when the existing service 7 is diverted into the site. This enhancement will be 
superseded by the additional bus introduced at the end of year 2. 

 
230. Second Phase Bus Service - At the second anniversary of the first housing 

occupation Story Homes propose to introduce an additional bus between Chorley-
Camelot-Eccleston along the existing route 7. This will provide a 30 minute frequency 
between the site, Chorley and Eccleston when combined with the existing service 7. At 
this point the temporary bus facility will be removed and the bus will divert into the centre 
of the site. The additional diversion time will be offset by running the additional bus 
service as far as Eccleston rather than Croston, (the existing hourly service for this 
section of route would still operate). In addition, Story Homes propose to provide evening 
and Sunday services utilising the additional bus serving the site. The intention is to 
provide three evening services (Monday to Saturday) and hourly daytime Sunday 
services.  

 
231. In respect of the delivery mechanism for the improved/additional bus service Story 

Homes propose to make a contribution to, or deliver, the extended bus service for a 



period of 5 years. At this point it is expected that the bus service will continue on a 
commercial basis. This is based upon evidence provided by a bus operator. 

 
232. Whilst Stagecoach (or another bus operator) have not entered into any formal 

agreement with Story Homes and a different bus operator may eventually serve the site 
minutes of meeting have been provided to the Council, confidentially at this stage, which 
confirm that Stagecoach are happy, in principal, to enter into a commercial arrangement 
with LCC, or Story Homes to deliver bus services to the Camelot site. The minutes were 
produced by the applicants Transport Consultants and agreed by the Commercial 
Manager for Stagecoach Merseyside and South Lancashire 

 
233. The Principal Highway Engineer has confirmed that the County Councils preferred 

option would be for Story Homes to enter into an agreement with Stagecoach (or other 
bus operators) to deliver the improved service (as outlined above), with the service extent 
and frequency stipulated in the s106 agreement. This would allow Story Homes to deal 
directly with the bus operator (a suitable function for the Travel Plan Coordinator) with full 
knowledge of the site delivery schedule and expected occupations, they would also be 
able to benefit directly from anticipated discounts from background bus revenue. The 
provision of the bus service will be secured with the associated S106 Agreement. 

 
234. The S106 Agreement will be drafted as Story Homes (or future land owners) having 

responsibility to provide the bus service however there will also be a clause which 
requires a contribution to be provided directly to the County Council in the event that the 
developer fails to secure provision of the service within the specified time scales. 

 
235. The applicants have confirmed that they will fund a bus service from the site to local 

schools. Southlands High School is over 7km cycle distance using the most direct on 
road route which would not be attractive to encourage cycle to school trips and as such a 
school bus service is considered to be an essential element of this scheme. Whilst it is 
more typical for such a service to be used for secondary schools the applicants have 
indicated that this service could also be used for primary school children. The proposed 
improvements to the footpath will provide an improved link to the nearby primary schools 
as follows. 

 
236. The nearest primary school to the site is Heskin Pemberton’s C of E Primary School. 

The school is located c2.0km from the site. There are Public Rights of Ways (PROW) 
(Footpaths 2,4,9.1 & 28) which cross the open land to the south of the development site 
frontage to Park Hall Road. However, the PROW may not be suitable for all pedestrian 
movements and the paths are overgrown such that the route is not readily identifiable. As 
set out above improvements are proposed to Footpath 9 and into Bridleway 18 which will 
provide a safe and usable route to Heskin Pemberton’s C of E Primary School. 

 
237. Similarly improvements are proposed to Footpath 15/19 to access Eccleston St. 

Mary's C of E Primary School (a distance of 570m). 
 

238. The particular schools will be considered at the time of occupation, but a local bus 
operator has confirmed services could be provided at a cost of £28,500 per annum, 
allowing for two morning and two afternoon journeys. The bus operator again indicated 
that the services would be expected to continue on a commercial basis after the initial 
developer funding. Story Homes propose to introduce the service in year 1 of the 
development. The Principal Highway Engineer is satisfied with the proposed level of 
service and trigger point. 

 
239. The GP surgeries, dentists and pharmacies within Eccleston are in excess of the 

suggested 2km walk distance and accessibility of the site to healthcare facilities by 
sustainable mode of transport is currently considered to be poor. Story Homes have 
confirmed that they will provide funding monitored via the Travel Plan (TP), to enable 
Dial-A-Ride journeys to be made, particularly to the hospital at Chorley. Story Homes 
have proposed that a contribution of £50,000 (5x annual contribution of £10,000) is 
included in the S106/TP. The Principal Highway Engineer considers that this provision 



would provide a useful service for residents with mobility issues. The contribution should 
be made to LCC Community Transport Services who operate the dial-a-ride service. 

 
240. It is considered essential that the proposals incorporate a package of sustainable 

transport measures to address the issues relating to the provision for public transport, 
cycling and walking modes. The developer has now indicated support and funding for the 
provision and implementation of the new pedestrian/cycle links from the site and upgrade 
of PROW/BW's together with extended and new public transport provisions to serve the 
site. The Local Highway Authority (LHA) are satisfied that the level of mitigation is 
necessary to make the development acceptable; is directly related to the development 
and also reasonably related in scale to the development. On this basis the LHA have 
confirmed  that they are satisfied that the planning application satisfies the principles of 
the Framework to offer necessary public transport, cycling and walking modes of travel 
for development providing for, and supporting sustainable transport. 

 
Travel Plan 
241. An Interim Travel Plan has been provided with the application which has been 

assessed by the Principal Highway Engineer. A number of potential measures are 
included for consideration as part of the submitted Interim Travel Plan. Funding to secure 
these measures is essential to ensure the identified measures can be implemented and 
therefore the benefits of the Travel Plan will be realised. 
 

242. The Principal Highway Engineer has requested that a sustainable transport 
contribution of £350 per unit be included in the S106 to deliver a range of necessary 
Personalised Travel Plan Measures as set out below: 

 

 Public Transport Smartcards for households to encourage sustainable patterns 
from the outset of the development. (£200 for 13 week saver ticket for bus service 
between Camelot and Chorley)  

 Provision of cycles for households(£150 cycle contribution)  
 
243. The travel Plan Budget for this site includes £84,000 for bus vouchers and £63,000 

for cycle vouchers in line with the above request. The Engineer has confirmed that the 
overall package of measures is appropriate and necessary to minimise the impact of this 
proposal and support a sustainable development. The agreement of the targets to be set 
within the Full Travel Plan should be made as soon as possible to support this approach. 
 

244. The "Travel Plan Budget" also includes £24,000 to enable Lancashire County 
Councils Travel Planning Team to provide a range of services to support the development 
and implementation of the Travel Plan as outlined below:  

 Appraise Travel Plan(s) submitted to the Planning Authority and provide 
constructive feedback.  

 Oversee the progression from Framework to Full Travel Plan in line with agreed 
timescales.  

 Monitor the development, implementation and review of the Travel Plan for a 
period of up to 5 years.  

 Develop and provide online, mode of travel surveys and collation of returns for 
baseline and subsequent monitoring purposes.  

 Attend meetings with developer/occupier/co-ordinator as necessary.  

 Provide access to leaflets, publicity, maps and information – provision of bespoke 
literature and large quantities may be subject to additional charges. Provide 
localised maps and plans, GIS mapping of staff postcodes or other origin and 
destination data, accessibility plot of public transport, walking and cycling 
routes/thresholds to site.  

 Advise and offer appropriate support with implementation or suitability of specific 
elements or measures.  

 Assist with the development of sustainable travel directions for web pages and 
other appropriate content.  

 Help stage promotional events and activities including Walk to Work Week, Bike 
Week, car free days or measured mile walks etc.  



 
Public Right of Way 
245. As set out above improvements are needed to the public rights of way and bridleways 

in the area in order to secure connectivity between the site and the surrounding villages. 
As such the Rights of Way Officer at Lancashire County Council has been consulted on 
the proposals.  

 
246. The Rights of Way Officer has commented that of Public Footpath Nos. 9-13-15 and 

9-17-19 are presently narrow routes and the width of the public footpaths has not been 
determined. It is not clear whether the historical width is the same width that presently 
exists on the ground at the moment or whether the routes used to be wider and have 
been encroached upon in modern times.  

 
247. In this regard a Definitive Map Modification Order would be the appropriate 

mechanism for investigating the width of these sections of public footpaths although to 
Officer has commented that there is no guarantee that the paths can be widened in the 
event that this was necessary. However the Principal Highway Engineer has confirmed 
that this footpath improvement will purely involve resurfacing the existing path which will 
make it more suitable for footpath users. This ensures that all of the proposed works will 
be undertaken within Highway land without the need for third party land. This will also 
ensure that the rural character of the area is maintained without creating more wider 
hardsurfaced footpaths in respect of this part of the identified works.  
 

248. Part of Public Bridleway No. 9 (9-13-9) was downgraded to Public Footpath a number 
of years ago following a successful Definitive Map Modification application by the 
landowner.  As such it is reasonable to assume that the landowners would object to the 
route being upgraded to Public Bridleway status if they had previously applied to have the 
route downgraded, assuming it is the same landowners hence why the Highway Engineer 
has confirmed that footpath improvements are acceptable for this stretch. 

 
249. The surface dressing for the bridleway would need to be an equestrian friendly 

solution.  The present surfacing of Public Bridleway Nos. 9-17-18 and 9-13-9 are 
satisfactory for the present context of the route, i.e. a rural public bridleway. The gradients 
along this section are in places steep and a smooth tarmac surface may exclude 
equestrians which would not be acceptable.  

 
250. The Officer considers that for the lengths of the existing recorded public bridleway 

providing a 3 metre wide shared surface appears achievable. The Highway Engineer has 
confirmed that although the route was downgraded from bridleway to footpath that does 
not extinguish the width of the path and as detailed above the Public Rights of Way 
Officer considers that there is the width available within the highway to provide a 
combined use. The comments in respect of the surfacing are acknowledged and the 
Highway Engineer has confirmed that it was not the intention to resurface the entire width 
of the bridleway. There is sufficient width to accommodate various surface treatments for 
usability by all users. 

 
251. The Officer has commented that the Chorley to Eccleston cycle route crosses the 

railway by means of a bridge that doesn't, from the aerial photographs, appear capable of 
use by pedal cycles. The structure is not in the control of Lancashire County Council and 
belongs to Network Rail. The link between German Lane and Common Bank Lane would 
need significant works and may require the upgrading of Bark House Footbridge to allow 
safe use by pedal cycles. A significant length of the proposed Chorley to Eccleston cycle 
route is presently only recorded as public footpath. However the works identified only 
relate to a small section of this route to enable a continuous connection along this route. 
The Highway Engineer has confirmed that the bridge issue can be fully investigated and 
there are measures which can be put in place (such as cyclists dismount signs) if the 
bridge proves unsuitable for cyclists. Improvements to this route are also being fully 
investigated separately by LCC’s Cycling Officer as part of his work throughout the 
County. 

 



252. The Principal Highway Engineer considers that a contribution of £375,000, secured 
as part of the S106 Agreement will secure the footpath/ bridleway improvements. He has 
confirmed verbally that he has sought advice from his legal team at LCC who consider 
that the figure secured (which is higher than the land owners originally suggested in 
respect of the works identified as they offered £280,000) is not only sufficient to 
undertake all of the works identified, which in their opinion can be undertaken within the 
existing highway land, but also sufficient in the event that legal action is required. 

 
253. As noted as part of the works the footpath/ bridleway routes will be lit. This has the 

potential to ‘urbanise’ this rural area be creating lighting and more formalised footpath 
routes. However there are various options which could be considered for the lighting of 
the footpaths, such as motions sensors, which could be used to respect the rural 
character of the area and reduce the impact on the character of this rural area. As such 
although the works identified will create more formalised, usable routes the rural 
character of the area can be taken into account as part of the works. 

 
Access onto the M6 motorway 
254. Comments have been received in respect of the unauthorised access to the M6 

motorway via the motorway service area (MSA). Given the Highway Engineers local 
knowledge that this is occurring, as part of the scoping works for the Transport 
Assessment (TA) the Highway Engineer requested that the Transport Consultants should 
assume that access to the motorway via the MSA is not achievable so that the 
assessment considers the impact on the surrounding road network in the event that this 
link is permanently closed. The closure/control of these accesses is not in the control of 
Story Homes and therefore two scenarios have been tested: as existing, with the access 
open (but not used by site traffic); and secondly with the unauthorised accesses closed. 
 

255. The Highways Agency have also commented in this regard as they have 
responsibility for the Strategic Road Networks including this motorway. The Agency 
raises no objections to the proposals although they have commented that the 
development has the potential to increase the MSA access roads being used as an 
unauthorised route to/from the M6 motorway. The Agency have confirmed that there are 
written operating agreements in place placing restrictions on the maintenance and use of 
the access roads. However the Agency has also confirmed that whilst they can enforce 
access restrictions under the lease, this is a rarity. When considering such action, usually 
if access is a problem and there is no obvious solution, the MSA has an option to block 
the access altogether, which the Agency cannot ask them to do or prohibit.  

 
256. It is understood that some Local Authorities have taken action in similar 

circumstances (such as Wakefield Council re Woolley Edge services (M1 south of J39)) 
which in the case of Chorley would be Lancashire County Council as the Highway 
Authority. However further details of this cannot be identified. 

 
257. The local police are aware of the situation at the service station and have confirmed 

that the MSA have tried various measures to stop unauthorised access including code 
controlled gates with the code being changed regularly. However the code is leaked onto 
the internet as soon as it is changed and the efforts to stop access have been 
unsuccessful. During spot checks at the site the police have confirmed that the majority of 
users are local residents and the potential for mobile criminals, which would be the 
police’s main concern, is considered to be low. As such the police would not be seeking 
to utilise any powers from a crime prevention perspective to have this access closed. 

 
258. Following the comments received from the Highway Agency the applicants, Story 

Homes, met with the Agency where it was agreed that: 
 

 Traffic generated by the proposed development should not use the Charnock 
Richard access roads.  

 The Transport Assessment for the Former Camelot Theme Park site does not 
assign traffic to these unauthorised routes. On the basis of the TA, the HA has no 
objection to the development proposals. 



 The management of the access roads is a matter for the MSA operator and the 
Secretary of State in the event of non-compliance to the operator agreement in 
place. 

 
259. Given the comments above, the fact that the applicants cannot control the 

unauthorised access and Chorley Council as the Local Planning Authority could not 
restrict the access via condition the Highway’s Agency were reconsulted to ascertain 
whether they were happy for the situation to continue as currently occurs (the risk is that 
the future Camelot residents will also use this unauthorised access) or whether in the 
event of a positive recommendation this issue needs to be addressed now to avoid the 
potential for future further misuse of this access. 
 

260. In response to this Agency (who work on behalf of the Secretary of State for 
Transport) have confirmed that it does not permit the use of rear accesses at motorway 
service areas. Service area operators are bound by a legal agreement with the Secretary 
of State. Under this agreement they are required to comply with Government policy, 
which states that the accesses to service areas should be controlled. A consistent 
approach is maintained through the Agency’s oversight.  

 
261. Motorway Service Area accesses are private means of access not a public rights of 

way and must be controlled to restrict unauthorised access.  As such the use of the rear 
access could be considered as trespass and public use of the access without prior 
agreement would be prohibited.  
 

262. Current policy stipulates that rear access roads are only used by motorway service 
area staff, deliveries, emergency services and Highways Agency staff and contractors 
where an access is in use.  Access to other facilities or developments through motorway 
service areas are not permitted anywhere on the strategic road network.  This access 
relates to vehicle use. 

 
263. As such the onus will be on the Highways Agency with the MSA operator to control 

this access. It is considered that the Agency are fully apprised of the proposed 
development and have no objection to the proposals. In any event they can exercise their 
powers to restrict access in the event of a positive resolution/ if deemed necessary. 

 
Employment 
264. One of the three dimensions to sustainable development is the economic dimension. 

As noted above the applicants. Story Homes, do not have control over the entire Park 
Hall site with the hotel and employment units being in separate ownership and being 
retained as part of the proposals.  
 

265. The Council’s Economic Development section have been consulted on the proposals 
and confirmed that the following businesses exist on that site: 

 Park Hall Hotel (owned by Lavender Hotels).  80 full time staff. 

 Cleopatra’s Total Face and Body Care (within Park Hall Hotel).  Beauty business. 

 AQS Projects Ltd, Theme House, Park Hall Complex.  Swimming pool construction. 
10 staff employed. 

 Vi-spa Sauna and Steam, Theme House, Park Hall Complex.  Design, build and 
install spa and steam rooms.  2 staff employed. 

 Pennine Battlefield Live.  Outdoor ‘laser tag’ arena. 10 acre site.  Head office located 
outside Chorley. 

 
266. The above is the information the Council has to date although there may be other 

smaller businesses within the units. The battlefield/ paintball business forms part of the 
application site and will be removed from the site. Whilst it is acknowledged that at 
construction phase the amount of noise, dust and the location of site entrance will be a 
consideration in respect of the operation of the existing businesses this can be addressed 
by condition.   
 



267. The Framework requires sustainable development to contribute to building a strong, 
responsive and competitive economy by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is 
available at the right time to support growth and innovation. Whilst the proposed 
development does not include employment uses post construction it is important to note 
that development of this site has the potential to assist in securing the retention of the 
existing businesses on site.  

 
268. As noted above support has been received from the Hotel on site as from their 

perspective and in respect of the hotels future prospects, the worst situation would be for 
the site to remain derelict. Locating new residential development in close proximity to 
existing businesses has the potential to assist in securing the viability of those 
businesses. This is particular relevant in respect of this site as the location of a hotel and 
spa within the middle of a derelict site does not represent the most attractive location for 
potential customers which could deter people from visiting the site. 

 
269. The owners of Theme House contacted the Council raising concerns in respect of the 

impact of the construction phase of the development on the continued running of their 
business. Theme House is the most northern of the cluster of buildings within the centre 
of the site. In response the agents for the application have confirmed that Theme House 
would have continued vehicular access. The submitted layouts with the outline application 
are only illustrative and therefore road/house positions are not fixed at this stage. The 
detailed layouts will accommodate a suitable road layout which will ensure the continued 
lawful use of Theme House is not unreasonably fettered (including the accommodation of 
emergency access points etc). The residential plot layout designs/positions will ensure 
amenity of future residents. 
 

270. In terms of the traffic movements related to Theme House a count at the existing 
access on Tuesday 23 April 2013 was undertaken. The survey was conducted between 
0700-1000 and 1500-1900 and counted vehicles entering and leaving. The number of 
goods vehicles entering and leaving during the seven hour survey period was as follows: 
 

 Light goods vehicles = 42 in and 36 out 

 Other Goods Vehicles 1 = 4 in and 4 out 

 Other Goods Vehicles 2 = 1 in and 1 out 
 

271. HGVs are the OGV1 + OGV2 i.e. they do not include the light goods vehicles which 
are the same as cars as far as traffic characteristics are concerned. These show that the 
number of HGVs using the existing access is very low although there may of course be 
times when the numbers are higher. 
 

272. Although the owners of Theme House have commented that the traffic numbers 
varies dependent on the time and day the fact that a continued access will be maintained 
addresses the concerns. 

 
273. Comments have been received that this site should be maintained as a leisure facility 

and concerns that Story Homes purchased a leisure site with the long term goal of putting 
housing in the site. In this regard comments have been received from Magical 
Entertainments Ltd who state that they are interested in taking over the Camelot site as a 
leisure facility with job creation. However no further information on this company could be 
found which may mean it has yet to be registered. The details were forwarded to the 
agents for the application and the agent has confirmed that they have had a few queries 
like this one however following further investigation there are no registered companies, no 
websites, no filed accounts at company’s house and no further information could be 
found. The agent did try and make contact with one party, but never got a response. 
 

274. Queries have been made as to whether Story Homes marketed the site as a leisure 
facility to ascertain whether any other leisure providers would be in a position to maintain 
it as a similar facility.  
 



275. The agent for the application has confirmed that this exercise was undertaken by 
Story Homes and made the following comments: 
 
Despite the best endeavours of Knights Leisure Ltd and the additional support of Story 
Homes, Camelot Theme Park is unviable and closed in November 2012. The various 
investments made in the park throughout its operation life were ultimately unsuccessful. 
The park required large-scale investment in new facilities and attractions to renew interest 
and attract visitors and there has been no interest from the market to provide the capital 
investment. It is clear that the theme park operation is unattractive to the market and is 
unviable for future use. It had been in a state of decline for a decade. 

 
During early discussions with Officers and Members, the Council was approached by an 
unknown company called "IC Entertainments". The Council passed on the details to Story 
Homes. Story Homes contacted IC Entertainment in January 2013. At this point the 
Applicant asked IC Entertainment for further information including proof of funding; site/ 
unit and location requirements to determine whether the Camelot site would be suitable; 
and the potential level of rent achievable if it wished to enter into a lease arrangement. At 
this point, no further correspondence was received from IC Entertainment.  

 
Research was undertaken to determine the credibility of the company and there was no 
evidence that IC Entertainment was a legitimate organisation as there were no company 
accounts. The company website was just a front page and did not include details about 
the operation or even any contact information. At this point, the applicant concluded that 
there was no credible interest from this party. 
 

276. There is no requirement in planning policy to market the site for a leisure use 
however as identified above the applicants tried to maintain the theme park use as long 
as possible and for several years after the threat of closure was first identified. When the 
applicants have been approached to maintain a leisure use these options have been 
considered but to date no committed operators have come forward. As such in the event 
that the current proposals are unsuccessful it does not appear that the park will reopen as 
a leisure use. 
 

277. From the economic dimension without onsite employment as part of the proposals the 
development relies on existing employment opportunities either within the site or 
elsewhere. However this site does not form part of the Council’s identified sites for 
employment uses and Green Belt Policy does not specify appropriate uses for previously 
developed land which would detail that employment uses would be preferable/ should be 
required as part of a mixed use scheme.   

 
278. The adopted Core Strategy sets the overall employment requirement for Chorley as 

112 ha to 2026.   The Inspector’s Partial Report is accompanied by an Appendix 
containing the Main Modifications. In respect of employment the Inspector concluded 
“that allocations accord with the quantum and locational strategy of the CS for 
employment development, and that the range and of site sizes and types provide a 
flexible portfolio of sites”. The Main Modifications provide a Chorley employment land 
supply for the period 2010 -2026 as 100.61 ha with commitments (MMEC48). This figure 
does not take into account vacant stock in the Borough.  
 

279. As employment uses have not been specifically identified on this site the fact the 
there is no employment uses proposed ensures that the development will not 
compromise the Council’s land allocations for employment and the overall employment 
land supply.  

 
280. Concerns have been raised that no facilities are provided on site such as a shop. For 

a development of upto 420 dwellings it is not considered that a shop could be sustained 
as it is unlikely that an operator could be identified without a larger customer base. 
Additionally the provision of a small shop on this site has the potential to impact on the 
vitality and viability of the existing facilities, in particular the shop in Heskin. From a 



sustainability perspective appropriate measures have been identified to enable access to 
local shops via various modes of transport. 

 
281. Concerns have also been raised about the realism of residents, which include a 

number of people on the housing needs register occupying the affordable units, 
accessing the MSA for ‘top-up’ shopping, such as a loaf of bread/ pint of milk, given that 
such facilities generally have higher prices than local shops. The issue from a planning 
perspective is ensuring accessibility to a number of services by various modes of 
transport, the planning system has no control over the prices of goods sold and as such is 
not a material planning consideration. 

 
Contamination  
282. From a contamination perspective the Council’s Waste and Contaminated Land 

Officer has no objection as any issues in respect of ground contamination can be 
adequately dealt with by condition. 

 
Noise 
283. Given the proximity of the site to the motorway the application is supported by a 

Noise Assessment Report. This has been reviewed by one of the Council’s 
Environmental Health Officers who considers that the recommended conclusions 
contained within the report are appropriate. These include: 

 Traditional masonry wall construction, double glazed windows and traditional tiled 
roof constructions with an internal plasterboard ceiling. 

 Acoustically enhanced constructions (e.g. using an acoustic laminate)  

 Open windows to habitable rooms will be unacceptable within 200 metres of the M6, 
even in cases where acoustic screening is provided. Alternative ventilation strategies 
therefore need to be considered for these worst-case properties. One possible option 
would be to install a Positive Input Ventilation (PIV) system. The chosen system 
should incorporate a boost function in order to reduce the need to open windows for 
purge ventilation.  

 Erection of a new earth bund show of a height upto 4.5 metres along the motorway 
boundary. 

 
284. The officer did however initially raise concerns that the report states that ‘There will 

be several garden areas near to the M6 where the ideal target will be slightly exceeded, 
however given that only a small number/percentage of dwellings are involved(relative to 
the total number of dwellings proposed), this is considered acceptable’ and these 
properties have the potential to be exposed to noise levels greater than the relevant 
guidelines. These elevated levels in outside areas may have the potential to cause 
disturbance and interfere with the occupants’ material enjoyment of their property.  
 

285. In this regard the engineers appointed by the applicants have provided the following 
comments: 

 14 dwellings will be subjected to the theoretical highest noise level.  

 For these “worse case” dwellings, the shortest separation distance between the 
exposed garden boundary line and the nearside carriageway of the M6 is between 
circa 50 metres (plot 414) and circa 130 metres (plots 388 and 389).  

 With the proposed appropriate mitigation measures, garden noise levels at the worst 
case dwellings only will range from 59dB to 63 dB (LAeq, 16hour) (plots 388/389 and 
414 respectively), which takes into consideration a daytime noise level of 78 dB 
(LAeq, 16hour) at 25 metres from the M6.  
 

286. The noise levels provided assume that the level of noise attenuation provided by the 
existing 2.5 metre high tree-lined embankment will be negligible. Similarly, both soft 
ground and atmospheric sound absorption have also been assumed to be negligible. In 
effect, this approach gives a worse-case scenario and in practice, garden noise levels will 
be slightly lower than those predicted in this assessment.  
 

287. Garden noise levels for all other plot locations will range from 44 dB to 53 dB LAeq, 
16hour, which achieves the external guideline values of 50 to 55 dB. 



 
288. Following receipt of these comments the Council’s Environmental Health Officer has 

confirmed that the additional information clarifies his initial concerns and on the proviso 
that all measures outlined within the acoustic report area implemented to ensure that any 
future residents of domestic dwellings, on the application site, benefit from the mitigation 
of noise no concerns are raised. This can be addressed by condition. 

 
Sustainable Resources 
289. Concerns were raised as part of the original submission that the proposals were 

contrary to Core Strategy Policy 27. The main concern relates to the fact that although 
the proposals intend to meet the energy and carbon requirements of Code for 
Sustainable Homes (CfSH) Level 4 the dwellings will actually only be built to CfSH Level 
3 certification. Policy 27 requires dwellings to be constructed to CfSH Level 4 raising to 
Level 6 in 2016. 
 

290. The Applicant’s Sustainable Energy Consultant has prepared a summary note 
justifying their approach as follows:  

 In the spirit of increasing the sustainability of the scheme the applicant is proposing to 
meet the energy and carbon requirements of CfSH Level 4 whilst obtaining full CfSH 
Level 3 certification.  

 This is more cost effective – allowing the developer to implement enhanced fabric 
measures to supplement the renewable technology and achieve reductions in Carbon 
Emissions in excess of 20%. This is significantly more than the 15% reduction 
aspired to in the policy guidance.  

 Achieving further reductions in Carbon Emissions through enhanced passive 
improvements is a highly sustainable approach as the reduced energy demand 
resulting from the fabric improvements are locked into the building for the entirety of 
its life. This is recognised within the NPPF which promotes a Lean, Clean, Green 
approach to sustainable development whilst neglecting the CfSH altogether.  

 The Dwelling Emission Rate for each dwelling will be significantly beyond the 
requirements of building regulations - giving more than 25% improvement over the 
Target Emission Rates and therefore exceeding the Energy Requirements of Level 4 
of the CfSH.  

 To help encourage and promote domestic recycling, the Applicant will provide 
dwellings with three internal waste bins in a kitchen cupboard adjacent to the sink. 
These will have a total capacity of at least 30 litres and will enable the segregation of 
various recyclable waste streams. Houses will also be provided with a composting bin 
in their rear garden to help encourage the recycling of appropriate kitchen and garden 
waste.  

 
291. In respect of the requirement to rise to Level 6 in 2016, which will affect a site of this 

size the agent has confirmed that the applicant is happy to address this requirement via 
condition. 
 

292. In response to the points put forward, the Council’s Planning Policy Section considers 
that although the applicant’s intentions to exceed the carbon reduction required through 
fabric improvements rather than through achieving the code levels Policy 27 is clear in its 
requirements. It is noted that the preamble to Policy 27 does enable lower levels to be 
considered where it has been demonstrated, through open book accounting, that the 
scheme would be financially unviable with the required code levels. This is not the case in 
respect of this site and it is considered that the dwellings should be built to meet the 
required code level and the required reduction in carbon emissions over and above the 
required code level. 

 
293. Although the applicant’s do not propose to accord with the requirements of Policy 27 

this is considered to be an essential part of the scheme to ensure that Strategic Objective 
SO21 is met (To reduce energy use and carbon dioxide emissions in new Development). 
As such the full requirements of Policy 27 will be addressed by condition. 

 
Health Care 



294. As noted above local residents have raised concerns that local services are operating 
at capacity and that includes both doctor and dental services. In this regard NHS Property 
Services Ltd have been consulted on the proposals. The Programme Manager Capital 
Service Developments has confirmed that the site is outside of the catchment area for the 
three GP Practices that are based within the Chorley Health Centre.   All three GP 
Practices are currently running at full capacity and there is no opportunity to extend the 
existing building. 
 

295. Euxton Medical Centre has recently benefitted from an extension which was funded 
by NHS Central Lancashire Primary Care Trust in 2011.  The specific purpose for the 
extension was to provide additional consulting rooms for the GP Practice so that they 
could take on additional patients.   However the Programme Manager has confirmed that 
the Practice is now at full capacity and cannot take on any additional patients. 
 

296. Eccleston Health Centre has also recently been extended (ref: 11/00819/FUL) and 
upgraded and has sufficient space within it to allow for increased health service 
provision.  The building houses a two doctor practice with a list size of approximately 
4200 registered patients.    The construction of 418 new dwellings will equate to 
approximately 961 new patients.   Given the current Practice list size it will not be 
possible for the two doctors to absorb any additional patients without additional funding to 
support additional staffing requirements.   The practice is currently discussing this with 
NHS England. 

 
297. In response to the comments raised the agent has provided the following response: 

Whilst the consultation response raises issues relating to the capacity of local health 
services, the significant financial contributions towards local education and public 
services and infrastructure to be made through the CIL charge will contribute to 
increasing the enhancement of the Eccleston Medical Centre, as per the Regulation 123 
list. The application is accompanied by a CIL Form and the development will provide the 
policy compliant levy payment once Reserved Matters are discharged.  
 
On this basis, the Applicant considers that the CIL contribution will provide mitigation in 
line with the Council’s public service improvement strategy, secured through the 
Regulation 123 list. 

 
298. It is noted that the Council’s CIL Regulation 123 list includes provision for funding for 

an extension to Euxton Medical Centre and enhancements of Eccleston Medical Centre 
however as set out above these works have been completed. This notwithstanding it is 
acknowledged that the Regulation 123 list is a live document which will be subject to 
updates/reviews as projects are completed/ projects are identified. This will be subject to 
stakeholder consultation. As this scheme will be subject to CIL it is considered 
reasonable that some of the CIL generated could be used to support additional staffing 
requirements as suggested by the Programme Manager to cope with some of/ all the 
additional patients generated at this site. Strategic objective S019 seeks to improve 
access to health care and it is considered in this case that the CIL generated from this 
site has the potential to improve the provision within the area which, along with the 
required improvements to the bus service, will assist in achieving this Strategic Objective. 

 
Education  
299. The proposed erection of upto 420 new dwellings would not have the critical mass or 

scale of housing development to justify the incorporation of a new primary or secondary 
school on the site. However LCC Education have requested a contribution for 68 primary 
school places and have confirmed that they will not be seeking a contribution for 
secondary school places. This equates to £807,871. However in the event those other 
pending applications within the Borough are approved the request increases. This 
includes Discover Leisure and Town Lane & Lucas Lane both of which have been 
approved. As such Education request is for 89 primary school places (£1,057,360) and 6 
seconary school places (£107,410) 
 



300. The Education Authority have considered primary school provision within a 2 mile 
radius of the proposed site, this includes Heskin Pemberton's Church of England Primary 
School, Christ Church Charnock Richard Church of England Primary School, Eccleston 
St Mary's Church of England Primary School and Eccleston Primary School. The future 
planned net capacity for these 4 schools is 700 places with a projected pupil number of 
632 (this leaves a capacity of 68 places). In all of the primary schools within a 2 mile 
radius there would be 121 places available in 5 years’ time. 

 
301. Whilst this site is not a proposed housing allocation and as such was not taken into 

account as part of the Council’s housing land supply over the plan period this scheme will 
be CIL liable.  The intention of the CIL charging is to fund infrastructure that is needed as 
a result of development. The Council’s CIL charging schedule includes funding for 
education provision and as such the additional school places required to accommodate 
the pupils generated by this development will be funded via the CIL charge attributed to 
this development. Strategic objective S014 seeks to ensure appropriate education 
facilities are available and skills deficiencies are addressed within Central Lancashire. It is 
considered in this case that the CIL generated from this site has the potential to improve 
the provision within the area which, along with the provision of a school bus service, will 
assist in achieving this Strategic Objective. 

 
Lancashire Minerals and Waste Development Framework Site Allocation and Development 
Management Policies DPD (Sept 2013). 
302. The site is included within a safeguarding minerals allocated area as defined by 

Policy M2 of the Minerals and Waste Site Allocation and Development Management 
Policies Local Plan and as such the application is supported by a Minerals Assessment. 
The allocation indicates that resources of sandstone, sand and gravel, brick clay, fireclay 
and coal may be present both on the site and in the surrounding area.  
 

303. The Framework and Policy M2 confirm that planning permission will not normally be 
supported for incompatible development within mineral safeguarding areas. Incompatible 
development is defined as that which would be incompatible by reasons of scale, 
proximity and permanence with the working of the mineral.  

 
304. Policy M2 provides criteria to be used when considering whether permission should 

be supported. The submitted information concludes that the mineral is no longer of any 
value or has been fully extracted, and that prior extraction of minerals is not feasible due 
to the depth of the deposit. This is informed by a desk top study and reference to 
recorded off site borehole logs.  

 
305. The Planning and Development Manager at Lancashire County Council does not 

consider there is a need for further information to be provided by the applicant. The area 
of sand resource within the proposed development is small and runs through previously 
developed land for the most part. Within the proposed development the sandstone, coal, 
brick clay and fireclay resource is likely to be too deep and overlain by too thick a layer of 
overburden for prior extraction to be feasible.  

 
306. Consideration also needs to be given as to whether this development will proximally 

sterilise the wider mineral resource, as defined by the mineral safeguarding area. This 
indicates that resources of brick clay, fireclay and coal may be present. The economics of 
prior extraction and commercial mineral extraction are different and whilst prior extraction 
may not be feasible on the proposed development site, minerals extraction may be 
feasible on the surrounding land.  

 
307. The recorded off site borehole logs do not indicate the presence of mineral resources, 

but are not in areas to the north and north west, and the degree of detail used in 
recording superficial and sub-cropping geology is limited. Moreover, brick clay and 
fireclay workings are usually ancillary to or closely associated with brickworks; the 
nearest brickworks are located in Skelmersdale and Hyndburn (though this is currently 
not working).  

 



308. The Planning and Development Manager at Lancashire County Council has 
confirmed that Chorley Council will need to satisfy itself that the need for the housing 
provided by the proposed development outweighs the need to prevent the possible 
sterilisation of a possible mineral resource on neighbouring land at some point in the 
future. The surrounding land, however, is Green Belt and will still be accessible 
notwithstanding the development proposed. As such it is not considered that the 
proposed development will sterilise of a possible mineral resource on neighbouring land. 

 
Section 106 Agreement 
309. Due to the nature of the obligations required in respect of these proposals the 

obligations in respect of the various different clauses will be very detailed to incorporate 
the required fall back positions. If Members are minded to approve the application 
delegated authority to officers to draft the wording of the obligations is requested. The 
agreement however will include the following: 

 

Obligations Amount 

Affordable Housing 35% on site/ provide a commuted sum equivalent to a 
specified percentage of the open market value for 
affordable housing elsewhere within the Borough 

Amenity Greenspace £397,600. (10 year maintenance cost for 0.994ha of on-
site provision)- based on the amount of greenspace 
included on the Masterplan if the land is adopted by the 
Council 

Equipped play area £989,100 (10 year maintenance cost for 1.413ha of on-site 
provision)- based on the amount of play space  included 
on the Masterplan if the land is adopted by the Council 

Allotments upto £6,300 

Playing Pitches   upto  £671,580 

Works to footpaths/ bridleways £375,000 

Bus Service Developers provided enhanced service to the site/ the 
Developers provides a commuted sum to LCC to provide 
the service (in the region of £195,000 would be required) 

Link to MSA Provided on site 

School bus £57,500 

Dial a Ride £50,000 

Travel Plan Over £291,000 

25 year Habitat/ Woodland 
Management Plan 

On site management 

Total In excess of £3,033,080 (£1,386,700 of which for POS 
maintenance if private maintenance not proposed) 

 
Community Infrastructure Levy 
310. The Chorley CIL Infrastructure Charging Schedule provides a specific amount for 

housing - £65 per sq m. The CIL Charging Schedule was adopted on 16 July 2013 and 
charging commenced on 1 September 2013. The proposed housing development will be 
chargeable development and this will become liable at the commencement of the 
development. The total residential floorspace proposed is at this stage unknown with an 
outline application however the submitted CIL form assumes a floorspace of 56,786m² 
which equates to £3,691,090. 
 

311. It is noted that the CIL Regulations allow for affordable housing to be exempt from 
CIL liability on the proviso that the applicant submits an exemption claim form prior to the 
commencement of the development.  If the Developer starts on site without having 
secured relief for CIL the whole site will be CIL liable as relief cannot be claimed 
retrospectively. The Developer needs to have agreed the affordable element with CBC 
and an RP before starting on site.  

 
312. If upto 147 dwellings do secure affordable housing relief from CIL the liability for this 

scheme drops to £2,399,209 based on an average. Although this is an estimate and a 



revised CIL liability notice will be issued at reserved matters stage when the exact floor 
area of development is known. 

Overall Conclusion 
313. In accordance with s.38 (6) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004), the 

application is to be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  
 

314. The development plan consists of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and the 
Adopted Chorley Borough Local Plan Review 2003. As set out above the proposals are 
considered to be contrary to Policy 1 of the Core Strategy as this area is not identified for 
growth and there are no exceptional reasons for a larger scale redevelopment scheme on 
this site. Additionally the development does not fall to be considered appropriate 
development within the Green Belt and as such can only be considered acceptable if 
there are very special circumstances which outweigh the harm the development will have 
on the Green Belt. As set out above it is considered that sufficient very special 
circumstances exist in the case of the benefits associated with redeveloping this site for 
housing to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 

 
315. This is considered to be a finely balanced decision based upon securing an 

appropriate use of a redundant brownfield site within the Green Belt whilst ensuring that 
the scheme constitutes sustainable development in accordance with advice contained 
within the Framework.  

 
316. Advice contained within the Framework directs Local Planning Authorities to look for 

solutions rather than problems, and decision-takers at every level should seek to approve 
applications for sustainable development where possible. The advice for the Government 
is that local planning authorities should work proactively with applicants to secure 
developments that improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the 
area. 

 
317. In this regard the three dimensions of sustainable development are a material 

consideration which are assessed further below: 
 
318. An economic role- the proposed development will create construction jobs and will 

result in a higher population with an associated spend within the Borough. Development 
of the site will benefit the neighbouring employment uses by providing an attractive 
surrounding environment rather than a derelict site and locating a potential customer 
base within a close distance. The residential development will provide a New Homes 
bonus and provide a commuted sum to improving the Borough’s existing facilities. 

 
319. A social role- the development will assist in both securing a continuous housing land 

supply within the Borough within the medium to long term period of the emerging plan 
period whilst contributing to affordable housing provision within the Borough. The required 
improvements to buses and footpaths/ cycleways will ensure that the site is accessible to 
local services and will see a net benefit in the bus services which run between Chorley 
and Eccleston. The development will provide funding for improvements to existing 
services via the CIL levy. The development will comprise of high quality built development 
set within a landscaped area replacing an existing derelict site which currently detracts 
from the character of this rural area. 

 
320. An environmental role- although the proposals seek to improve the natural and built 

environment at the time of writing this report it is not possible to confirm whether the 
package of measures proposed in respect of the ecological impacts of the development 
will help to improve biodiversity. At a national level the Framework confirms that local 
authorities should seek to minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide net gains in 
biodiversity where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 
overall decline in biodiversity. Whilst the scheme will see a net benefit in terms of surface 
water run off improving the flooding situation downstream and can be conditioned to 
include low carbon technology at this stage it is not possible to confirm that the 
development will contribute to securing the environmental role of sustainable 



development. Comments from the Ecologist at LCC are awaited in this regard which will 
be reported on the addendum. At this stage it is not possible to make a positive 
recommendation until an assessment of all three dimensions can be fully made.



Planning Policies 
In accordance with s.38 (6) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004), the application is 
to be determined in accordance with the development plan (the Central Lancashire Core 
Strategy, the Adopted Chorley Borough Local Plan Review 2003 and adopted Supplementary 
Planning Guidance), unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Consideration of the 
proposals has had regard to guidance contained with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(the Framework), the development plan and the emerging Local Plan 2012-2026. The specific 
policies/ guidance considerations are contained within the body of the report.  
 
Planning History 
80/00512/FUL- Malibu Grand Prix leisure Centre (including games room, snack bar, vehicle 
garage and layout of skill driving course). Approved 1980 
 
87/00124/FUL- Construction of grandstand to joust area. Approved 1987 
 
87/00206/ADV- Erection of 10m and 8m high flag poles with removable banners. Approved 
1987 
 
87/00737/OUT- Outline application for construction of indoor park. Withdrawn 
 
87/00738/FUL- Extension to theme park westwards onto approximately 3 hectares of land 
formerly touring caravan park. Approved 1988 
 
88/00010/FUL- Erection of indoor childrens play area building in extended theme park area 
(see 9/87/0738). Approved 1988 
 
88/00072/FUL- New stores building. Approved 1988 
 
89/00115/FUL- Relocation of cinema refurbishment of retail food unit 3 new games retail food 
units new staff office unit and new emergency access road. Approved 1989 
 
89/01077/FUL- Weekend Market (Sat and Sun). Withdrawn 
 
89/01101/FUL- Sunday market (9am-4pm) Easter to October every year. Withdrawn 
 
89/01159/FUL- Construction of emergency access to Park Hall Lane. Permitted 1990 
 
91/00023/FULMAJ- Erection of new ball pool, new air bed, new rope climb, new pathway - 
'Enchanted Wood' and new climbing bridge. Approved 1991 
 
91/01087/FUL- Erection of public toilet block on car park. Approved 1992 
 
93/00013/FUL- Themed frontage to existing building known as Circus World. Approved 1993 
 
93/00014/FUL- Extension to existing admission booths. Approved 1993 
 
93/00265/ADV- Display of internally and externally illuminated pole signs. Approved 1993 
 
94/00209/MAS- Prior notification of erection of 12 antenna on existing mast. Prior approval 
not required 1994 
 
94/00494/ADV- Display of externally illuminated advertisement. Refused 1994 
 
94/00702/COU- Change of use of land and erection of buildings to form Rare Breeds and 
Falconry Visitor Centre in association with existing Theme Park. Approved 1994 
 
94/00702/FUL- Change of use of land and erection of buildings to form Rare Breeds and 
Falconry Visitor Centre, in association with existing Theme Park. Approved 1994 
 



98/00039/TEL- Prior notification of erection of three dual polar antennas, two dish antennas, 
one radio equipment housing and ancillary development on existing radio tower. Prior 
approval not required 1998 
 
98/00593/FUL- Erection of steel frame building to accommodate indoor leisure attractions. 
Approved 1998 
 
99/00002/FUL- Alterations to entrance and feature walling. Approved 1999 
 
99/00133/ADV- Display of externally illuminated extrance sign. Approved 1999 
 
99/00298/ADV- Display of illuminated advert on proposed bus shelter within Theme Park car 
park. Approved 1999 
 
99/00299/FUL- Siting of bus shelter within theme park car park. Approved 1999 
 
99/00313/TEL- Installation of 3 x dual polar antenna and 1 x 0.6m dish on existing 26m tower 
and 1 equipment cabin. Prior approval not required 
 
99/00899/COU- Change of use to Go Kart track of section of Car Park immediately in front of 
Camelot Theme Park entrance. Approved 2000 
 
00/00677/FUL- Erection of 40m high roller coaster ride. Refused 2000 
 
01/00052/FUL- Erection of fixed ferris wheel (temporary permission sought until 30 November 
2001). Approved 2001 
 
01/00542/MAS- Prior notification of siting of telecommunications equipment consisting of 15m 
pole with antenna and cabinet. Determined prior approval was not required 2001 
 
01/01073/FUL- Erection of fixed ferris wheel (temporary permission required until 30th 
November 2002). Approved 2002 
 
02/00640/FULMAJ- Erection of an indoor theme park. Approved 2002 
 
07/00187/FUL- Erection of replacement roller coaster. Approved 2007 
 
08/00350/OUTMAJ- Outline application for the creation of a 75 unit Leisure Village, adjacent 
to existing "Spanish Village" and Theme Park (Renewal of Outline Planning Permission 
99/00905/OUT). Withdrawn 
 
13/00255/SCE- Request for Screening Opinion Pursuant to Regulation 5 of The Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 
2011. Not EIA development 
 
13/01226/TPO- Removal of 8 trees covered by TPO 2 (Charnock Richard) 1974 to facilitate 
the removal of the existing sub-station. Approved March 2014 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 


