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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

For the purpose of the preparation of this Proof of Evidence and the Appellant’s Appeal 

documents, a Glossary of Terms has been prepared, which is presented below. The Glossary of 

Terms is largely in accordance with that which was agreed between the Appellant and the Council 

in the Statement of Common Ground (“SoCG”)1. However, I have updated the Glossary of Terms 

below to include further references to the revised Parameter Plans for clarity. 

 
GLOSSARY 

 
Term Definition 

 
“Access” In relation to reserved matters, means the 

accessibility to and within the site, for 

vehicles, cycles and pedestrians in terms of 

the positioning and treatment of access and 

circulation routes and how these fit into the 

surrounding access network; where “site” 

means the site or part of the site in respect of 

which outline planning permission is granted 

or, as the case may be, in respect of which an 

application for such a permission has been 

made, in accordance with Part 1, Schedule 

2(1) of the Development Management 

Procedure Order 2015. 

“Affordable Housing” Means affordable housing as defined in the 

NPPF. 

“Appeal” Means the appeal submitted by the Appellant  

against the failure of Chorley Borough Council 

to determine planning application reference 

25/00577/OUTMAJ. 

“Appeal Site” Means the land known as the Former Camelot 

Theme Park, Chorley, shown edged red on the 

Location Plan, which extends to 

approximately 25.55 hectares. 

“Appellant” Story Homes Limited 

 
 
1 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 1 to 6 
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GLOSSARY 

 
Term Definition 

 
“Building Heights Plan” Means the Building Heights Parameter Plan 

(Drawing reference: 024-023-P008 Rev D), 

submitted for approval, which sets 

development height limits for areas across the 

Appeal Site and is proposed to be replaced by 

the Revised Building Heights Parameter Plan. 

“Central Lancashire Joint Core Strategy” Means the Core Strategy that was adopted in 

July 2012 and forms part of Chorley’s 

Development Plan. It was produced by the 

Central Lancashire authorities of Preston, 

South Ribble and Chorley, with assistance 

from Lancashire County Council, and sets out 

the vision, objectives and spatial strategy for 

Central Lancashire to 2026. 

“Chorley Local Plan” Means the Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies Development Plan 

Document that was adopted in July 2015 and 

forms part of Chorley’s Development Plan. It 

sets out how planning applications should be 

decided and identifies areas for development 

and areas which should be protected by 

development. It is accompanied by the 

Chorley Borough Policies Map and associated 

inset maps. 

“Community Hub Area” Means the area shaded orange on the Land 

Use Parameter Plan (Drawing reference: 024-

023-P007 Rev E) and the Revised Land Use 

Parameter Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-

P007 Rev F). This area comprises a 

Community Hub (Use Class C3, E and F), 

including landscaping, public amenity space 

and associated infrastructure.  

“Comprehensive BNE5 Plan” Means the comprehensive masterplan 

(Drawing reference: 024-023-P012 Rev C) for 

the BNE5 allocation, which has been 
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GLOSSARY 

 
Term Definition 

 
submitted for illustrative purposes only and is 

not for approval. 

“Council” Means Chorley Borough Council. 

“County Council” Means Lancashire County Council.  

“Demolition Plan” Means the Demolition Plan (Drawing 

reference: 400-001 Rev A) showing the 

existing buildings and structures proposed for 

demolition as part of the Planning Application. 

“Development” Means the demolition of existing structures 

and outline planning application (with all 

matters reserved, including access to Parcel 

B, save for the principal means of access) for 

a residential development of up to 350 homes 

(Use Class C3) and a 186.9 sqm (2,012 sqft) 

community hub (Use Classes C3, E and F), 

with associated habitat creation, landscaping, 

open space, parking, footpaths/cycleways, 

drainage and other infrastructure. 

“Development Plan” Means the Council’s adopted Local Plan, 

which, for the avoidance of doubt, includes the 

Central Lancashire Joint Core Strategy (July 

2012), Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 (July 

2015), and Joint Lancashire Minerals and 

Waste Local Plan (consisting of the adopted 

Minerals and Waste Core Strategy and 

adopted Minerals and Waste Site Allocations 

Development Plan Document). 

“Further Revised Movement and Access 

Plan” 

Means the Movement and Access Parameter 

Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-P009 Rev 

G), submitted for approval, which shows the 

primary vehicular accesses to the site and the 

indicative pedestrian, cycle and vehicular 

routes. This Further Revised Movement and 

Access Parameter Plan has been agreed 
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GLOSSARY 

 
Term Definition 

 
between the Council and the Appellant2 and it 

is requested that the Inspector accepts the 

minor changes proposed by the Plan 

described in Chapter 4 of this Statement. 

“Green and Blue Infrastructure” Means the area shaded green on the Land Use 

Parameter Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-

P007 Rev E) and the Revised Land Use 

Parameter Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-

P007 Rev F). This area comprises 

landscaping, public amenity space, habitat 

creation, sustainable urban drainage 

infrastructure, pedestrian and cycle links and 

other associated infrastructure. 

“Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan” Means the Green and Blue Infrastructure 

Parameter Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-

P012 Rev F), which shows the areas of Green 

and Blue Infrastructure within the Appeal Site 

and is proposed to by replaced by the Revised 

Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan. 

“Housing Area” Means the area shaded blue on the Land Use 

Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-P007 Rev E) 

and the Revised Land Use Plan (Drawing 

reference: 024-023-P007 Rev F). 

“Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Local 

Plan” 

Means the Joint Lancashire Minerals and 

Waste Local Plan prepared by Lancashire 

County Council, which consists of an adopted 

Minerals and Waste Core Strategy and an 

adopted Minerals and Waste Site Allocations 

Development Plan Document. 

“Illustrative Landscape Plan” Means the Illustrative Landscape Plan 

(Drawing reference: 7659.01 Rev E) submitted 

 
 
2 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Pages 8 to 9, Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.7 
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GLOSSARY 

 
Term Definition 

 
for illustrative purposes only and not for 

approval. 

“Land Use Plan” Means the Land Use Parameter Plan (Drawing 

Reference: 024-023-P007 Rev E), which sets 

land use for areas across the Appeal Site and 

is proposed to be replaced by the Revised 

Land Use Plan. 

“Layout” Means the way in which buildings, routes and 

open spaces within the development are 

provided, situated and orientated in relation to 

each other and to buildings and spaces 

outside the development, in accordance with 

Part 1, Schedule 2(1) of the Development 

Management Procedure Order 2015. 

“Location Plan” Means plan reference 024-023-P001 Rev C. 

“Movement and Access Plan” Means the Movement and Access Parameter 

Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-P009 Rev 

E), which shows the primary vehicular 

accesses to the site and the indicative 

pedestrian, cycle and vehicular routes and is 

proposed to be replaced by the Revised 

Movement and Access Plan. 

“NPPF” Means the National Planning Policy 

Framework published on 12th December 2024 

and amended on 7th February 2025. 

“Planning Application” Means the planning application bearing 

reference 25/00577/OUTMAJ submitted to 

the Council on behalf of the Appellant on 18th 

June 2025 for the Development and validated 

on 20th June 2025. 
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GLOSSARY 

 
Term Definition 

 
“Revised Land Use Plan” Means the Land Use Parameter Plan (Drawing 

reference: 024-023-P007 Rev F), submitted for 

approval, which sets land uses for areas 

across the Appeal Site. This Revised Land Use 

Parameter Plan has been agreed between the 

Council and the Appellant3 and it is requested 

that the Inspector accepts the minor changes 

proposed by the Plan described in Chapter 4 

of this Statement. 

“Revised Building Heights Plan” Means the Building Heights Parameter Plan 

(Drawing reference: 024-023-P008 Rev E), 

submitted for approval, which sets 

development height limits for areas across the 

Appeal Site. This Revised Building Heights 

Parameter Plan has been agreed between the 

Council and the Appellant4 and it is requested 

that the Inspector accepts the minor changes 

proposed by the Plan described in Chapter 4 

of this Statement. 

“Revised Movement and Access Plan” Means the Movement and Access Parameter 

Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-P009 Rev 

F), which shows the primary vehicular 

accesses to the site and the indicative 

pedestrian, cycle and vehicular routes and is 

proposed to be replaced by the Further 

Revised Movement and Access Plan. 

“Revised Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan” Means the Green and Blue Infrastructure 

Parameter Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-

P012 Rev G), submitted for approval, which 

sets out the Green and Blue Infrastructure 

 
 
3 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 28, Paragraph 4.20.1 
4 ibid., Paragraph 4.20.4 
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GLOSSARY 

 
Term Definition 

 
across the Appeal Site. This Revised Green 

and Blue Infrastructure Parameter Plan has 

been agreed between the Council and the 

Appellant 5  and it is requested that the 

Inspector accepts the minor changes 

proposed by the Plan described in Chapter 4 

of this Statement. 

“Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan” Means the illustrative masterplan (Drawing 

reference: 024-023-P005 Rev K) for the entire 

Appeal Site, which has been submitted for 

illustrative purposes only and is not for 

approval. 

Travel Hub Means the hatched area on the Revised Land 

Use Parameter Plan (Drawing reference: 024-

023-P007 Rev F). This area comprises a bus 

interchange, bus shelter and cycle shelter. 

 

 
 
5 ibid., Page 28, Paragraph 4.20.2 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Proof of Evidence has been prepared by Jon Suckley MTCP FRTPI of Asteer Planning 

LLP (“Asteer Planning”) on behalf of the Appellant in respect of an appeal against the 

Council’s failure to determine the Planning Application within the requisite time limits. 

1.2 The Proof of Evidence should be read in conjunction with the SoCG (April 2026) and 

Addendum Statement of Common Ground (“ASoCG”) (May 2026) agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council. It is agreed in the SoCG that the Council does not oppose the 

Development, will not be submitting any transport or other evidence, and will not be 

defending the Appeal6. The Appellant and the Council agree that there are now no matters 

of disagreement7 and that outline planning permission for the Development should be 

granted subject to conditions and a s106 Agreement8.  

1.3 The Appeal Site has been vacant and unused for over 12 years and is in a very poor state 

of repair, having been the subject of considerable anti-social behaviour (as I explain 

further at Chapter 4 of my Evidence and as agreed between the Appellant and the Council 

in the SoCG9) and vandalism since its closure, despite the presence of 24-hour security 

and the installation of security fencing and CCTV around the Appeal Site’s perimeter. 

Temporary uses have occurred from time to time in order to fund ongoing security. 

1.4 The redevelopment of the Appeal Site provides a transformational opportunity to 

redevelop an accessible previously developed site in the Green Belt for a beneficial, 

sustainable use. It represents a positive use of previously developed land (“PDL”) to meet 

local housing needs. Thereby, responding to the acute housing and affordability crisis in 

the Borough by delivering the type, tenure and quality of market and affordable housing, 

alongside community infrastructure, that will create and support a new community. 

Professional Credentials  

1.5 I am Jon Suckley MTCP FRTPI and I am the Managing Partner of Asteer Planning, a 

specialist independent planning practice that I founded in April 2021. Asteer Planning 

provides independent commercial planning advice to private and public sector clients 

predominately in the North of England across all sectors including housing, commercial, 

urban regeneration, mixed use, leisure, and care. Asteer Planning offers a range of 

services including planning appraisal and strategy advice, preparation and negotiation of 

planning applications, development plan promotion, planning appeals, public and 

 
 
6 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 7, Paragraph 1.3 
7 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 10, Paragraph 5.2 
8 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 7, Paragraph 1.4 
9 ibid, Page 8, Paragraph 2.1.2 and Page 18, Paragraph 2.34 
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stakeholder consultation and Environmental Impact Assessment advice and co-

ordination. 

1.6 I studied at the University of Manchester between 1999 and 2003 and qualified with an 

Undergraduate Masters in Town and Country Planning. I have practiced for over 22 years 

in the planning and development field and began my career in 2003 at the Former 

Macclesfield Borough Council (now Cheshire East Council). In 2005, I joined HOW 

Planning, an independent commercial planning practice and achieved my full membership 

of the Royal Town Planning Institute later that year. 

1.7 In 2013, I became a Partner of HOW Planning and in 2017 I became an Equity Partner. In 

2018, HOW Planning was acquired by GVA who in turn were acquired by Avison Young in 

2019. I was a Senior Director at both GVA and Avison Young and until April 2021 I was the 

Head of Avison Young’s Manchester Planning Team and a Member of its Regional 

Executive. In September 2019, I was elected to Fellowship of the Royal Town Planning 

Institute (“FRTPI”). I advise a wide range of clients on complex residential projects, 

including national and regional house builders, developers, land promoters, private 

landowners, institutions and corporate bodies. 

1.8 I am instructed by the Appellant to provide planning evidence. I am very familiar with the 

Appeal Site and details of the case, having represented the Appellant throughout the 

planning application process. 

1.9 I have considerable experience in dealing with residential planning matters, including sites 

in Lancashire. I have lived in the North West of England all my life and I am very familiar 

with the geography of the area. 

1.10 I am very familiar with the Development Plan policies for the site, and for Central 

Lancashire and the Borough of Chorley. I am also very familiar with the National Planning 

Policy Framework (“NPPF”) and accompanying Planning Practice Guidance (“PPG”). 

1.11 The planning evidence that I have prepared and provide for this Appeal in this Proof of 

Evidence is true and has been prepared, and is given, in accordance with the guidance of 

my professional institution and I can confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and 

professional opinions. 
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Approach to My Proof of Evidence 

1.12 As a result of the discussions at the Case Management Conference (“CMC”) on 13th March 

2026, the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note (CD12.1) states that the main issues 

for the Appeal are: 

1. Whether the proposed development would be inappropriate development in the Green 

Belt having regard to the development plan and the NPPF; 

2. Whether the proposal would provide safe and suitable access for all users; 

3. Whether future occupiers and users of the proposed development would have 

reasonable access to facilities and services, including bus provision;  

4. Whether the proposal would make adequate provision for affordable housing, playing 

pitches, off-site highway and public right of way works, public and community 

transport, cycle parking, off-site traffic monitoring, travel vouchers, travel plan and a 

BNG Monitoring fee; and, 

5. If the proposal is inappropriate development, whether the harm by reason of 

inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations 

so as to amount to the very special circumstances necessary to justify the 

development. 

1.13 During the CMC, the Inspector requested that the Council provide clarification on main 

issues 1, 2 and 3 by 10am on 17th March 2026; this was reflected in the Inquiry Case 

Management Summary Note, within which it was also stated that main issue 2 is no longer 

a live issue for the Inquiry subject to that position being reflected in the Council’s evidence 

(CD12.1, paragraph 6). 

1.14 Within the SoCG, the Appellant, and the Council agree that the Appeal Site comprises 

PDL10 and that the proposed Development accords with paragraphs 15511 and 154(g)12 

of the NPPF and is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt. Nevertheless, I 

address the proposed Development’s compliance with paragraph 154(g) within my 

Evidence in response to paragraph 9 of the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note 

(CD12.1, paragraph 9).  

 
 
10 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 8 to 12, Paragraphs 2.2 to 2.26 and Addendum 
Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Pages 2 to 5, Paragraphs 2.1 to 2.16 
11 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 39 to 41, Paragraphs 6.23 to 6.25 
12 ibid., Pages 41 to 43, Paragraphs 6.26 to 6.33 
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1.15 Following the CMC, and at the request of the Council, the Inspector granted an extension 

of time until 10am on 19th March 2026 for the Council to provide clarification on the main 

issues 1, 2 and 3. 

1.16 The Council issued their Supplemental Written Statement to the Inspector on 19th March 

2026 (CD8.3), within which the Council stated that, 

“In light of the Council’s considered position on the main issues, as set out above, 

following further dialogue with the local highway authority officer the Council does 

not oppose the Development in principle and will now work with the Appellant to 

agree any necessary conditions to ensure that the highways concerns raised 

previously are appropriately addressed at the reserved matters stage and will 

prepare detailed statements of common ground to address all the main issues 

highlighted by the Inspector.” (CD8.3, paragraph 3.1) 

1.17 A comprehensive SoCG (CD9.1) was subsequently agreed between the Council, and the 

Appellant, within which it was agreed that the Council and the County Council: do not 

oppose the Development; will not be submitting any planning, transport or other evidence 

to the Appeal; and, will not be defending the Appeal 13 . It was agreed between the 

Appellant, the County Council and the Council that outline planning permission for the 

Development should be granted subject to conditions and a Section 106 Agreement14.   

1.18 This document is my Planning Proof of Evidence for the Appeal which will be heard at a 

Public Inquiry opening on 9th June 2026. Notwithstanding the Council’s Supplemental 

Written Statement, SoCG, and the Council’s and County Council’s decision not to present 

evidence to the inquiry, in this Planning Proof of Evidence, I address the planning issues 

relevant to the Appeal, before providing a planning assessment and reaching a conclusion 

as to the acceptability of the Development subject of this Appeal.  

1.19 I rely upon the conclusions of other evidence and Written Statements prepared by the 

Appellant and adopt their conclusions in forming my own planning judgement as set out 

in this Proof of Evidence. This evidence should be read in conjunction with the Transport 

and Highways Proof of Evidence and the Written Statements appended to my Proof of 

Evidence, as detailed below: 

  

 
 
13 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 7, Paragraph 1.3 
14 ibid., Paragraph 1.4 
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Proof of Evidence 

1. Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence (CD10.4) prepared by Mr Carl Peers of 

Curtin’s, which addresses main issues 2 and 3. 

Written Statements  

2. Affordable Housing Written Statement prepared by Mr Neil Tatton of Resolve 106 

(enclosed at Appendix 1).  

3. Socio-economic Benefits Written Statement prepared by Mr Darren Wisher of Wisher 

Consulting (enclosed at Appendix 2).  

4. Ecology Written Statement prepared by Mrs Celia Kenyon of E3P (enclosed at 

Appendix 3).  

5. Arboriculture Written Statement prepared by Mr Jack Jewell of Tyler Grange (enclosed 

at Appendix 4).  

6. Landscape and Visual Written Statement prepared by Mr Craig Scott of Stephenson 

Halliday (enclosed at Appendix 5).  

7. Urban Design and Masterplanning Written Statement prepared by Mr Roger Lomas of 

e*SCAPE Urbanists (enclosed at Appendix 6). 

8. Flood Risk and Drainage Written Statement prepared by Mr Neville Shaw of Shaw 

Stephens Consulting (enclosed at Appendix 7). 

Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”) 

1.20 Following the submission of the Appeal, a letter dated 23rd February 2026 was received 

from the Planning Inspectorate (CD4.1), which directed that the Planning Application was 

EIA development for the purposes of the Regulations and, thus, that the submission of an 

Environmental Statement (“ES”) was required under those Regulations. Consequently, an 

ES (CD4.3) was prepared and submitted to the Inspector on 31st March 2026, in 

accordance with the agreed EIA timetable (CD4.2).  

1.21 The 30-day consultation period on the ES started on 31st March 2026 and finished on 30th 

April 2026, as per the agreed EIA timetable. 

1.22 The likelihood of the proposed Development giving rise to significant environmental 

effects in regard to the following topics is dealt with in the EIA: 

1. Air Quality; 

2. Noise; 
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3. Traffic; 

4. Ecology; 

5. Human Health; 

6. Water Resources; and, 

7. Ground Conditions. 

1.23 Overall, the ES demonstrates that the design of the proposed Development and its 

construction has taken into account the potential environmental effects and where 

necessary mitigation measures form an integral part of the scheme so as to ensure that 

the environment is suitably protected and any impacts from the proposed Development 

are minimised. Therefore, the ES concludes that there are no overriding environmental 

constraints which would preclude the proposed Development. 

1.24 As explained in Chapter 13 of my Evidence, no objections were received from statutory 

consultees to the ES and no further information has been requested by PINS. A response 

to third party comments received during the consultation on the ES is provided at 

Appendix 10 of my Evidence. 

1.25 The following chapter of my Evidence provides the background to the Appellant. 
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2 BACKGROUND TO THE APPELLANT 

2.1 This chapter provides the background to the Appellant. 

Background to Story Homes 

2.2 Founded in 1987 by Mr Fred Story, Story Homes is a housing developer with schemes in 

Cumbria, the North West and North East of England, and southern Scotland. 

2.3 Story Homes is well-respected in the house building industry, and is recognised as a 

House Builders’ Federation (“HBF”) 5-star builder. Furthermore, Story Homes was 

awarded ‘Developer of the Year’ at the 2024 City of Manchester Business Awards and 

received the following awards at the 2025 UK Property Awards: 

1. ‘Best Residential Development in Lancashire for Tithe Gardens in Poulton-le-Fylde’;  

2. ‘Best Residential Interior for a Show Home in Lancashire for Longton Grange in 

Longton’; and,  

3. 5 Start Award for ‘Developer Website’ for the fourth consecutive year. 

Story Homes’ Experience 

2.4 Story Homes has a notable presence in the North of England and has successfully 

delivered a number of high quality homes across the region. A few examples of Story 

Homes’ developments are provided below: 

• D’Urton Manor is located in Fulwood, Preston City, Lancashire. The development 

comprises 329 dwellings, including a mix of 2-, 3-, 4- and 5-bedroom homes. 

• The Sycamores is a development located in Blackburn with Darwin Borough, 

Lancashire, set on the outskirts of Feniscowles. This development provides flexible 

and modern layouts and has been designed with modern living in mind. 

• Heaton Green in Kirkham, Fylde Borough, Lancashire has a range of high-quality 3-, 4- 

and 5-bedroom detached and semi-detached homes. Surrounded by scenic views and 

green open space, Story Homes offers countryside living whilst also being close to 

local amenities and transport links. 

• Tithe Gardens is located in the market town of Poulton-le-Fylde, Wyre Borough, 

Lancashire, situated on the Fylde coastal plain, offering excellent transport links to the 

M55 and M6 motorway. Tithe Gardens offers a range of 2-, 3-, 4- and 5-bedroom 

homes and is also only a short walk to local restaurants, bars and nearby walks. 
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• Fulshaw Manor is located in Wilmslow, Cheshire East Borough and comprises a 

collection of 2-, 3-, 4- and 5- bedroom high quality detached and semi-detached homes. 

Story Homes’ Sustainability Approach 

2.5 “Sustainable Story” is Story Homes’ commitment to building sustainable homes and 

communities. Story Homes’ commitment to building green communities that not only look 

beautiful, but are sustainable for generations to come is evidenced by:  

1. 100% of all lights that are fitted internally within their homes being energy efficient. 

2. Sustainably sourced timber being used throughout the build of their homes. The 

National Timber Systems brochure that Story Homes’ use states that all products have 

full traceability under their certifications through the Forest Stewardship Council and 

Sustainable Forest Management.  

3. The sanitaryware and fittings being selected because of their efficient water use.  

4. The insultation of cavity walls using a recycled glass insulating material with an A+ 

Generic BRE Green Guide rating, and having Zero Ozone Depletion Potential and Zero 

Global Warming Potential.  

5. The inclusion of landscaping, tree planting, shrubs and sustainable urban drainage 

systems within the open spaces of Story Homes’ developments.  

6. All of their homes being compliant with Building Regulations Part L, which covers the 

conservation of fuel and power in the building of new homes and establishes how 

energy-efficient new homes should be.  

7. 100% of the electricity provided to their new homes being renewable backed by 

Renewable Energy Guarantees of Origin (“REGO”) certificates. The REGO scheme 

provides transparency to consumers about the proportion of electricity that suppliers 

source from renewable electricity. 

2.6 Story Homes conducts an annual CO2 footprint report, with clear targets for reducing 

carbon emissions and energy usage across the business. Furthermore, 95% of waste 

materials from their sites are recycled and diverted from landfill, with each site having 

colour-codes skips for different recyclable materials. 
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Story Homes and the Proposed Development 

2.7 Should the Appeal be allowed, Story Homes would develop the Appeal Site. It is intended 

that a start on the Appeal Site would be made in September 2027, following the receipt of 

reserved matters consent, with full site completion expected in 2034, as described in 

Chapter 4 of the submitted ES (CD4.3).  

2.8 The proposed development would be phased. The Appellant and the Council are working 

together to prepare an agreed list of suggested planning conditions (including a Phasing 

Plan condition) to be submitted to the Inspector in line with the Appeal timetable 

presented in the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note. 

Summary 

2.9 Story Homes is a well-respected housing developer with schemes in Cumbria, the North 

West and North East of England, and southern Scotland. It has an enviable track record 

for delivery of high quality homes. Story Homes’ commitment to building high quality 

homes in the North of England has been demonstrated by its developments in the region, 

including D’Urton Manor, The Sycamores, Heaton Green, Tithe Gardens and Fulshaw 

Manor. Story Homes is committed to delivering another high quality, sensitively designed 

residential-led development at the Appeal Site, which will contribute positively towards 

the acute open market and affordable housing needs of Chorley. 

2.10 Should permission be granted then Story would intend to develop the Appeal Site, with 

work expected to commence in September 2027. 

2.11 The following chapter of my Evidence sets out the background to the former Camelot 

Theme Park.  
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3 BACKGROUND TO THE FORMER CAMELOT THEME PARK 

3.1 This chapter sets out the history and previous use of Camelot Theme Park. 

History of the Park Hall Estate 

3.2 As detailed in the submitted Cultural Heritage Desk-Based Assessment (CD1.15), the Park 

Hall estate, including the manor house, gardens, pleasure grounds, ornamental pond, 

outbuildings, and farmland, were listed for sale in 1919. Ordnance Survey maps from the 

mid-20th century (e.g. Ordnance Survey 1968 SD51NWA), indicate that, by the 1960s, the 

Park Hall manor house was sold and converted into a hotel; and, the M6 motorway was 

completed, running to the east of the Park Hall Hotel and truncating the private lake (now 

known as the ornamental pond or the Dam) of the former estate. The original manor house 

was then demolished sometime during the 1970s as part of a wider redevelopment of the 

hotel. 

3.3 Subsequently, the Camelot Theme Park opened in 1983, occupying and transforming 

approximately 56ha of farmland within the former Park Hall estate into a large-scale 

theme park.  

Former Theme Park Use 

3.4 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG15 that: 

1. Camelot Theme Park first opened to visitors in 1983 and operated seasonally until its 

final closure in 2012. In 1995, attendance figures at Camelot amounted to 500,000 

visitors annually. However, this figure declined to 336,204 visitors by 2005. Visitor 

numbers continued to decline, and in February 2009, its owner, Prime Resorts, 

announced that the Theme Park was in receivership and would not reopen for the 2009 

season. The adjacent Park Hall Hotel was purchased by Lavender Hotels in March 

2009 and in April 2009 the remaining parts of the Park were bought by Story Group. In 

May 2009, the Park subsequently reopened and was operated by Knights Leisure Ltd. 

However, after years of declining visitor numbers, Knights Leisure Ltd closed the Park 

in November 2012. 

2. When the Appeal Site was operational as a theme park, it accommodated over 100 

buildings and structures; the tallest of which was a 26m rollercoaster (‘Knightmare’). 

The average height of the remaining structures was approximately 10.5 metres (not 

including the Knightmare rollercoaster). Therefore, since 1983, the Appeal Site has 

accommodated built development of a significant scale. It was also a primarily car 

 
 
15 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 17 to 18, Paragraphs 2.30 to 2.36 
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borne destination for many thousands of visitors and employed hundreds of staff, 

mostly from the local area, the majority of whom were employed on a seasonal basis. 

3. The Appellant purchased the Appeal Site with the intention to bring forward a 

residential-led redevelopment. At the time of the 2009 closure it had become apparent 

that it would have taken major investment to have been able to compete with other 

much larger theme parks and that further decline in numbers was inevitable. However, 

with the advent of the Global Financial Crash, and given the obvious holding costs of 

a large scale asset, the Appellant decided to engage a partner to seek to keep the 

theme park open until planning consent for an alternative use was secured. By 2012, 

it became evident that the decline in visitor numbers was irreversible and the theme 

park closed permanently in that year. 

4. The Appeal Site is no longer suitable or viable as a tourism attraction and there is no 

realistic prospect of the Appeal Site returning to its former use. Furthermore, the 

Appeal Site is not allocated or otherwise designated for leisure or tourism within the 

adopted Chorley Local Plan and there is no reference to Camelot Theme Park within 

Chorley Council’s latest ‘Retail and Leisure Study’ (February 2019) (CD5.9 and CD5.10). 

The Appeal Site is a derelict previously developed site in the Green Belt. 

5. The Appeal Site has now been vacant for over 12 years and is in a very poor state of 

repair. Unfortunately, the Appeal Site continues to pose a significant health and safety 

risk and, despite the presence of 24-hour security and the installation of perimeter 

security fencing and CCTV, it has attracted a range of anti-social behaviour issues 

since its closure, including attracting trespassers who have taken to entering the 

Appeal Site, accessing buildings, and climbing on, and, on certain occasions, setting 

fire to the remaining structures, often filming their actions, thereby encouraging others 

to illegally access the Appeal Site, and a police report having to be filed by Story 

Homes. For these reasons, it has been necessary to remove the theme park ride 

structures and to demolish certain buildings within the Park (as detailed at Appendix 

8). 

6. The Appeal Site has been used on a temporary basis by the ‘Scare City Experience’. 

This is a temporary use to off-set holding costs within the context of a rigorous risk 

assessment. However, given the continued deterioration of the Appeal Site, it is not 

anticipated that the lease will be renewed. 

7. Anti-social behaviour at the Appeal Site is likely to continue unless the Appeal Site is 

repurposed for a secure, long term and active use. 
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3.5 Since the preparation of the SoCG, there have been further events on and around the 

Appeal Site, including: 

1. Travellers setting-up camp on the Appeal Site. The Appellant was contacted by the 

Council’s Enforcement Team regarding the travellers’ camp on 20th April 2026. The 

travellers initially vacated the Appeal Site but returned on 12th May 2026; and, 

2. Suspected arson at the Park Hall nightclub16.  

Summary 

3.6 In summary, this chapter describes the history to the Appeal Site and the former Camelot 

Theme Park, Unfortunately, since the closure of the Theme Park, the Appeal Site has been,  

the subject of anti-social behaviour.  

3.7 The following chapter of my Evidence describes the Appeal Site and its surroundings.  

 

 
 
16 BBC News, 9th April 2026, Boy, 16, arrested over village nightclub fire, Available at: 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/c62ln70xg6eo  



22 
 

4 THE APPEAL SITE 

4.1 This chapter describes the Appeal Site, the extent of PDL, the surrounding area and its 

planning history.  

The Appeal Site 

4.2 It is agreed in the SoCG17 between the Appellant and the Council that: 

1. The Appeal Site extends to 25.55 hectares (“ha”) and comprises the former Camelot 

Theme Park, as shown on the Location Plan (CD1.1).  

2. The Appeal Site is in a very poor state of repair and has been the subject of anti-social 

behaviour since its closure in 2012, despite the Appellant putting security measures 

in place to prevent this. Nevertheless, it is important to note that when the Appeal Site 

was in use, it accommodated over 100no. buildings and structures; the tallest of which 

was 26m (‘Knightmare’). 

3. There is an existing hotel (including a gym, spa, nightclub, video game arcade, and 

restaurant) and industrial units (including a gym, gymnastics school, and veterinarian) 

situated outside the Appeal Site boundary but also accessed from the Park Hall Road 

junction (via existing Route A shown on the plan in the ES (CD4.3 and CD4.12)), which 

would be within walking distance of the proposed Development. Residents would be 

able to make use of these existing adjacent uses without needing to use the 

surrounding transport network. 

Extent of PDL 

4.3 In the SoCG18, the Appellant and the Council agree that the Appeal Site in its entirety 

comprises PDL, as defined by the NPPF. Furthermore, an ASoCG 19  was entered into 

between the Appellant and the Council to address the four questions relating to Paragraph 

154(g) set out by the Inspector in his Note issued to both Parties on 6 May 2026. 

4.4 To address paragraph 9 of the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note, I assess the 

proposed Development against paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF, at Chapter 9 of my 

Evidence. To assist with this assessment, I describe the extent of PDL at the Appeal Site 

below. 

 
 
17 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 8, Paragraphs 2.1.1 to 2.1.3 
18 ibid., Pages 8 to 12, Paragraphs 2.2 to 2.26 
19 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Pages 2 to 5, Paragraphs 2.1 to 2.16 
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BNE5 (Previously Developed Sites in the Green Belt) Allocation Boundary 

4.5 As agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG20: 

1. The majority of the Appeal Site (including the Housing Area and Community Hub) is 

within the BNE5 (Previously Developed Sites in the Green Belt) allocation boundary, as 

identified on the adopted Policies Map and referred to as ‘Park Hall/Camelot Leisure 

Complex’.  

2. There are three areas within the Appeal Site that fall outside of the BNE5 allocation 

boundary, which are identified at Figure 1 below and are referred to as ‘Area 1’, ‘Area 

2’ and ‘Area 3’. Areas 1, 2 and 3 are also within the Green Belt.  

4.6 The BNE5 allocation boundary area is circa. 22.43ha. The sizes of Areas 1, 2 and 3 (as 

identified at Figure 1) are as follows: 

1. Area 1 extends to circa. 2.91ha (approximately 11.4% of the Appeal Site).  

2. Area 2 extends to circa. 0.15ha (approximately 0.6% of the Appeal Site). 

3. Area 3 extends to circa. 0.06ha (approximately 0.2% of the Appeal Site). 

 
 

Figure 1: Plan showing Areas 1, 2 and 3 

NPPF Definition of PDL 

 
 
20 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 8, Paragraphs 2.2 and 2.3 
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4.7 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG21 that: 

1. Annex 2 (Glossary) of the NPPF defines PDL; and, 

2. The NPPF is clear that the “curtilage of the developed land” is included in the definition 

of PDL. 

Area 1 

4.8 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG22 that: 

1. Although the land that is identified as ‘Area 1’ is green in nature, it sits within the 

curtilage of the developed land within the Appeal Site. 

2. The curtilage of the Appeal Site in this location is defined by a mature woodland belt 

to the south and west, and woodland to the north, which frames the Appeal Site in this 

area. 

3. The mature landscaping separates the Appeal Site, including Area 1, from the adjacent 

wider area, which is also within Story Homes’ ownership (the land encompassed 

within the blue line shown on the Location Plan (CD1.1)). Within the existing woodland 

belt to the south and west is a mix of post and wire fence and security fencing, which 

define the boundary of the former Camelot Theme Park site. 

4. Therefore, Area 1 is within the curtilage of the developed land and, thus, comprises 

previously developed land as defined by the NPPF. 

5. Notwithstanding that Area 1 is previously developed land, it is noted that the NPPF 

states that, “…it should not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage should be 

developed”. On the parameters plans (submitted for approval), Area 1 is identified as 

being green and blue infrastructure. For the purpose of this Appeal, green and blue 

infrastructure is defined as follows (as detailed in the Glossary of Terms to the SoCG 

and to my Evidence),  

“Means the area shaded green on the Land Use Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-

P007 Rev E) and the Revised Land Use Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-P007 Rev 

F). This area comprises landscaping, public amenity space, habitat creation, 

sustainable urban drainage infrastructure, pedestrian and cycle links and other 

associated infrastructure.” 

 
 
21 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 9 and 10, Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.5  
22 ibid., Page 10, Paragraphs 2.6 to 2.11 
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6. Area 1 would comprise green and blue infrastructure, as defined within the SoCG and 

my Evidence, and shown on the parameters plans (for approval). On the Site Wide 

Illustrative Masterplan (not for approval), Area 1 is shown as accommodating new 

ponds, a ‘kick about’ area, an orchard and an indicative pedestrian/cycle route. 

4.9 Therefore, I consider that Area 1 is within the curtilage of the developed land and, thus, 

comprises PDL as defined by the NPPF. This position has been agreed with the Council in 

the SoCG, as detailed above. 

4.10 Furthermore, in the ASoCG23, it is agreed between the Appellant and the Council that: 

1. Landscaping (orchard) and public amenity space (kick about area) does not 

constitute development in accordance with Paragraph 55(1) of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 (as amended) (“The Act”); and 

2. Engineering operations may be required to create habitat creation and will be required 

to create sustainable urban drainage (new ponds) and pedestrian and cycle links 

which means these components of the definition constitute development in 

accordance with Paragraph 55(1) of the Act.  

Area 2 

4.11 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG24 that: 

1. The land that is identified as ‘Area 2’ is incidental landscaping and sits within the 

curtilage of the developed land within the Appeal Site. An existing PRoW (Reference: 

0908 006) is partially contained within Area 2. 

2. The curtilage of the Appeal Site in this location is defined by mature landscaping to 

the north and the BNE5 allocation to the east, south and west. 

3. There is no fixed boundary between the land encompassed within the BNE5 allocation 

and Area 2. 

4. Mature landscaping separates Area 2 from the adjacent wider area to the north, which 

is also within Story Homes’ ownership (the land encompassed within the blue line 

shown on the Location Plan (CD1.1)). 

 
 
23 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 3, Paragraph 2.6 
24 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 11, Paragraphs 2.12 to 2.18 
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5. Therefore, Area 2 is within the curtilage of the developed land and, thus, comprises 

previously developed land as defined by the NPPF. 

6. On the parameters plans (submitted for approval), Area 2 is identified as the Travel 

Hub. For the purpose of this Appeal, the Travel Hub is defined as follows (as detailed 

in the Glossary of Terms to the SoCG and to my Evidence), 

“Means the hatched area on the Revised Land Use Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-

P007 Rev F). This area comprises a bus interchange, bus shelter and cycle shelter.” 

7. On the Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan (not for approval), Area 2 is shown as 

accommodating green infrastructure, a Travel Hub, which comprises a bus 

interchange, bus shelter and cycle shelter, and also partially contains the retained 

existing PRoW route (Reference: 0908-006). 

4.12 Therefore, I consider that Area 2 is within the curtilage of the developed land and, thus, 

comprises PDL as defined by the NPPF. This position has been agreed with the Council 

in the SoCG, as detailed above. 

4.13 Furthermore, in the ASoCG25, it is agreed between the Appellant and the Council that: 

1. The erection of structures and engineering operations will be required to create the 

bus interchange, bes shelter, cycle shelter and the formation of roads in accordance 

with Paragraph 55(1) of the Act.  

Area 3 

4.14 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG26 that: 

1. The land that is identified as ‘Area 3’ is incidental landscaping and sits within the 

curtilage of the developed land within the Appeal Site. An existing PRoW (Reference: 

0908 006) is partially contained within Area 3. 

2. The curtilage of the Appeal Site in this location is defined by mature landscaping to 

the south and the BNE5 allocation to the north, east and west. 

3. There is no fixed boundary between the land encompassed within the BNE5 allocation 

and Area 3. 

4. Mature landscaping separates Area 3 from the adjacent wider area to the south. 

 
 
25 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 3, Paragraph 2.9 
26 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 11, Paragraphs 2.19 to 2.25 
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5. Therefore, Area 3 is within the curtilage of the developed land and, thus, comprises 

previously developed land as defined by the NPPF. 

6. On the parameters plans (submitted for approval), Area 3 is identified as being green 

and blue infrastructure and includes an existing PRoW (Reference: 0908 006) which is 

to be retained. For the purpose of this Appeal, green and blue infrastructure is defined 

as follows (as detailed in the Glossary of Terms to the SoCG and to my Evidence), 

“Means the area shaded green on the Land Use Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-

P007 Rev E) and the Revised Land Use Plan (Drawing reference: 024-023-P007 Rev 

F). This area comprises landscaping, public amenity space, habitat creation, 

sustainable urban drainage infrastructure, pedestrian and cycle links and other 

associated infrastructure.” 

7. Area 3 would not be developed, with this area of the site comprising green and blue 

infrastructure, as defined within the SoCG and my Evidence, and shown on the 

parameters plans (for approval). On the Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan (not for 

approval), Area 3 comprises green infrastructure and partially contains the retained 

existing PRoW route. 

4.15 Therefore, I consider that Area 3 is within the curtilage of the developed land and, thus, 

comprises PDL as defined by the NPPF. This position has been agreed with the Council in 

the SoCG, as detailed above. 

4.16 Furthermore, in the ASoCG27, it is agreed between the Appellant and the Council that: 

1. Incidental landscaping does not constitute development in accordance with 

Paragraph 55(1) of the Act 1990. 

 

PDL Beyond the Appeal Site 

4.17 Notwithstanding my assessment of Areas 1, 2 and 3 above, and my conclusion that the 

Appeal Site in its entirety comprises PDL, I consider that the curtilage of the developed 

land and, thus, extent of PDL is more extensive than the Appeal Site itself, as I explain 

below.  

4.18 The curtilage of the PDL goes beyond the Appeal Site boundary to the north of Area 2. It 

extends to the BNE5 allocation boundary to the north and west (within which is the 

 
 
27 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 4, Paragraph 2.12 
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existing hotel), and is bound to the east by the M6 motorway. This area comprises an 

ornamental pond, woodland (Swift’s Wood) and a PRoW (Reference: FP0908006). I 

consider this area to be within the curtilage of the developed land associated with the 

former Camelot Theme Park and that of the existing hotel and, thus, to comprise PDL as 

defined by the NPPF. Consequently, not only would the proposed Development not result 

in the “whole of the curtilage” of the developed land within the Appeal Site being developed, 

but when considering the actual extent of PDL surrounding the Appeal Site (which 

includes the land to the north of Area 2), the proposed Development would result in 

development on an even smaller proportion of the curtilage of the developed land. This 

position is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the ASoCG28. 

PDL Summary 

4.19 As agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG29 and the ASoCG30, the 

majority of the Appeal Site (including the Housing Area and Community Hub) is within the 

BNE5 (Previously Developed Sites in the Green Belt) allocation boundary, as identified on 

the adopted Policies Map and referred to as ‘Park Hall/Camelot Leisure Complex’. There 

are three areas (Areas 1, 2 and 3) within the Appeal Site that fall outside of the BNE5 

allocation. However, as I have explained above, it is agreed that Areas 1, 2 and 3 are within 

the curtilage of the developed land and, thus, that the Appeal Site in its entirety comprises 

PDL, as defined by the NPPF. Furthermore, Areas 1 and 3 are identified as green and blue 

infrastructure, as defined within the SoCG and shown on the parameters plans (for 

approval) and, therefore, the “whole of the curtilage” would not be developed as a result of 

the Planning Application. There are large parts of Area 1 proposed for landscaping and 

amenity play areas and Area 3 is proposed for incidental landscaping all of which does 

not constitute development in accordance with Paragraph 55(1) of the Act.  

4.20 Further to the above, I consider that the extent of PDL does not culminate at the Appeal 

Site boundary, but instead extends further to the north of Area 2. Therefore, not only would 

the proposed Development not result in the “whole of the curtilage” of the developed land 

within the Appeal Site being developed, but when considering the actual extent of PDL 

surrounding the Appeal Site, the proposed Development would result in development on 

an even smaller proportion of the curtilage of the developed land. 

Land Ownership 

4.21 All of the Appeal Site, save for the Public Right of Way (“PRoW”), is privately owned. 

 
 
28 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 5, Paragraph 2.15 
29 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 12, Paragraph 2.26 
30 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 5, Paragraph 2.16 
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Environmental Considerations 

4.22 The environmental considerations of relevance to the Appeal Site are dealt with in the: 

environmental/technical assessments and reports which accompanied the Planning 

Application; ES (CD4.3); Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence (CD10.4); and, 

relevant Written Statements appended to my Evidence. The environmental considerations 

are also agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG31, which should be 

read in conjunction with my Evidence. 

The Surrounding Area 

4.23 It is agreed in the SoCG32 between the Appellant and the Council that: 

1. To the north of the Appeal Site are fields. To the east, the Appeal Site is partially bound 

by an ornamental pond and Swift’s Wood, beyond which is the M6 motorway. To the 

west, the Appeal Site is bound by Little Wood BHS. To the south, the Appeal Site is 

bound by Park Hall Road. Mature woodland (not within the Appeal Site boundary) also 

borders the Appeal Site to the south and west, part of which is designated as Ancient 

Woodland and referred to as ‘Little Wood’.   

2. Syd Brook watercourse flows through the woodland parcel to the south of the Appeal 

Site, in a valley feature, which forms part of the River Douglas catchment. 

Relevant Planning History 

4.24 The extensive planning application history for the Theme Park dates back to the 1980s 

and is detailed in Appendix 8. The relevant planning history has been agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG33. 

4.25 Application 80/00512/FUL relates to the development of the Malibu Grand Prix Leisure 

Centre, which included the skill driving course, which is within the northern extent of the 

area of the Appeal Site. This provided an area of hardstanding to accommodate the 

course area.  

4.26 A number of planning applications followed in the 1980s and 1990s, which expanded the 

park, facilities and structures including an indoor play area building, cinema, enchanted 

wood, go kart track and a number of rollercoasters. 

 
 
31 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 12 to 16, Paragraphs 2.27 and 2.27.1 to 2.27.14 
32 ibid., Page 17, Paragraph 2.28 
33 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 18 to 19, Paragraphs 2.37 to 2.43 and Appendix 2 
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4.27 The Appellant proposed the Appeal Site’s redevelopment for residential/residential-led 

use (LPA references: 14/00071/OUTMAJ and 17/00710/OUTMAJ).  

4.28 Regarding application reference 14/00071/OUTMAJ, the Officer’s Report (CD7.1), and 

Supplementary Report (CD7.2), to the Development Control Committee did not provide an 

Officer recommendation to approve or refuse the application. However, the application 

was refused by members at the Development Control Committee on 5th August 2014. 

Members considered that the proposed development was inappropriate development in 

the Green Belt and that the benefits associated with the proposed development did not 

clearly outweigh the harm so as to comprise very special circumstances.   

4.29 In terms of application reference 17/00710/OUTMAJ, the Officer’s Report (CD7.3) 

recommended that outline planning permission be granted subject to conditions and a 

Section 106 Agreement. Nevertheless, contrary to the Officer’s positive recommendation, 

members resolved to refuse outline planning permission citing that the proposed 

development would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and that the proposed 

development was contrary to Policy 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy. 

4.30 Despite the Council’s decision to refuse these applications, Story Homes did not lodge an 

appeal against either decision. 

4.31 The following chapter describes the proposed Development. 

Summary 

4.32 In summary, this chapter describes the Appeal Site, the environmental considerations, the 

surrounding area and the relevant planning history. It also assesses the extent of PDL at 

the Appeal Site and concludes that it is PDL in its entirety. 
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5 THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

5.1 This chapter describes the proposed Development.  

5.2 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG34 that: 

1. The Planning Application that is the subject of this Appeal proposes the demolition of 

existing structures and outline planning application (with all matters reserved, 

including access to Parcel B, save for the principal means of access) for a residential 

development of up to 350 homes (Use Class C3) and a 186.9 sqm (2,012 sqft) 

community hub (Use Classes C3, E and F), with associated habitat creation, 

landscaping, open space, parking, footpaths/cycleways, drainage and other 

infrastructure. 

2. Of the up to 350 homes proposed, 50% will be provided as Affordable Housing. The 

affordable housing requirements would be secured as part of a Section 106 

Agreement. 

3. The Appeal Scheme will have a net density of approximately 31 dwellings per hectare 

(“dph”).  

Housing Area 

5.3 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG35 that: 

1. The proposed Housing Area (including residential development, landscaping, public 

and private amenity space, internal access and associated infrastructure) extends to 

11ha, as shown on the Land Use Plan (CD2.46) and the Revised Land Use Plan 

(CD3.3). All the housing is proposed within the adopted BNE5 allocation. 

2. The Building Heights Plan (CD2.47) and the Revised Buildings Heights Plan (CD3.4) 

sets the maximum heights for development across the Appeal Site, with the Housing 

Area comprising a mix of up to 2.5 storey and up to 3 storey dwellings.  

3. In the event that planning permission is granted for the Development, a condition 

should be imposed on the planning permission which requires that reserved matters 

applications shall accord with the Parameter Plans. 

4.  A Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan (for illustrative purposes only and not for approval) 

(CD2.50) was submitted as part of the Planning Application. In terms of movement, it 

 
 
34 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 25, Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.4 
35 ibid., Pages 25 to 26, Paragraphs 4.5 to 4.9  
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is agreed that this Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan demonstrates the principle of 

access at the Appeal Site boundary only and not the detail for the access within the 

Appeal Site (i.e. the highway design such as carriageway and highway widths, and 

routing). The Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan shows how the Development could be 

provided at the Appeal Site. Although the housing mix will be determined at reserved 

matters stage, the following indicative housing mix is proposed as part of the Planning 

Application 

Table 1: Indicative Accommodation Schedule 
 
Number of bedrooms 
 

Percentage of Proposed 
Dwellings 

Number of Proposed 
Dwellings 

1 19% 66 
2 19% 66 
3 27% 95 
4 26% 91 
5 5% 18 
6 4% 14 
Total 100% 

 
350 

 

5. The Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan (CD2.50) shows the Housing Area divided into 

two linked parcels (Parcels A and B). It is envisaged that Parcel A would accommodate 

circa. 100 dwellings and Parcel B would accommodate circa. 250 dwellings. For the 

matter of access, the Planning Application only relates to the primary access into the 

Appeal Site. Access into Parcel B is a matter that will either be considered at the 

reserved matters stage or through the discharge of a condition. 

5.4 Figure 2 overleaf shows the two parcels for reference. 
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Figure 2: Plan identifying the location of Parcels A and B 

 

Community Hub 

5.5 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG36 that: 

1.  The proposed Community Hub extends to 0.32ha, as shown on the Land Use Plan 

(CD2.46) and the Revised Land Use Plan (CD3.3). The Community Hub is proposed 

within the adopted BNE5 allocation. 

2. A flexible permission is being sought for the Community Hub to allow for a range of 

potential opportunities to be explored. 186.9 sqm (2,012 sqft) will be at the ground 

floor and will comprise Use Class E and F floorspace. It is proposed that the upper 

floors would accommodate residential apartments (Use Class C3), which would 

contribute to the up to 350 homes proposed as part of the Planning Application. 

3. The Community Hub will include a minimum of two public Electric Vehicle charging 

spaces.  

Green and Blue Infrastructure 

5.6 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG37 that: 

 
 
36 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 26, Paragraphs 4.10 to 4.12 
37 ibid., Pages 26 to 27, Paragraphs 4.13 to 4.14 
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1. The Green and Blue Infrastructure extends to 14.13ha, as shown on the Land Use Plan 

(CD2.46), the Revised Land Use Plan (CD3.3), the Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan 

(CD2.48) and the Revised Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan (CD3.5). It will include 

landscaping, public amenity space, habitat creation, sustainable urban drainage 

infrastructure, pedestrian and cycle links and other associated infrastructure.  

2. Green and blue infrastructure is proposed within the BNE5 allocation boundary and 

outside of this in Areas 1 and 3 (as shown on Figure 1 of my Evidence and Appendix 

3 of the SoCG). It is agreed that the entire Appeal Site comprises PDL, with Areas 1, 2 

and 3 within the curtilage of the developed land.  

Access 

5.7 The Movement and Access Plan (CD2.49), the Revised Movement and Access Plan 

(CD3.6) and the Further Revised Movement and Access Plan (CD3.7) illustrate the 

proposed vehicular and pedestrian/cycle accesses and indicative routes within the 

Appeal Site. Approval is sought for the primary and secondary access junctions off Park 

Hall Road, as shown on the Parameter Plans and detailed on the following drawings 

submitted for approval as part of the Planning Application, which demonstrate that safe 

and suitable access can be achieved for all users. This is confirmed in the Council’s 

Supplemental Written Statement (CD8.3, Paragraph 2.15), is agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG38, and is explained further in Mr Peers’ Transport 

and Highways Proof of Evidence (CD10.4): 

• 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75006-P01 – Primary access (CD1.41); and,  

• 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75008-P01 – Secondary access (CD2.30). 

5.8 It is also agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG39 that: 

1. The layout, scale, appearance and landscaping of the proposed Development will be 

determined at reserved matters stage. 

2. The internal access between Parcels A and B forms part of the internal layout of the 

Development and, thus, will be dealt with at reserved matters stage, or by the 

discharge of the relevant condition. The specification would allow for bus access to 

Parcel B. 

 
 
38 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 27, Paragraph 4.15 
39 ibid., Page 27, Paragraphs 4.16 to 4.18 
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3. A separate proposed illustrative emergency vehicle/pedestrian/cycle link between 

Parcels A and B is shown on the Movement and Access Plan. As set out in the 

submitted Transport Assessment (CD1.37), a circa. 3.7m-wide (wider at bends to 

accommodate passing places) emergency vehicle route between the two parcels is 

proposed. This link is not for approval at this stage and is shown on an indicative 

basis. Approval would be sought for the emergency vehicle/pedestrian/cycle link at 

reserved matters stage. 

4. A Travel Hub, comprising a bus interchange, bus shelter and cycle shelter, is proposed 

within the Appeal Site and is shown on the Revised Land Use Plan (CD3.3). 

Highways Improvements 

5.9 A series of highway improvements were also agreed with the County Council during the 

determination of the Planning Application (as detailed at Chapter 11, paragraphs 11.5 to 

11.13 of the SoCG), and are described within the Transport and Highways Proof of 

Evidence (CD10.4) and summarised in Chapter 10 of my Evidence. 

Updated Parameter Plans 

5.10 It has been agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG40, that minor 

revisions have been made to the following Parameter Plans: 

1. Revised Land Use Parameter Plan – To add Use Class E to the key for the Community 

Hub Area to reflect the agreed description of development and to include a separate 

note in the key relating to the “Bus interchange, bus shelter and cycle shelter” for clarity 

and to be consistent with the Travel Hub annotation shown on the Site Wide Illustrative 

Masterplan (CD2.50). The Revised Land Use Parameter Plan is CD3.3. 

2. Revised Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan – To replace the ‘Development Parcels’ 

annotation on Area 3 on the plan with the ‘Green and Blue Infrastructure’ annotation 

to reflect the Land Use Parameter Plan and to include a separate note in the key 

relating to the “Bus interchange, bus shelter and cycle shelter” for clarity and to be 

consistent with the Travel Hub annotation shown on the Site Wide Illustrative 

Masterplan (CD2.50). The Revised Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan is CD3.5. 

3. Revised Movement and Access Plan – To replace the ‘Development Parcels’ 

annotation on Area 3 on the plan with the ‘Green and Blue Infrastructure’ annotation 

to reflect the Land Use Parameter Plan and to include a separate note in the key 

 
 
40 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 27 and 28, Paragraph 4.20 and 4.20.1 to 4.20.4 
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relating to the “Bus interchange, bus shelter and cycle shelter” for clarity and to be 

consistent with the Travel Hub annotation shown on the Site Wide Illustrative 

Masterplan. The Revised Movement and Access Plan is CD3.6. 

4. Revised Building Heights Plan – To include a separate note in the key relating to the 

“Bus interchange, bus shelter and cycle shelter” for clarity and to be consistent with the 

Travel Hub annotation shown on the Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan. The Revised 

Building Heights Plan is CD3.4. 

5.11 It has also been agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the ASoCG41, that a 

further minor revision is made through a Further Revised Movement and Access Plan 

(CD3.7) (which will supersede the Movement and Access Plan and the Revised Movement 

and Access Plan). The further minor revision is to address comments made by Active 

Travel England in its consultation response dated 28 April 2026 to the Environmental 

Statement consultation.  

5.12 The originally submitted Movement and Access Parameter Plan was 024-023-P009 Rev C 

(dated June 2025); this is the parameter plan that Active Travel England refers to in its 

response to the Planning Application dated 25 July 2025. This was then superseded 

during the Planning Application process by: 

1. 024-023-P009 Rev D (dated October 2025) on 16 October 2025 and, 

2. 024-023-P009 Rev E (dated November 2025) on 28 November 2025. 

5.13 Having reviewed the ‘Revised Movement and Access Plan’ (024-023-P009 Rev F (dated 

April 2026)), it has been noted that the two indicative pedestrian access points and 

internal indicative pedestrian/cycle routes that were shown on earlier iterations of this 

plan are not shown (despite being noted on the Rev F key), which is an unforeseen error.  

5.14 A ‘Further Revised Movement and Access Plan’ (024-023-P009 Rev G) (CD3.7) shows the 

two indicative pedestrian access points and the internal indicative pedestrian/cycle 

routes. The Appellant and the Council agree that this Further Revised Movement and 

Access Plan (024-023-P009 Rev G) is acceptable. 

  

 
 
41 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Pages 8 to 9, Paragraphs 4.1 – 4.7 
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Plans Submitted for Approval 

Plans 

5.15 Taking the above revised and further revised Parameter Plans into account, the following 

plans are for approval as part of this Appeal, as agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the ASoCG42: 

1. Site Location Plan (Drawing Reference: 024-023-P001 Rev C) (CD1.1); 

2. Revised Land Use Parameter Plan (Drawing Reference: 024-023-P007 Rev F) (CD3.3); 

3. Revised Building Heights Parameter Plan (Drawing Reference: 024-023-P008 Rev E) 

(CD3.4); 

4. Revised Green and Blue Infrastructure Parameter Plan (Drawing Reference: 024-023-

P012 Rev G) (CD3.5); 

5. Further Revised Movement and Access Parameter Plan (Drawing Reference: 024-023-

P009 Rev G) (CD3.7); 

6. Primary Access (Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75006-P01) (CD1.41); 

7. Secondary Access (Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75008-P01) 

(CD2.30); 

8. Park Hall Road/Wood Lane Junction Improvements (Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-

XX-00-D-TP-75004-P05) (CD2.31); 

9. A49 Preston Road/Mill Lane Junction Improvements (Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-

XX-00-D-TP-75009-P01) (CD2.32); 

10. Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road (Sheet 1 of 4) (Drawing Reference: 86409-

CURXX-00-D-TP-75010-P04) (CD2.33); 

11. Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road (Sheet 2 of 4) (Drawing Reference: 86409-

CURXX-00-D-TP-75011-P02) (CD2.34); 

12. Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road (Sheet 3 of 4) (Drawing Reference: 86409-

CURXX-00-D-TP-75012-P02) (CD2.35); and, 

 
 
42 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 9, Paragraph 4.7 and Appendix 2 
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13. Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road (Sheet 4 of 4) (Drawing Reference: 86409-

CURXX-00-D-TP-75013-P02) (CD2.36). 

5.16 All other plans have been submitted for illustrative purposes only and are not for approval. 

Summary 

5.17 In summary, a high quality development would be secured through the submitted 

Parameters Plans. This is not contested by the Council. Planning conditions would be 

imposed on the prospective planning permission which would require future reserved 

matters applications to be in accordance with the Parameters Plans. The Appellant and 

the Council are working together to agree a list of draft conditions to share with the 

Inspector in line with the Appeal timetable. 

5.18 If the Appeal is allowed and planning permission granted, the Development would deliver 

up to 350 dwellings of which 50% would be affordable, in addition to a community hub, 

and green and blue infrastructure including habitat creation, landscaping, open space, 

parking, footpaths/cycleways, drainage, bus interchange and other infrastructure. 

5.19 The following chapter describes the Planning Application. 
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6 THE PLANNING APPLICATION 

6.1 This chapter describes the Planning Application. The content of paragraphs 6.2 to 6.16 of 

my Evidence has been agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG43. 

6.2 The Appellant submitted the Planning Application for the Development on the Appeal Site 

on 18th June 2025. The Planning Application was given application reference 

25/00577/OUTMAJ and was validated on 20th June 2025. 

6.3 The description of development for which planning permission is sought is:  

“Demolition of existing structures and outline planning application (with all matters 

reserved, including access to Parcel B, save for the principal means of access) for a 

residential development of up to 350 homes (Use Class C3) and a 186.9 sqm (2,012 

sqft) community hub (Use Classes C3, E and F), with associated habitat creation, 

landscaping, open space, parking, footpaths/cycleways, drainage and other 

infrastructure.” 

6.4 During the determination of the Planning Application, it was agreed with the Council’s 

Planning Officers that, although demolition was clearly implied by the original description 

as the existing structures would need to be demolished before the proposed Development 

could go ahead, the phrase “Demolition of existing structures” be added to the description 

of development for clarity. Additionally. it was specifically agreed with the Council’s 

Planning Officers that the description of development could be updated to make it clear 

that access between Parcel A and Parcel B is a matter reserved for future determination 

(reflected in the above description of development). 

Pre-application Consultation 

6.5 Prior to the submission of the Planning Application, the Appellant carried out an 

appropriate programme of consultation with the Council, the local community and key 

stakeholders. The pre-application consultation included: 

1. Pre-application consultation with the Council; 

2. Pre-application consultation with local politicians and other stakeholders; and, 

3. Public consultation (comprising a consultation newsletter and freepost reply card to 

2,377 residential and business addresses, press releases to several local media 

 
 
43 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 20 to 24, Paragraphs 3.2 to 3.15 
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publications, a consultation website, freephone information line, and advertisements 

through Meta platforms). 

Pre-application consultation with the Council 

6.6 Two meetings took between the Appellant, Asteer Planning and the Council prior to the 

submission of the Planning Application; the latest of which took place on 6th May 2025.   

Pre-application Consultation with Other Stakeholders 

6.7 An advanced notification was sent out to relevant stakeholders on 9th April 2025, advising 

that the Appellant had submitted a request for an EIA Screening Opinion. This was sent 

to: 

1. Councillor Alistair Bradley (Leader of the Council)  

2. Councillor Peter Wilson (Deputy Leader of the Council) 

3. Councillor Terry Howarth (Cabinet Member for Homes & Housing)  

4. Councillor Alistair Morwood (Cabinet Member for Planning & Development - former)  

5. Councillor Adrian Lowe (Cabinet Member for Customer, Streetscene & Environment)  

6. Councillor Alan Whittaker (Eccleston, Heskin & Charnock Richard)  

7. Councillor Arjun Singh (Eccleston, Heskin & Charnock Richard)  

8. Councillor Christine Heydon (Eccleston, Heskin & Charnock Richard)  

9. Paul Foster MP (South Ribble)  

10. Charnock Richard Parish Council 

Public Consultation Exercise 

6.8 A public consultation exercise was held during May 2025. The consultation ran from 15th 

May to 29th May 2025. The exercise was advertised via newsletter and social media 

advertisements. 

6.9 The Appellant’s approach to pre-application consultation, the feedback that was received, 

and the Appellant’s response to this feedback are summarised within the Statement of 

Community Involvement (CD1.26) and within Section 8 of the Supporting Planning 

Statement (CD1.36), both of which were submitted as part of the Planning Application. 
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Post-application Consultation 

The Appellant and Chorley Council 

6.10 The Appellant entered into a Planning Performance Agreement (“PPA”) with the Council. 

The PPA allowed for monthly meetings with the Appellant and the Council during the 

determination of the Planning Application. These meetings took place on Microsoft 

Teams on the following dates:  

1. 20th August 2025; 

2. 12th September 2025; 

3. 10th October 2025; and, 

4. 15th October 2025. 

The Appellant and LCC Highways 

6.11 Following the submission of the Planning Application, the Appellant’s team and the 

County Council Highways have held regular meetings (22nd July, 14th August, 20th August 

and 17th September 2025) to discuss the Development and to work through points raised 

by the County Council Highways. Minutes of these meetings were appended to the County 

Council Highways’ Post-Application Response (dated 20th October 2025) that was 

submitted by the Appellant during the determination of the Planning Application following 

receipt of the County Council Highways’ interim comments dated 10th October 2025. 

6.12 Following the interim comments received on 10th October, County Council Highways 

issued a further response on the planning application (dated 31st October 2025). 

Subsequently, a meeting was held with County Council Highways on 5th November 2025 

and a further response was issued by County Council Highways on 26th November 2025. 

6.13 As agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG44, Highways have removed 

their objection to the Development and will work with the Appellant.  

Consultation Responses 

6.14 The responses from statutory consultees are summarised below. It is agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG45 that there are no objections to the proposed 

Development from technical consultees: 

 
 
44 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 23, Paragraph 3.13.9 
45 ibid., Page 22, Paragraphs 3.13 to 3.13.17 
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1. Active Travel England – No objection subject to agreement and implementation of 

planning conditions and/or obligations as set out in their response. 

2. Affordable Housing Officer – No objection. Details the affordable housing tenure split 

required. 

3. Arboricultural Officer – No objection. It is requested that all work be carried out in 

accordance with BS 5837. 

4. Biodiversity Net Gain Officer – No objection, subject to conditions and obligation 

relating to BNG monitoring fees. 

5. Coal Authority – No objection, subject to conditions. 

6. Community Infrastructure Levy Officer – No objection. It is confirmed that CIL Liability 

is not calculated at outline application stage, but that the Development will be CIL 

Liable on approval of the final reserved matters application (if approved). 

7. Environmental Health – No objection, subject to conditions. 

8. Greater Manchester Ecology Unit – No objection, subject to conditions. 

9. County Council Highways – Prior to the Appeal being submitted, the County Council 

as Local Highway Authority (“LHA”) provided advice to the Council setting out their 

comments. These include Statutory Comments provided on the 17th September, 31st 

October, and 26th November. Highways have removed their objection to the 

Development and will work with the Appellant. Following submission of the Appeal 

and the Council's Supplemental Statement of Case, the LHA will support the Council 

in preparing any necessary conditions and setting any necessary obligations to ensure 

that the highways comments are resolved, and do not intend to present their own case 

or evidence in response to the Appeal. 

10. County Council Historic Environment Team – No objection. It is stated that no further 

archaeological investigation of the Appeal Site is necessary. 

11. Lead Local Flood Authority – No objection.  

12. National Highways – No objection. 

13. Open Space Strategy Officer – No objection. 

14. Planning Policy Team Open Space – No objection. A financial contribution towards 

the improvement of existing playing pitches is requested.  
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15. School Planning Team – No objection and no financial contribution requested. 

16. United Utilities – No objection, subject to conditions. 

17. Waste Services – No objection.  

6.15 Further to the above, the Environment Agency were consulted on the Planning Application, 

but it was screened by them as being low risk (there being no constraints relevant to their 

remit), and as such they stated that they would not be reviewing the Planning Application 

or submitting any further comments to the Council. 

Neighbouring Council and Parish Council Consultees 

6.16 The Council consulted the following neighbouring Councils and Parish Councils: 

1. West Lancashire Borough Council confirmed that they had no objection to the 

proposed Development. 

2. Wigan Council accepted Curtins’ conclusion on the impact of the Development on 

Standish and the Strategic Road Network (as detailed in the submitted Transport 

Assessment (CD1.37)) and stated that no further assessment of junctions within 

Wigan was required. 

3. Eccleston Parish Council objected based on a request for a secondary access. It is 

agreed in the SoCG46 between the Appellant and the Council that the inclusion of the 

secondary access has addressed Eccleston Parish Council’s sole concern. 

4. Heskin Parish Council  objected to the application on the basis of compliance with 

154(g) and 155 of the NPPF, and Policy 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy. In 

their response, Heskin Parish Council also consider that the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development is not engaged, that the application is premature (with 

regard to the Central Lancashire Highways and Transport Masterplan), and that they 

have concerns regarding highways and flooding. It is agreed in this SoCG47 that: the 

proposed Development accords with paragraphs 155, 154(g) and 153 of the NPPF, 

and Policy 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy; the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development is engaged; and, the proposed Development is acceptable in 

terms of highways and flood risk, as evidenced by no objection from the LLFA, and the 

EA. 

 
 
46 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 24, Paragraph 3.15.3 
47 ibid., Page 24, Paragraph 3.15.4 
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6.17 In Chapter 12 of my Evidence, I address the comments made by third party 

representations to both the Planning Application and the Appeal. As part of this 

assessment I also address the comments made by both Eccleston and Heskin Parish 

Councils.   

Summary 

6.18 In summary, this chapter describes the Planning Application. It has been agreed between 

the Council and the Appellant that the Appellant carried out an appropriate programme of 

consultation with the Council, the local community and key stakeholders prior to the 

submission of the Planning Application. 

6.19 Extensive dialogue also took place between the Council and the Appellant during the 

determination of the Planning Application and it is agreed that there are no objections to 

the proposed Development by any technical consultee. 
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7 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 

7.1 In this chapter, I describe the Development Plan and other material considerations which 

are relevant to the determination of the appeal. 

The Development Plan 

7.2 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG48 that, for the purpose of 

this Appeal, the Development Plan comprises:  

1.  Central Lancashire Joint Core Strategy (July 2012);   

2. Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 (July 2015);  

3. Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Development Framework Core Strategy DPD – 

Parts One and Two (February 2009); and, 

4. Joint Lancashire Minerals and  Waste Local Plan Site Allocation and Development 

Management Policies – Parts One and Two (September 2013). 

7.3 It is also agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG49 that, according to 

the adopted Policies Map, the majority of the Appeal Site is allocated as a Previously 

Developed Site in the Green Belt (Policy BNE5). The parts of the Appeal Site that fall 

outside of the Policy BNE5 allocation (Areas 1, 2 and 3) are also within the Green Belt.  

The adopted Policies Map also identifies the Appeal Site as being within a Mineral 

Safeguarding Area.  

Basingstoke & Deane BC v Secretary of State for Levelling up, Housing and 
Communities and Bewley Homes plc 

7.4 In the case of Basingstoke & Deane BC v Secretary of State for Levelling up, Housing and 

Communities and Bewley Homes plc in July 2024, Mr Justice Holgate found that, in 

determining planning applications, the decision maker can take into account the out-of-

datedness of a Development Plan and its policies when assessing compliance with the 

Development Plan as a whole50. 

7.5 Paragraph 16 of the Judgement states: 

 
 
48 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 29, Paragraph 5.2  
49 ibid., Page 29, Paragraphs 5.3 and 5.4 
50 Basingstoke & Deane BC v Secretary of State for Levelling up, Housing and Communities and Bewley  
Homes plc [2024] EWHC 1916 (Admin) 
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16  “Mr Katkowski accepted the claimants challenge depends on DL 145 where the 

Inspector said:-  

“Looking at the development plan as a whole, the proposal would accord with those 

policies I have identified above together with Policy SD1. On the other hand, it would 

conflict with the spatial strategy (Policies EM1 and NE1). Given that the spatial 

strategy is out of date, and that the degree of landscape harm is only of moderate 

weight, my overall conclusions is that the proposal is in accordance with the 

development plan as a whole”. 

7.6 Paragraph 96 of the Judgement also states: 

96  "In deciding whether the proposal accorded with the development plan as a whole, it 

was logical and consistent with the application of [the relevant spatial] policy in this 

case for the inspector to take into account the out-of-datedness of the spatial 

strategy. Indeed, to have ignored that factor would have been internally inconsistent 

and would have failed to apply the development plan as a whole." 

7.7 Finally, Paragraph 98 of the Judgement states: 

98  “I do not consider that the dismissal of this claim depends upon the fact that the 

BDLP includes policy SD1. Some local plans do not contain a policy replicating the 

NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable development. In the present case, even 

if policy SD1 is disregarded for the sake of the argument, I see no error of law in DL 

145. In my judgement, the Inspector would still have been entitled to take into 

account the out of datedness of the spatial strategy of the development plan when 

deciding whether the proposal was in accordance with that plan as a whole”. 

7.8 Applying the conclusions of the Basingstoke & Deane BC v Secretary of State for Levelling 

up, Housing and Communities and Bewley Homes plc judgement, I consider the spatial 

strategy for the Development Plan as well as the relevant Development Plan policies 

below. 

Central Lancashire Joint Core Strategy 

7.9 The Central Lancashire Core Strategy (“the Core Strategy”) was adopted in July 2012 with 

the stated intention of being used to guide the planning decisions in Chorley, Preston and 

South Ribble, and to set out the vision, objectives and spatial strategy for Central 

Lancashire to 2026. It covers the period 2010 to 2026 and is, therefore, at the end of its 

intended Plan period. 

7.10 The Core Strategy provides for the following distribution of housing across the three 

authorities of Chorley, Preston and South Ribble, totalling 1,341dpa: 
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1. Chorley – 417dpa 

2. South Ribble – 417dpa  

3. Preston – 507dpa 

7.11 The above housing numbers were based on evidence which underpinned Policy L4 of the 

former North West Regional Spatial Strategy (“RSS”) to 202151. The RSS plan period 

commencement was 2003; it was adopted in 2008 and revoked in 2010. The housing 

requirement set out in the RSS was informed by the North West Household Growth 

Estimates Study (published August 2005) and the 2003-based household projections.   

7.12 The NPPF and the new Standard Method sets a local housing need of 558dpa 52 for 

Chorley, and 1,687dpa53 for Central Lancashire which exceeds the Core Strategy housing 

requirements. The RSS housing land requirements from which the Core Strategy housing 

requirements were derived were based on demographic evidence and national/regional 

policy which is now grossly out of date (as I have detailed above), albeit that they were 

acknowledged to be “minimum requirements”54.  

7.13 Further to the above, the Core Strategy made it clear that, “It is intended that the Central 

Lancashire authorities will monitor and review the housing requirements in the Core Strategy 

for the lifetime of the plan.”55 However, this has simply not been done, despite this having 

been part of the basis upon which the plan was found to be sound. Furthermore, in 

accordance with Paragraph 34 of the NPPF and Regulation 10A of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Plans) (England) Regulations 2012, the policies and spatial development 

strategy in the Core Strategy should have been reviewed, and updated as necessary, at 

least once between the Core Strategy’s adoption (2012) and the following five years (2017 

and 2023) and should have taken into account changing circumstances affecting the area 

as well as the numerous relevant changes in national policy. 

7.14 Although the Core Strategy does not include housing allocations, it does identify the 

hierarchy of settlements in Central Lancashire where growth and investment will be 

concentrated (Core Strategy Policy 1). The Core Strategy identifies the Preston/South 

Ribble Urban Area as the main focus for growth, followed by ‘Strategic Sites’, ‘Key Service 

 
 
51 Policy L 4 (Regional Housing Provision) set out a requirement to meet a regional housing target of 
416,000 homes by 2021, at an average annual rate of 23,111 net additions. 
52 This figure will be updated in May 2026 when the latest housing stock data is published, but it is not 
expected to change significantly. 
53 This figure will be updated in May 2026 when the latest housing stock data is published, but it is not 
expected to change significantly. 
54 Central Lancashire, 2012, Central Lancashire Core Strategy, Paragraph 8.13 
55 ibid., Paragraph 8.4 
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Centres’ (which Chorley Town is identified as), ‘Urban Local Service Centres’, ‘Rural Local 

Service Centres’ and ‘In Other Places’. In referring to the ‘In Other Places’ cited in Core 

Strategy Policy 1, the Chorley Local Plan states at paragraph 2.11 that, “eight major 

previously developed sites in the Green Belt are identified on the Policies Map, 

Redevelopment of these sites will be permitted if the proposal is in accordance with Policy 

BNE5”. No change was proposed to the Central Lancashire Green Belt as part of the Core 

Strategy56. 

7.15 The effect of the spatial strategy detailed in the Core Strategy is, thus, to constrain housing 

to an area which was only intended to meet a highly constrained need based on the now 

long defunct RSS housing requirements57, which were in turn informed by evidence from 

2003 and 2005, and so significantly constrains market and affordable housing delivery. 

This emphasises the need to revisit the balance between the need for housing and the 

need for areas of policy restraint. 

7.16 In addition to the above, it is important to note that the NPPF was introduced during the 

course of the Core Strategy’s preparation on 27th March 2012. During the examination of 

the Core Strategy, the Inspector invited representations on the NPPF (between 11th April 

2012 and 9th May 2012) in so far as they related to the Local Plan 58 . Further 

representations were invited from 23rd April 2012 until 9th May 2012 on a model policy 

concerning the presumption in favour of sustainable development 59 . The Inspector 

recommended that,  

“the Local Plan be modified by the inclusion of a policy which, in essence, confirms 

that the Councils will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development contained in the Framework”60.  

7.17 Consequently, the adopted Core Strategy includes Policy MP, which states that, 

“When considering development proposals the Council will take a positive approach 

that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the 

National Planning Policy Framework. It will always work proactively with applicants 

jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever 

 
 
56 The Planning Inspectorate, 2012, Report to the Central Lancashire Authorities (Preston City Council and 
South Ribble and Chorley Borough Councils), Page 26, Paragraph 94 
57 The RS was revoked in 2013. 
58  The Planning Inspectorate, 2012, Report to the Central Lancashire Authorities (Preston City Council and 
South Ribble and Chorley Borough Councils), Pages 3 to 4, Paragraph 4 
59 ibid. 
60  ibid., Paragraph 5, Page 4 
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possible, and to secure development that improves the economic, social and 

environmental conditions in the area.  

Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and, where 

relevant with policies in the neighbourhood plans) will be approved without delay, 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of 

date at the time of making the decision then the Council will grant permission unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise-taking into account whether:  

a) any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 

National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole; or  

b) specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should be 

restricted.” 

7.18 The Core Strategy states that Policy MP has been included “to clarify the operational 

relationship between the plan and national policy”. Therefore, the Councils have still not yet 

adopted a local plan consistent with the significant policy change evident in the 

successive versions of the NPPF, with its greater emphasis on housing delivery despite 

the fact that NPPF was first introduced over 14 years ago. 

7.19 In applying the principles of the Basingstoke and Deane High Court decision, I consider 

the following policies which relate to the Core Strategy’s spatial strategy to be out of date 

and that they should be afforded limited weight in this Appeal: 

1. Policy 1 (Locating Growth); and, 

2. Policy 4 (Housing Delivery). 

7.20 The Central Lancashire Joint Core Strategy policies which I consider to be of most 

relevance to the Development are below. It is agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG that these policies are of most relevance to the Appeal and that the 

proposed Development accords with these policies61: 

1. Policy MP 

2. Policy 1 (Locating Growth) 

 
 
61 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 29 to 30, Paragraph 5.5, 5.5.1 to 5.5.23 



50 
 

3. Policy 2 (Infrastructure) 

4. Policy 3 (Travel) 

5. Policy 4 (Housing Delivery) 

6. Policy 5 (Housing Density) 

7. Policy 6 (Housing Quality) 

8. Policy 7 (Affordable and Special Needs Housing) 

9. Policy 11 (Retail and Town Centre Uses and Business Based Tourism) 

10. Policy 14 (Education) 

11. Policy 15 (Skills and Economic Inclusion) 

12. Policy 16 (Heritage Assets)  

13. Policy 17 (Design of New Buildings)  

14. Policy 18 (Green Infrastructure)  

15. Policy 21 (Landscape Character Areas)  

16. Policy 22 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity)  

17. Policy 23 (Health)   

18. Policy 24 (Sport and Recreation)  

19. Policy 25 (Community Facilities)  

20. Policy 26 (Crime and Community Safety)  

21. Policy 27 (Sustainable Resources and New Development)  

22. Policy 29 (Water Management)  

23. Policy 30 (Air Quality) 

Chorley Local Plan 

7.21 The Chorley Local Plan 2012-2026 Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies Development Plan Document (“Chorley Local Plan”) was adopted on 21st July 

2015. Its stated intention is to set out how planning applications should be decided, and 

to identify areas for development and areas which should be protected from development. 
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It deals with site allocations and development management policies and also covers the 

period 2012 to 2026, which means that it is also at the end of its intended Plan period.  

7.22 The Chorley Local Plan is a ‘part 2’ plan that sits under the Core Strategy and did not seek 

to re-establish development requirements. Accordingly, the development requirements of 

the adopted Development Plan were established well over a decade ago and are obviously 

not up to date. 

7.23 The Chorley Local Plan follows the Core Strategy’s spatial vision for Central Lancashire, 

with the Chorley Local Plan making it clear that, “In order to ensure growth and investment 

takes place in the most sustainable locations, a hierarchy of settlement types and priority 

locations has been identified in the Core Strategy.” As detailed above, the Core Strategy 

identifies the Preston/South Ribble Urban Area as the main focus for growth and 

investment. 

7.24 The Chorley Local Plan did not re-define settlement boundaries which were based upon 

needs assessed well before and, thus, these were simply carried forward from the Local 

Plan Review 2003. Furthermore, the Core Strategy makes no provision for a strategic 

review of the Green Belt boundaries. Therefore, as detailed in the Inspector’s Report to the 

Chorley Local Plan, sites outside of the defined settlement boundaries were not allocated 

for development62.  

7.25 Although ‘AL07 Park Hall/Camelot Leisure Complex’ (within which the majority of the 

Appeal Site is located) was also identified as falling within this category, it is of note that 

the examining Inspector made it clear that this is a previously developed site and, thus, 

that: 

“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.”63 

7.26 I explain at Chapter 4 of my Evidence why the entirety of the Appeal Site, and not solely 

the land encompassed within the BNE5 allocation, is PDL. This position is agreed between 

the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG64 and the ASoCG65. I also consider that the 

extent of PDL does not culminate at the Appeal Site boundary, as I explain at Chapter 4 of 

my Evidence. 

 
 
62  The Planning Inspectorate, 2013, Partial Report to Chorley Council, Pages 21 to 22, Paragraph 95 
63 ibid., Page 22, Paragraph 96 
64 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 8 to 12, Paragraphs 2.2 to 2.26 
65 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Pages 2 to 5, Paragraphs 2.1 to 2.16 
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7.27 The housing requirement for Chorley is set out in Core Strategy Policy 4 and it is this 

housing requirement that informed the Chorley Local Plan. Paragraph 5.11 of the Chorley 

Local Plan states that (my emphasis in bold), 

“The Core Strategy sets broad locations for housing growth through Policy 1: 

Locating Growth. However it does not indicate how many new homes should be built 

in each town or village, or allocate specific sites for housing development - that is 

the role of this Local Plan. The Core Strategy sets out the approximate distribution 

of housing development in Central Lancashire up to 2026 in percentage terms. This 

is a predicted distribution based on the potential for housing development in each 

place and not proportions that are required to be met. However, this has been used 

to inform the site allocation process and the housing delivery proposed in this Local 

Plan is in accordance with the Core Strategy.” 

7.28 In considering the retention of the Core Strategy housing requirement, the Inspector’s 

Report to the Chorley Local Plan stated that the Council was, 

“…reliant upon the Central Lancashire Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2009 

(SHMA) [CHE010], which is based on 2008 data. Whilst this SHMA is now somewhat 

out-of-date, I consider that the Council’s [CD7.2.4.3] and Representors’ analysis 

[CH7.9 and CH7.9.1] of the 2011-based household interim projections to 2021 for 

England lend support to the retention of the CS target.”66 

7.29 Nevertheless, although the Core Strategy housing requirement was retained for the 

purpose of informing the Chorley Local Plan housing allocations, as noted above, this was 

based on the out-dated 2011-based household interim projections to 2021. Consequently, 

the approach of the Chorley Local Plan is to set a modest housing requirement which was 

based in turn on the Core Strategy housing requirements. Furthermore, in accordance with 

Paragraph 34 of the NPPF, the policies in the Chorley Local Plan should have also been 

reviewed, and updated as necessary, between the plan’s adoption (2015) and the 

following five years (2020 and 2025) and should have taken into account changing 

circumstances affecting the area or any relevant changes in national policy. Therefore, 

there should also have been two statutory reviews of the Chorley Local Plan since its 

adoption. 

7.30 There has plainly been a failure of local plan making within the Central Lancashire area 

for well over a decade. 

 
 
66 The Planning Inspectorate, 2013, Partial Report to Chorley Council, Page 11, Paragraph 41 
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7.31 In addition to the above, the Council’s latest stated yearly housing requirement figure67, 

according to Chorley’s latest Five Year Housing Supply Statement (September 2025), is 

now 670dpa (including 20% buffer) (60.67% greater than the Core Strategy housing 

requirement for Chorley (417dpa)) and it is agreed between the Appellant and the Council 

in the SoCG 68  that the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 

housing land (stated to be 3.4 years in the latest Five Year Housing Supply Statement for 

Chorley). 

7.32 The Chorley Local Plan is directly informed by the identified housing need and spatial 

strategy established in the Core Strategy. As I have detailed above, the spatial strategy 

established in Core Strategy is out of date, and as such the Chorley Local Plan is now 

considered to be out-of-date in the same way, regardless of whether there is a five-year 

housing land supply and, in this instance, Chorley Council can also not demonstrate a five 

year housing land supply. 

7.33 The Chorley Local Plan policies which I consider to be of most relevance to the 

Development are below. It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG 

that these policies are of most relevance to the Appeal and that the proposed 

Development accords with these policies69: 

1. Policy V1 (Model Policy) 

2. Policy BNE5 (Redevelopment of Previously Developed Sites in the Green Belt) 

3. Policy ST1 (New Provision of Improvement of Footpath, Cycleways, Bridleways and 

their associated facilities) 

4. Policy ST2 (Rail Facilities, Electrification and Improvement) 

5. Policy ST3 (Road Schemes and Development Access Points) 

6. Policy ST4 (Parking Standards) 

7. Policy HS4A (Open Space Requirements in New Housing Development) 

8. Policy HS4B (Playing Pitch Requirements in New Housing Developments) 

9. Policy BNE1 (Design Criteria for New Development) 

 
 
67 The LHN figure 
68 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 36, Paragraph 6.3 
69 ibid., Pages 30 to 31, Paragraphs 5.6 and 5.6.1 to 5.6.14 
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10. Policy BNE6 (Light Pollution) 

11. Policy BNE8 (Protection and Enhancement of Heritage Assets) 

12. Policy BNE9 (Biodiversity and Nature Conservation) 

13. Policy BNE10 (Trees) 

14. Policy BNE11 (Species Protection) 

Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Development Framework Core Strategy DPD – 
Parts One and Two (February 2009) 

7.34 The policy of the Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Development Framework Core 

Strategy that I consider to be of most relevance to this Appeal is Policy CS1. It is agreed 

between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG that this policy is the most relevance 

to the Appeal and that the proposed Development accords with this policy70. 

Joint Lancashire Minerals and  Waste Local Plan Site Allocation and Development 
Management Policies – Parts One and Two (September 2013) 

7.35 The policy of the Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Local Plan Site Allocation and 

Development Management Policies that I consider to be of most relevance to this Appeal 

is Policy M2. It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG that this 

policy is the most relevance to the Appeal and that the proposed Development accords 

with this policy71. 

Other Material Considerations 

7.36 There are a number of other planning policy guidance documents at local and national 

level that are relevant to the determination of this Appeal which include:  

1. The NPPF;  

2. The PPG;  

3. The Council’s Evidence Base;   

4. Supporting Planning Documents and Guidance; and, 

5. Emerging Development Plan Documents. 

  

 
 
70 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 31, Paragraph 5.7 and 5.7.1 
71 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Paragraph 5.8 and 5.8.1 
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NPPF  

7.37 The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies and guidance and how these are 

to be applied. The NPPF is a material consideration in the determination of the Appeal. 

7.38 The paragraphs in the NPPF which are of particular relevance are those discussed in my 

Evidence, namely: 8, 11, 61, 62, 66, 98, 110, 115, 116, 117, 124, 129, 135, 139, 143, 153, 

154, 155, 156, 157, 158, and 159. 

PPG (2014) 

7.39 The PPG was first published in March 2014 and adds further context to the NPPF. I 

consider that the PPG is a material consideration in the determination of this Appeal. In 

the SoCG72, the Appellant and the Council agree that the proposed Development accords 

with the PPG. 

The Council’s Evidence Base 

7.40 I consider that the following documents that form part of the Council’s and County 

Council’s evidence base are of most relevance to this Appeal. This list has been agreed 

between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG73. The below documents are cross-

referred to in the relevant Proofs of Evidence and Written Statements submitted alongside 

this Appeal: 

1. Authority Monitoring Report (“AMR”) Covering April 2023 - March 2024 (November 

2024); 

2. Central Lancashire Housing Study Update (December 2024); 

3. Chorley Housing Demand and Need Assessment (“HDNA”) (December 2024); 

4. Five-Year Housing Supply Statement (September 2025); 

5. Housing Land Monitoring Report April 1st 2024 to March 31st 2025 (2025); and, 

6. Open Land Designations Study – Green Belt Assessment – Main Report (October 

2022). 

Supporting Planning Documents (“SPDs”) and Guidance (“SPG) 

 
 
72 ibid., Page 33, Paragraph 5.14 
73 ibid., Page 33, Paragraph 5.15 
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7.41 I consider that the following SPDs and SPG are of relevance to the proposed Development, 

In the SoCG, the Appellant and the Council agree that the proposed Development accords 

with the below SPDs and SPG74. 

1. Employment Skills SPD (September 2017); 

2. Biodiversity and Nature Conservation SPD (July 2015); 

3. Renewable and Low Carbon Energy SPD (July 2014); 

4. Open Space and Playing Pitch SPD (August 2013); 

5. Affordable Housing (October 2012); 

6. Design Guide (October 2012); 

7. Appendix 2 of the Design Guidance SPG (July 2004); and, 

8. Guidance Note on Policy M2 – Safeguarding Minerals (Minerals Safeguarding Areas) 

(December 2014). 

  

 
 
74 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 33, Paragraph 5.16 
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Emerging Development Plan Documents 

Emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan (“CLLP”) 

7.42 The Preferred Options document identified the former Camelot Theme Park site as 

providing a significantly positive development opportunity of approximately 671 dwellings 

in both the main text and Site Appendices proformas of the Integrated Report (Reference: 

19C394a) (CD5.25). Having undertaken the robust site assessment process, the draft 

Camelot Theme Park allocation was then identified for 564 houses, under Policy 

CH/HS1.8 (CD5.24).  

7.43 Although the draft Camelot Theme Park allocation was removed from the CLLP 

Regulation 19 Plan, the draft Camelot Theme Park allocation had been through a rigorous 

site selection process by the Council and its advisers LUC. That process resulted in the 

site (which is the largest brownfield site in Central Lancashire) being selected for 

development.  

7.44 The only reason that the draft allocation was not retained in the CLLP Regulation 19 Plan 

was owing to no Green Belt release now being proposed for development in Chorley as it 

is intended that Preston and South Ribble will accommodate the remainder of Chorley’s 

identified need. Instead, the proposed CLLP is only meeting precisely 80% of this 

requirement (1,314 dpa) across the three Local Authorities, expressly in order to satisfy 

the NPPF’s Annex 1 transitional arrangements; with Chorley only meeting 59% (334dpa) 

of this new housing requirement. 

7.45 The CLLP Hearing Sessions closed on 3rd February 2026. Within the Inspectors’ Post-

Hearings Letter (dated 4th March 2026) (CD5.26), it is stated that,  

“Based on the evidence supplied to us to date we are unable to conclude that Chorley 

or South Ribble have a housing supply that meets the identified requirement for the 

Plan period. Neither does the combined housing supply for all three authorities meet 

the housing requirement set out in the Plan. We are also not assured at this stage 

that Chorley or South Ribble can demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply.” 

(Paragraph 5) 

7.46 Consequently, the Inspectors have requested that the Councils review the housing supply 

evidence. The three Councils responded to the Inspectors on 17th March 2026 to confirm 

that they would be providing a realistic timescale and project plan for undertaking the 

work outlined in the Inspectors’ Post-Hearings Letter by no later than 8th April 2026. A plan 

for undertaking the required work was published on 13th April 2026. 
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7.47 In accordance with paragraph 49 of the NPPF, it is agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG75 that limited weight should be attributed to the emerging CLLP 

because there are unresolved objections to the relevant policies (as detailed in the 

representations submitted to the CLLP on the Appellant’s behalf (CD5.23) and as a result 

of the Inspectors’ Post-Hearings Letter (CD5.26)).  

Emerging Local Planning Policy for Minerals and Waste 

7.48 The County Council, along with the two unitary authorities of Blackpool Council and 

Blackburn with Darwen Borough Council, is reviewing the Joint Lancashire Minerals and 

Waste Development Framework Core Strategy DPD – Parts One and Two (February 2009) 

and Joint Lancashire Minerals and Waste Local Plan Site Allocation and Development 

Management Policies – Parts One and Two (September 2013).  

7.49 A consultation on the scope of the review was carried out in November-December 2014. 

A consultation on the draft revised Local Plan was carried out in September-November 

2018.  

7.50 The latest Development Scheme for the review of the Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies Local Plan and Core Strategy was amended in August 2018 and set 

out that the plan would be submitted to the Secretary of State in Summer 2019 and 

adopted in Spring 2020. However, this has not happened. Therefore, I attach no weight to 

the draft revised Local Plan. This position has been agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG76. 

Emerging NPPF 

7.51 On 16th December 2025, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government 

published a consultation on a revised NPPF (CD5.21) and other changes to the planning 

system. The consultation on the revised NPPF ended on 10th March 2026.  

7.52 Owing to the arguments that I present at Chapters 8 to 15 of my Evidence, I consider the 

draft NPPF policies of most relevance to my Evidence to be GB6, GB7, GB8, S3 and S5, 

and, thus, I consider these draft policies further below. 

Draft Policy GB6 

7.53 Draft Policy GB6 relates to ‘Control of development in the Green Belt’. I understand that this 

policy redrafts paragraphs 153 and 160 of the NPPF, with the stated intention of 

 
 
75 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page, 34, Paragraph 5.19 
76 ibid., Page 35, Paragraph 5.22 
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“[clarifying] the approach to inappropriate development in the Green Belt.”77 The guidance 

published alongside the draft NPPF also states that draft Policy GB6 “consolidates 

considerations relating to inappropriate development so that the expectation to give 

substantial weight to harm applies only to such development.”78 Therefore, I understand 

that this is the reason as to why Footnote 55 of the NPPF, which clarifies that, when 

considering harm to the Green Belt, this does not relate to development on PDL or grey 

belt land where development is not inappropriate, has not been carried across to draft 

Policy GB6.  

7.54 Part 1) of draft Policy GB6 states that, “Development in the Green Belt is inappropriate 

unless it falls within one of the categories in policy GB7.” I consider that the proposed 

Development is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and demonstrate at 

Chapter 9 of my Evidence that the Appellant’s primary case is that the proposed 

Development accords with paragraph 155 of the NPPF and its secondary case that it 

accords with paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF. I consider my assessment against 

paragraphs 155 and 154(g) below in terms of draft Policy GB7 and, thus, demonstrate that 

the proposed Development would still not be inappropriate development when considered 

against the draft NPPF. Therefore, I consider that the proposed Development also accords 

with part 1) of draft Policy GB6. 

7.55 Part 2) of draft Policy GB6 states that,  

“Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not 

be approved except in very special circumstances. Such circumstances will not exist 

unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness and any 

other harm resulting from the proposed development, is clearly outweighed by other 

considerations. In making this assessment, substantial weight should be given to the 

harm to the Green Belt which would be caused, including harm to its openness.” 

7.56 As I explain above, and further at Chapter 9 of my Evidence, the proposed Development is 

not “inappropriate development”. However, should the Inspector conclude that the 

proposed Development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt (which is neither 

my position nor that which has been agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the 

SoCG79), then the Appellant’s tertiary case is that the proposed Development accords with 

paragraph 153 of the NPPF, which I demonstrate at Chapter 11 of my Evidence. 

 
 
77 Ministry of Housing Communities & Local Government, December 2025, Proposed reforms to the 
National Planning Policy Framework and other changes to the planning system, Page 76 (CD5.22) 
78 ibid. 
79 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 41, Paragraphs 6.24 and 6.25, and Pages 42 to 43, 
Paragraph 6.33 
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Consequently, even if the draft NPPF were to be published during the determination of 

this Appeal, as the proposed Development accords with paragraph 153 of the NPPF, I 

consider that the proposed Development would also accord with part 2) of draft Policy 

GB6. 

Draft Policy GB7 

7.57 Draft Policy GB7 sets out the categories of development (parts a) to h)) which “are not 

inappropriate in the Green Belt, and therefore should not be regarded as harmful to the Green 

Belt or required to demonstrate very special circumstances…” I understand that this policy 

revises paragraphs 154 and 155 of the NPPF. 

Draft Policy GB7 Part e) 

7.58 Part e) of draft Policy GB7 relates to,  

“The redevelopment of previously developed land (including a material change of use 

to residential or mixed-use including residential), which would not cause substantial 

harm to the openness of the Green Belt.” 

7.59 I consider that draft Policy GB7 part e) is very similar to paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF, 

which states that the following development is not inappropriate in the Green Belt:  

“limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 

land (including a material change of use to residential or mixed use including 

residential), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), 

which would not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt.” 

7.60 Furthermore, the definition of PDL in the draft NPPF is the same as that which is in the 

NPPF.  

7.61 Therefore, as I demonstrate at Chapter 9 of my Evidence that the proposed Development 

accords with paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF (a position that has also been agreed between 

the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG80), I consider that the proposed Development 

also accords with part e) of draft Policy GB7. Consequently, even if the draft NPPF were 

to be published during the determination of this Appeal, I consider that the proposed 

Development would accord with draft Policy GB7 part e) and, thus, would still not be 

inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 

Draft Policy GB7 Part 1g) 

 
 
80 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 41 to 43, Paragraphs 6.26 to 6.33 
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7.62 Part 1g) of draft Policy GB7 relates to,  

“Development where all of the following apply: 

i. the development would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally undermine 

the purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan;    

ii. there is an evidenced unmet need for the type of development proposed50;   

iii. the development would be in a sustainable location, with particular reference to policy 

TR3 of this Framework51; and   

iv. In the case of major development involving the provision of housing, the development 

proposed complies with policy GB8;…” 

Draft Policy GB7 part 1g)i) 

7.63 Part 1g)i) of draft Policy GB7 mirrors paragraph 155(a) of the NPPF. Additionally, the 

definition of ‘grey belt’ in the draft NPPF is largely the same as the definition of ‘grey belt’ 

in the NPPF, with the only differences being that “policy GB2” as opposed to “paragraph 

143” is referred to (both of which set out the five purposes of the Green Belt), and the 

following sentence in the NPPF ‘grey belt’ definition has been removed from the draft 

NPPF ‘grey belt’ definition,  

“Grey belt’ excludes land where the application of the policies relating to the areas or 

assets in footnote 7 (other than Green Belt) would provide a strong reason for 

refusing or restricting development.” 

7.64 Therefore, as I demonstrate at Chapter 9 of my Evidence that the proposed Development 

accords with paragraph 155(a) of the NPPF (a position that has also been agreed between 

the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG81), I consider that the proposed Development 

also accords with part 1g)i) of draft Policy GB7.  

Draft Policy GB7 part 1g)ii) 

7.65 Although “demonstrable” has been replaced with “evidenced” at part 1g)ii) of draft Policy 

GB7 when compared to paragraph 155(b) of the NPPF, Footnote 50 of the draft NPPF 

reads the same as Footnote 56 of the NPPF when it comes to demonstrating unmet need 

for applications involving the provision of housing.  

 
 
81 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 39 to 40, Paragraph 6.23 and 6.23.1 
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7.66 Therefore, as I demonstrate at Chapter 9 of my Evidence that the proposed Development 

accords with paragraph 155(b) and Footnote 56 of the NPPF (a position that has also 

been agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG82), I consider that the 

proposed Development also accords with part 1g)ii) of draft Policy GB7 and Footnote 50 

of the draft NPPF. 

Draft Policy GB7 part 1g)iii) 

7.67 Part 1g)iii) of draft Policy GB7 makes particular reference to “policy TR3” whereas 

paragraph 155(c) of the NPPF references paragraphs 110 and 115. The footnote to part 

1g)iii) (Footnote 51) refers only to development proposals involving the provision of 

traveller sites, which reflects Footnote 57 of paragraph 155(c) of the NPPF.  

7.68 Draft Policy TR3 relates to ‘Locating development in sustainable locations’. As explained in 

Mr Peers’ Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence (CD10.4), and as agreed between 

the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG83, the Appeal Site is in a sustainable location. 

Furthermore, Mr Peers’ provides an assessment of the proposed Development against 

draft Policy TR3 at Appendix F to his Evidence (CD10.6). 

7.69 Therefore, as I demonstrate at Chapter 9 of my Evidence that the proposed Development 

accords with paragraph 155(c) of the NPPF (a position that has also been agreed between 

the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG 84), and as, Mr Peers demonstrates in his 

Transport and Highways Proof, the Appeal Site is in a sustainable location and he provides 

an assessment of the proposed Development against draft Policy TR3, I consider that the 

proposed Development also accords with part 1g)iii) of draft Policy GB7. 

Draft Policy GB7 part 1g)iv) 

7.70 Part g)iv) of draft Policy GB7 requires that major development involving the provision of 

housing complies with draft Policy GB8. I consider draft Policy GB8 below and 

demonstrate that the proposed Development accords with this draft policy. 

  

 
 
82 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.2 
83 ibid., Page 36, Paragraph 6.2 
84 ibid., Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.3 



63 
 

Draft Policy GB7 part 1g) Summary 

7.71 As I demonstrate at Chapter 9 of my Evidence that the proposed Development accords 

with paragraph 155 of the NPPF (a position that has also been agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG85), and I have evidenced above that the other 

requirements of draft Policy GB7 part g) would be met by the proposed Development, I 

consider that the proposed Development also accords with part g) of draft Policy GB7. 

Consequently, even if the draft NPPF were to be published during the determination of 

this Appeal, I consider that the proposed Development would accord with draft Policy GB7 

part g) and, thus, would still not be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 

Draft Policy GB8  

7.72 Draft Policy GB8 relates to ‘The Golden Rules’. I understand that this policy is intended to 

consolidate and re-draft paragraphs 156 to 159 of the NPPF86.  

Draft Policy GB8 Part 1a) 

7.73 In line with paragraphs 156 to 157 of the NPPF, draft Policy GB8 part 1a)ii) requires the 

proposed Development to provide a 50% affordable housing contribution. I explain at 

Chapter 5 of my Evidence that the proposed Development will provide 50% affordable 

housing and accords with paragraphs 156 and 157 of the NPPF (as agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG 87 ). Therefore, I consider that the proposed 

Development also accords with draft Policy GB8 part 1)a)ii). 

Draft Policy GB8 Part 1b) 

7.74 Part 1b) of draft Policy GB8 requires “Necessary improvements to local or national 

infrastructure.” This requirement mirrors paragraph 156(b) of the NPPF. It is agreed 

between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG88 that the proposed Development 

accords with paragraph 156 of the NPPF and will deliver the necessary improvements to 

local infrastructure. Therefore, I consider that the proposed Development also accords 

with draft Policy GB8 part 1b). 

  

 
 
85 ibid., Pages 39 to 41, Paragraphs 6.23 to 6.25 
86 Ministry of Housing Communities & Local Government, December 2025, Proposed reforms to the 
National Planning Policy Framework and other changes to the planning system, Page 77 (CD5.22) 
87 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.4 
88 ibid., Pages 40 to 41, Paragraphs 6.23.4 
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Draft Policy GB8 Part 1c) 

7.75 Draft Policy GB8 Part 1c) requires, 

“The provision of new green space, or improvements to existing green space, which is 

accessible to the public. New residents should be able to access good quality green 

spaces within a short walk of their homes, whether through on-site provision or through 

access to offsite spaces. This provision should:  

i. make a positive contribution to the landscape setting of the development;  

ii. support nature recovery; and  

iii. meet local standards for green space provision where these exist in the development 

plan. Where no locally-specific standards exist, development proposals should meet 

national standards relevant to the development (these include Natural England 

standards on accessible green space and urban greening factor and Green Flag 

criteria). Where land has been identified as having potential for habitat creation or 

nature recovery within Local Nature Recovery Strategies, proposals should contribute 

towards these outcomes. “ 

7.76 The first part of draft Policy GB8 1c) largely reflects paragraph 156(c) of the NPPF, which 

requires, “the provision of new, or improvements to existing, green spaces that are 

accessible to the public. New residents should be able to access good quality green spaces 

within a short walk of their home, whether through onsite provision or through access to 

offsite spaces.” Draft Policy GB8 1c) then provides further explanation as to this provision, 

which reflects the content of paragraph 159 of the NPPF.  

7.77 As I demonstrate at Chapter 9 of my Evidence that the proposed Development accords 

with paragraphs 156(c) and 159 of the NPPF, I consider that the proposed Development 

also accords with draft Policy GB8 part 1c). 

Draft Policy GB8 Part 2 

7.78 Part 2 of draft Policy GB8 states that (my emphasis in bold),  

“Where major development involving the provision of housing on land released from 

the Green Belt through plan preparation or review, or on sites in the Green Belt 

subject to a planning application, complies with the Golden Rules, this should be 

given substantial weight in considering whether to grant planning permission.”  

7.79 Paragraph 158 of the NPPF states that (my emphasis in bold), “A development which 

complies with the Golden Rules should be given significant weight in favour of the grant of 

permission.”  
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7.80 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG 89 that the proposed 

Development complies with the Golden Rules (as set out in the NPPF) and, thus, that 

“significant weight” should be given to the proposed Development in favour of the grant of 

planning permission. Therefore, part 2 of draft Policy GB8 would give even greater weight 

(“substantial” as opposed to “significant”) in favour of the grant of permission for the 

proposed Development. Consequently, I consider that the proposed Development also 

accords with draft Policy GB8 part 2. 

Draft Policy GB8 Part 3 

7.81 Draft Policy GB8 part 3 refers to there being “only three circumstances in which a site-

specific viability assessment may be justified to allow the contributions expected by this 

policy to be adjusted”. One of these circumstances is “where a development proposal is on 

previously developed land”. The content of this draft policy differs from that contained 

within paragraph 157 of the NPPF, which also relates to viability but states that, “The use 

of site-specific viability assessment for land within or released from the Green Belt should 

be subject to the approach set out in national planning practice guidance on viability.” 

7.82 Although the Appeal Site comprises PDL (as agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG90 and the ASoCG91), the Appellant has not submitted a site-specific 

viability assessment. Therefore, I consider that part 3 of draft Policy GB8 is not relevant 

to this Appeal. 

Draft Policy GB8 Part 4 

7.83 Draft Policy GB8 part 4 relates to proposals “Where the circumstances in paragraph 3 of 

this policy apply” and requires that, in such circumstances, “development should still make 

the maximum possible contribution to affordable housing and other infrastructure 

requirements.” As the Appellant has not submitted a site-specific viability assessment, I 

consider that part 4 of draft Policy GB8 is not relevant to this Appeal. 

  

 
 
89 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 41, Paragraph 6.24 
90 ibid., Pages 8 to 12, Paragraphs 2.2 to 2.26 
91 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Pages 2 to 5, Paragraphs 2.1 to 2.16 
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Draft Policy GB8 Summary 

7.84 Overall, as I demonstrate in Chapter 9 of my Evidence that the proposed Development 

complies with the Golden Rules (as has also been agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG92) and accords with paragraphs 156 to 159 of the NPPF, even if the 

draft NPPF were to be published during the determination of this Appeal, I consider that 

the proposed Development would accord with draft Policy GB8. 

Draft Policies S3 and S5 

7.85 Draft Policy S3 relates to the ‘Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development’. I 

understand that it is intended for this policy to replace the decision-making elements of 

paragraph 11 of the NPPF93. The guidance to the draft NPPF states that,  

“[Draft Policy S3] retains the existing principle that proposals which accord with the 

development plan and national decision-making policies should be approved without 

delay. The remainder of the policy takes a different approach to the existing, by 

requiring decisions to be made in accordance with policies S4 and S5, depending on 

the location of a development proposal. This is because the ‘tilt’ in favour of granting 

permission in certain circumstances, set out at 11(d) of the current Framework, has 

been replaced by new versions which are embedded within policies S4 and S5. A 

core aim of those policies is to promote sustainable development, by steering 

proposals to appropriate locations: maximising the use of suitable land within urban 

areas, and taking a more selective approach to the types and locations of 

development outside settlements. By linking directly to these policies, the new 

‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ set out in proposed policy S3 is 

intended to live up to its name, as an overarching policy which signals where 

development should be located.”94 

7.86 Draft Policy S3 states that,  

“Decisions on development proposals should apply a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development. This means: 

a) Policy S4 in this Framework should be applied when considering development 

proposals within settlements; 

 
 
92 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 41, Paragraph 6.24 
93 Ministry of Housing Communities & Local Government, December 2025, Proposed reforms to the 
National Planning Policy Framework and other changes to the planning system, Page 32 (CD5.22) 
94 ibid., Pages 32 to 33  
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b) Outside settlements, policy S5 should be applied; and 

c) In all locations, development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

development plan and also the decision-making policies in this Framework 

should be approved without delay.” 

7.87 Draft Policy S5 relates to the ‘Principle of development outside settlements’. The draft 

policy sets out the “certain forms of development” that should be approved outside 

settlements and states that “These should be approved, unless the benefits of doing so 

would be substantially outweighed by any adverse effects, when assessed against the 

national decision-making policies in this Framework”. However, draft Policy S5 part 5) 

makes it clear that, 

“The preceding parts of this policy do not apply to development proposals in the 

Green Belt or on land designated as Local Green Space, which should instead be 

determined in accordance with policies HC8, GB6, GB7 and GB8. However, where 

development is not inappropriate in the Green Belt (as set out in policy GB7), 

proposals should also be approved unless the benefits of doing so would be 

substantially outweighed by any adverse effects, when assessed against the national 

decision-making policies in this Framework.” 

7.88 In Chapter 9 of my Evidence I demonstrate that the proposed Development is not 

inappropriate in the Green Belt, and I evidence earlier within this chapter that my 

conclusions in this regard would still stand even if the draft NPPF, including draft policies 

GB6, GB7, and GB8, were to be published as currently drafted during the determination of 

this Appeal.  

7.89 Further to the above, in Chapter 15 of my Evidence, I demonstrate that, in accordance with 

paragraph 11(d)(ii), of the NPPF, the adverse impacts do not significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposed Development when assessed 

against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole, which is agreed between the Appellant 

and the Council in the SoCG95. Therefore, even if the draft NPPF were to be published 

during the determination of this Appeal, I consider that the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development would still be engaged and, thus, that the proposed 

Development would accord with draft policies S3 and S5. 

  

 
 
95 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 51, Paragraph 6.48.6 
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Draft NPPF Summary 

7.90 Overall, even if the draft NPPF were to be published (as currently drafted) during the 

determination of this Appeal, I consider that the proposed Development would accord with 

the draft policies of most relevance to this Appeal and, thus, my conclusions regarding 

this Appeal, which I present in Chapters 8 to 15 of my Evidence, would still stand. 

Nevertheless, should the revised NPPF be published during the determination of this 

Appeal, I reserve the right to provide further evidence to this Appeal, should it be required 

by the Inspector. 

Summary  

7.91 In this chapter, I describe the Development Plan and other material considerations of 

relevance to this Appeal, and I have applied the conclusions of the Basingstoke & Deane 

BC v Secretary of State for Levelling up, Housing and Communities and Bewley Homes 

plc judgement to consider the spatial strategy for the Development Plan as well as the 

relevant Development Plan policies. 

7.92 In summary: 

1. The majority of the Appeal Site is allocated as a Previously Developed Site in the Green 

Belt (Policy BNE5). The parts of the Appeal Site that fall outside of the Policy BNE5 

allocation (Areas 1, 2 and 3) are also within the Green Belt. The adopted Policies Map 

also identifies the Appeal Site as being within a Mineral Safeguarding Area.  

2. The Core Strategy sets out the vision, objectives and spatial strategy for Central 

Lancashire to 2026. The Chorley Local Plan is a ‘part 2’ plan that sits under the Core 

Strategy and did not seek to re-establish development requirements.  

3. The effect of the spatial strategy detailed in the Core Strategy is to constrain housing 

to an area which was only intended to meet a highly constrained need based on the 

now long defunct RSS housing requirements, which were in turn informed by evidence 

from 2003 and 2005, and so significantly constrains market and affordable housing 

delivery. Consequently, there is a need to revisit the balance between the need for 

housing and the need for areas of policy restraint. 

4. Overall, the spatial strategy established in Core Strategy is out of date, and as such 

the Chorley Local Plan is now considered to be out-of-date in the same way, regardless 

of whether there is a five-year housing land supply and, in this instance, the Council 

can also not demonstrate a five year housing land supply. 
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5. I attribute limited weight to the emerging CLLP, as agreed between the Appellant and 

the Council in the SoCG96.  

6. The latest Development Scheme for the review of the Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies Local Plan and Core Strategy was amended in 

August 2018 and set out that the plan would be submitted to the Secretary of State in 

Summer 2019 and adopted in Spring 2020. However, this has not happened. 

Therefore, I attach no weight to the draft revised Local Plan and this position has been 

agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG97. 

7. The consultation on the revised NPPF ended on 10th March 2026. Overall, even if the 

draft NPPF were to be published (as currently drafted) during the determination of this 

Appeal, I consider that the proposed Development would accord with the draft policies 

of most relevance to this Appeal and, thus, my conclusions regarding this Appeal, 

which I present in Chapters 8 to 15 of my Evidence, would still stand. Nevertheless, 

should the revised NPPF be published during the determination of this Appeal, I 

reserve the right to provide further evidence to this Appeal, should it be required by the 

Inspector. 

 

 
 
96 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 34, Paragraph 5.19 
97 ibid., Page 35, Paragraph 5.22 
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8 THE STATUTORY TEST AND THE APPEAL MAIN ISSUES  

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

8.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that decisions 

should be made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise. I have detailed the relevant Development Plan Documents in the 

previous chapter of my Evidence.  

8.2 Although I will evidence that the proposed Development is not inappropriate in the Green 

Belt in the subsequent chapter of my Evidence, it is acknowledged that, as stated in the 

PPG (Paragraph 010 Reference ID: 64-010-20250225), “…this does not itself remove the 

land from the Green Belt nor require development proposals to be approved. In accordance 

with section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, wider policies and 

considerations apply, including those in the area’s adopted Plan, and in the NPPF read as a 

whole.”  

8.3 I have, therefore, assessed the proposed Development’s compliance with Chorley’s 

Development Plan as a whole. In doing so, as detailed at Chapter 7, I have applied the 

conclusions of the Basingstoke & Deane BC v Secretary of State for Levelling up, Housing 

and Communities and Bewley Homes plc judgement, as the spatial strategy for the 

Development Plan is out of date. 

The Appeal Main Issues 

8.4 Following the CMC and the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note, the main issues for 

the Appeal relate to: 

1. Whether the proposed development would be inappropriate development in the Green 

Belt having regard to the development plan and the NPPF; 

2. Whether the proposal would provide safe and suitable access for all users; 

3. Whether future occupiers and users of the proposed development would have 

reasonable access to facilities and services, including bus provision;  

4. Whether the proposal would make adequate provision for affordable housing, playing 

pitches, off-site highway and public right of way works, public and community 

transport, cycle parking, off-site traffic monitoring, travel vouchers, travel plan and a 

BNG Monitoring fee; and, 

5. If the proposal is inappropriate development, whether the harm by reason of 

inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations 
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so as to amount to the very special circumstances (“VSCs”) necessary to justify the 

development. 

8.5 The approach that I have taken to addressing the Main Issues in my Evidence is as follows: 

1. Main Issues 1 (Green Belt) and 4 (Infrastructure Provision) – in Chapter 9; 

2. Main Issues 2 (Safe and Suitable Access) and 3 (Reasonable Access to Facilities and 

Services)– in Chapter 10 (relying on the conclusions of Mr Peers’ Transport and 

Highways Proof of Evidence); and, 

3. Main Issue 5 (Very Special Circumstances) – in Chapter 11. 

8.6 I then set out my conclusions of my assessment of the proposed Development against 

the Development Plan in Chapter 14 and I apply the Presumption in Favour of the 

Sustainable Development in Chapter 15.  
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9 APPROPRIATE DEVELOPMENT IN THE GREEN BELT  

9.1 In this chapter, I present the case for residential-led development in the Green Belt 

providing an assessment against Central Lancashire Core Strategy Policy 1; Grey Belt 

(Paragraph 155 of the NPPF); and the Redevelopment of Previously Developed Land in 

the Green Belt (Chorley Local Plan Policy BNE5 and paragraph154(g) of the NPPF).  

Central Lancashire Core Strategy Policy 1 

9.2 Policy 1 of the Core Strategy sets out where growth and investment in Central Lancashire 

will be concentrated in, with the focus being the Preston/South Ribble Urban Area. As the 

Appeal Site is located within the Green Belt, part f) of Policy 1 is of relevance and states 

that (with my emphasis in bold): 

“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.” 

9.3  Whilst not part of Policy 1, the justification text at paragraph 5.53 of the Core Strategy 

states (with my emphasis in bold): 

5.53 “Outside of the main urban area and service centres, there are many smaller 

settlements. In the interests of sustainable development, growth and investment 

should be confined here to small scale infill and the change of use or conversion of 

existing buildings, in accordance with Policy 13 – Rural Economy. Affordable housing 

development of an appropriate scale on the edge of a rural settlement to meet a 

particular local need may be justified in accordance with national planning policy. 

Occasionally, the historic use of a large site in the Green Belt (a ‘Major Developed 

Site’) may cease, and the site owners may consequently seek an alternative use. 

Such sites are generally not in the most accessible locations so are normally not 

appropriate for uses that would generate large numbers of trips to access off-site 

services”. 

9.3 I afford Policy 1 limited weight, as applying the principles established in Basingstoke & 

Deane BC v Secretary of State for Levelling up, Housing and Communities and Bewley 

Homes plc case, the spatial strategy for the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and the 

Chorley Local Plan are out of date, for the reasons set out in Chapter 7 of my Evidence. 

9.4 Furthermore, neither paragraph 155 nor 154(g) of the NPPF place a limitation of scale on 

housing development within the Green Belt. Providing the criteria in paragraphs 155 or 

154(g) are met, then housing developments do not need to be small scale and limited to 
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appropriate infilling, conversion of buildings and proposals to meet local need. 

Furthermore, exceptional reasons for larger scale redevelopment schemes do not need to 

be demonstrated if the criteria in paragraphs 155 or 154(g) of the NPPF are met. 

9.5 I acknowledge that the proposed Development comprises a “larger scale redevelopment 

scheme”. Policy 1 requires exceptional reasons to be demonstrated. I consider there are 

exceptional reasons for the proposed Development which include: 

1. It is the Appellant’s primary case, that the proposed Development accords with 

Paragraph 155 of the NPPF; this is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in 

the SoCG98. As I explain later in this chapter, the proposed Development is appropriate 

because it would use Grey Belt land and would not fundamentally undermine the 

purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan. 

Furthermore there is a demonstrable and acute unmet need for open market and 

affordable housing within the Borough; the development would be in a sustainable 

location, with particular reference to paragraphs 110 and 115 of the NPPF and the 

proposed Development meets the ‘ Golden Rules’ requirements set out in paragraphs 

156-157 of the NPPF.  

2. It is the Appellant’s secondary case, that the proposed Development accords with 

Paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF; this is agreed between the Appellant and the Council 

in the SoCG99. I also explain later in this chapter, that the proposed Development is 

appropriate because it constitutes the redevelopment of redundant  PDL, which would 

not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt.  

3. Should the Inspector conclude that the proposed Development is inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt, it is the Appellant’s tertiary case that the proposed 

Development accords with paragraph 153 of the NPPF; this is agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG100. I explain in Chapter 11 of my evidence how 

VSCs exist because the potential harm to the Green Belt by reasons on 

inappropriateness, and any other harm, resulting from the proposal, is clearly 

outweighed by other considerations. As set out in Chapter 11, the proposed 

Development will deliver a range of social, economic and environmental benefits 

which could amount to VSCs. On this basis, the test of “exceptional reasons” in Policy 

1 for a larger scale redevelopment scheme on the Appeal Site is also met.   

 
 
98 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 39 to 40, Paragraphs 6.23 to 6.25 
99 ibid., Pages 41 to 43, Paragraphs 6.26 to 6.33 
100 ibid., Pages 43 to 50, Paragraphs 6.34 to 6.44 
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9.6 For the reasons set out above, exceptional reasons exist for the proposed Development, 

and, therefore, I consider that the proposed Development accords with Core Strategy 

Policy 1. This position is also agreed between the Appellant, and the Council in the 

SoCG101. 

Assessment Against Paragraph 155 of the NPPF 

9.7 Paragraph 155 of the NPPF considers the circumstances in which the development of 

homes, commercial and other development in the Green Belt should not be regarded as 

“inappropriate”.  This includes consideration of whether sites meet the definition of Grey 

Belt (which is applicable for both plan-making and decision-taking). I assess the proposed 

Development against paragraph 155 of the NPPF below. 

Paragraph 155(a) 

9.8 There are two parts to criterion a) of paragraph 155 of the NPPF which must be 

demonstrated:   

1. The development would utilise grey belt land; and,  

2. The development would not fundamentally undermine the purposes (taken together) 

of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan. 

9.9 I provide an assessment against the two parts of criterion a) below. 

A Grey Belt Site 

9.10 The NPPF and PPG set out the criteria against which to assess whether a site is Grey Belt 

land. The definition of Grey Belt is provided at Annex 2 (Glossary) of the NPPF. 

9.11 In Table 2 below, I assess the proposed Development against Purposes (a), (b) and (d) in 

paragraph 143 of the NPPF. In doing so, I also set out the Council’s own assessment of 

the Appeal Site against these purposes as presented in the Central Lancashire ‘Open Land 

Designations Study Green Belt Assessment – Main Report’ (“GBA”) (October 2022) (CD6.9). 

It should be noted, that the Appeal Site was assessed as part of a larger parcel of land 

(Parcel P38) in the Council’s GBA. 

 
 
101 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 29, Paragraph 5.5 
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Table 2: Assessment of the Appeal Site against Green Belt purposes a), b) and d) 
 
Green Belt Purpose The New NPPG 

Guidance (Features) 
Site’s Contribution to the Green Belt Purpose 
 
Councils’ GBA Appellant’s Assessment 

 
a) To check the 

unrestricted 
sprawl of large 
built-up areas 

Weak or None – 
Assessment areas 
that make only a 
weak or no 
contribution are likely 
to include those that:  

• Are not 
adjacent to 
or near to a 
large built up 
area;  

• Are adjacent 
to or near to 
a large built 
up area, but 
containing or 
being largely 
enclosed by 
significant 
existing 
development. 

Moderate – 
Assessment areas 
that contribute 
moderately are likely 
to be adjacent or 
near to a large built 
up area, but include 
one or more features 
that weaken the 
land’s contribution to 
this purpose a, such 
as (but not limited 
to):  

• having 
physical 
feature(s) in 
reasonable 
proximity 
that could 
restrict and 
contain 
development 

• be partially 
enclosed by 
existing 
development, 
such that 
new 
development 
would not 
result in an 
incongruous 

The Appeal Site is 
considered to have 
“limited/no” 
contribution to 
Purpose (a). 

The Appeal Site is not 
adjacent to a large built-
up area and will not 
contribute to urban 
sprawl; being self-
contained.  
 
As explained by Mr Scott 
in his Landscape and 
Visual Written Statement, 
post-completion effects 
are neutral or beneficial 
in nature, with a derelict 
site brought back into 
active use.  
 
The proposed 
Development will utilise 
the existing screen 
provided by the adjacent 
mature woodland 
(including Swift’s Wood 
to the east and Little 
Wood BHS to the west), 
which runs around much 
of the perimeter of the 
Appeal Site.  Whilst the 
proposed Development 
would sit adjacent to the 
village of Heskin, it is 
visually separate due to 
this woodland. To the 
east, the M6 motorway 
and Charnock Richard 
motorway service station 
also provide a defensible 
boundary. 
 
Furthermore, as shown 
on the Illustrative 
Landscape Strategy Plan 
(not for approval), the 
proposed Development 
has the opportunity to 
include perimeter 
planting, which would 
provide a clearly defined 
and defensible boundary 
to the Appeal Site.   
 
Therefore, any 
redevelopment of the 
Appeal Site would not 
increase the perception 
or physical presence of 
the development within 
the wider area. 
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102 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 40, Paragraphs 6.23.1 part b 

Table 2: Assessment of the Appeal Site against Green Belt purposes a), b) and d) 
 
Green Belt Purpose The New NPPG 

Guidance (Features) 
Site’s Contribution to the Green Belt Purpose 
 
Councils’ GBA Appellant’s Assessment 

 
pattern of 
development 

• contain 
existing 
development 

• being subject 
to other 
urbanising 
influences 

Strong –  
Assessment areas 
that contribute 
strongly are likely to 
be free of existing 
development, and 
lack physical 
feature(s) in 
reasonable proximity 
that could restrict 
and contain 
development. They 
are also likely to 
include all of the 
following features: 

• be adjacent 
or near to a 
large built up 
area 

• if developed, 
result in an 
incongruous 
pattern of 
development 
(such as an 
extended 
“finger” of 
development 
into the 
Green Belt) 

 
Overall, the Appeal Site 
is not adjacent to or near 
to a large built up area 
and, thus, makes no 
contribution to this 
purpose. This is agreed 
between the Appellant 
and the Council in the 
SoCG102. 
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103 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.1 part b 

Table 2: Assessment of the Appeal Site against Green Belt purposes a), b) and d) 
 
Green Belt Purpose The New NPPG 

Guidance (Features) 
Site’s Contribution to the Green Belt Purpose 
 
Councils’ GBA Appellant’s Assessment 

 
b) to prevent 

neighbouring 
towns merging 
into one 
another 

Weak or None – 
Assessment areas 
that contribute 
weakly are likely to 
include those that:  

• Do not form 
part of a gap 
between 
towns, or 

• Form part of 
a gap 
between 
towns, but 
only a very 
small part of 
this gap, 
without 
making a 
contribution 
to visual 
separation. 

 
Moderate –  
Assessment areas 
that contribute 
moderately are likely 
to be located in a gap 
between towns, but 
include one or more 
features that weaken 
their contribution to 
this purpose, such as 
(but not limited to):  
 

• forming a 
small part of 
the gap 
between 
towns 

• being able to 
be developed 
without the 
loss of visual 
separation 
between 
towns. This 
could be (but 
is not limited 
to) due to the 
presence or 
the close 
proximity of 

The Appeal Site is 
considered to have 
“limited/no” 
contribution to 
Purpose (b). 

The nearest settlement 
to the Appeal Site is 
Heskin, to the west. 
Heskin is a small village 
and is not a town. 
 
Beyond Heskin to the 
north-west is Eccleston, 
which is also a village.  
 
To the east of the Appeal 
Site is Charnock Richard 
(a village) and beyond 
that Chorley Town.  
 
To the south-east is 
Coppull, which is defined 
by the Chorley Local Plan 
as an ‘Urban Local 
Service Centre’ and, thus, 
is not a town.  
 
Between the Appeal Site 
and these settlements to 
the east is the M6 
motorway and Charnock 
Richard motorway 
services both of which 
act as a substantial 
visual barrier. Beyond the 
M6 is ‘The Laurel’s Golf 
Course’.  
 
Overall, as both Heskin 
and Charnock Richard 
are villages, the Appeal 
Site does not form part 
of a gap between towns. 
Furthermore, the M6 
motorway separates the 
Appeal Site and Coppull 
village (circa. 2.5 km) 
and Chorley Town (circa. 
5km).  Therefore, the 
Appeal Site makes no 
contribution to this 
purpose. This is agreed 
between the Appellant 
and the Council in the 
SoCG103. 
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Table 2: Assessment of the Appeal Site against Green Belt purposes a), b) and d) 
 
Green Belt Purpose The New NPPG 

Guidance (Features) 
Site’s Contribution to the Green Belt Purpose 
 
Councils’ GBA Appellant’s Assessment 

 
structures, 
natural 
landscape 
elements or 
topography 
that preserve 
visual 
separation 

 
Strong –  
Assessment areas 
that contribute 
strongly are likely to 
be free of existing 
development and 
include all of the 
following features:  
 

• forming a 
substantial 
part of a gap 
between 
towns 

• the 
development 
of which 
would be 
likely to 
result in the 
loss of visual 
separation of 
towns 

 
d) to preserve the 

setting and 
special 
character of 
historic towns 

Weak or None –  
Assessment areas 
that make no or only 
a weak contribution 
are likely to include 
those that:   

• Do not form 
part of the 
setting of a 
historic town; 

• Have no 
visual, 
physical, or 
experiential 
connection 
to the 
historic 
aspects of 
the town. 

 
Moderate – 
Assessment areas 
that perform 
moderately are likely 

The Appeal Site is 
considered to have 
“limited/no” 
contribution to 
Purpose (d). 

The Appeal Site is not 
within or adjacent to a 
historic town. Heskin, 
Eccleston, Charnock 
Richard and Coppull are 
villages and Chorley, 
whilst a town, is not a 
historic town and, in any 
event, is circa. 5km away 
from the Appeal Site.  
 
Furthermore, for the 
reasons set out in 
Purpose B, the M6 and 
the Charnock Richard 
motorway services 
provide a visual barrier 
between the Appeal Site 
and Chorley Town (circa. 
5km). 
Overall, the Appeal Site 
does not form part of the 
setting of a historic town 
and, thus, makes no 
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104 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.1 part b 

Table 2: Assessment of the Appeal Site against Green Belt purposes a), b) and d) 
 
Green Belt Purpose The New NPPG 

Guidance (Features) 
Site’s Contribution to the Green Belt Purpose 
 
Councils’ GBA Appellant’s Assessment 

 
to form part of the 
setting and/or 
contribute to the 
special character of a 
historic town but 
include one or more 
features that weaken 
their contribution to 
this purpose, such as 
(but not limited to):  

• being 
separated to 
some extent 
from historic 
aspects of 
the town by 
existing 
development 
or 
topography 

• containing 
existing 
development 

• not having an 
important 
visual, 
physical, or 
experiential 
relationship 
to historic 
aspects of 
the town 

 
Strong – 
Assessment areas 
that contribute 
strongly are likely be 
free of existing 
development and to 
include all of the 
following features:  

• form part of 
the setting of 
the historic 
town 

• make a 
considerable 
contribution 
to the special 
character of 
a historic 
town. This 
could be (but 

contribution to this 
purpose. This is agreed 
between the Appellant 
and the Council in the 
SoCG104. 
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9.12 Consequently, as detailed in Table 2 above, and as agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG 105 , the Appeal Site makes no contribution towards Green Belt 

purposes a, b or d. The Councils GBA (October 2022) also assessed that the proposed 

Development makes a limited / no contribution towards these purposes. This point is 

underscored further as the Appeal Site was assessed by the Councils as part of a larger 

parcel of land (Parcel P38).   

9.13 The Appeal Site is within the Green Belt, however, as I conclude in this chapter, the 

proposed Development accords with paragraphs 155, 154(g) and 153 of the NPPF and, 

thus, the Green Belt policies in the NPPF do not provide a strong reason for refusing the 

development proposed. Furthermore, a Flood Risk Sequential Test was undertaken and 

passed as part of the Planning Application, as a matter of completeness, the PPG has 

since been updated and the Sequential Test is no longer applicable to the Appeal Site. 

Addressing the Other Green Belt Purposes 

9.14 In Table 3 (below), I provide an assessment of the Appeal Site against purposes c) and e) 

of paragraph 143 of the NPPF.   

 
 
105 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.1 part b 

Table 2: Assessment of the Appeal Site against Green Belt purposes a), b) and d) 
 
Green Belt Purpose The New NPPG 

Guidance (Features) 
Site’s Contribution to the Green Belt Purpose 
 
Councils’ GBA Appellant’s Assessment 

 
is not limited 
to) as a 
result of 
being within, 
adjacent to, 
or of 
significant 
visual 
importance 
to the 
historic 
aspects of 
the town 

Table 3: Assessment of the Appeal Site against Green Belt purposes c) and e) 
 
Green Belt Purpose Site’s Contribution to the Green Belt Purpose 

 
  Councils’ GBA Applicant’s Assessment 

 
c) To assist in 

safeguarding 
the countryside 

The Appeal Site is 
assessed as making a 
significant contribution to 

As I demonstrate at Chapter 4 of my 
Evidence, the Appeal Site comprises PDL 
in its entirety. Furthermore,  as explained 
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106 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.1 part d 
107 ibid., Paragraph 6.23.1 part e 

Table 3: Assessment of the Appeal Site against Green Belt purposes c) and e) 
 
Green Belt Purpose Site’s Contribution to the Green Belt Purpose 

 
  Councils’ GBA Applicant’s Assessment 

 
from 
encroachment 

Purpose c).  The Appeal 
Site is assessed as a 
much larger parcel of land 
in the Councils’ GBA.  It 
should also be noted that 
all other parcels assessed 
in the Councils GBA had 
either a significant or 
moderate contribution to 
this purpose.  

in Mr Scott’s Landscape and Visual 
Written Statement (Appendix 5), the 
Appeal Site is well contained by boundary 
vegetation, with the wooded landscape 
that surrounds it further limiting the 
potential for landscape or visual effects 
from the wider landscape. This existing 
visual containment from the surrounding 
countryside will ensure that the proposed 
Development would be contained.   
 
Additionally, the Housing Area and 
Community Hub are proposed within the 
BNE5 allocation. Therefore, the 
redevelopment of the Appeal Site would 
not result in any encroachment into the 
countryside.  
 
Therefore, the Appeal Site makes a 
limited contribution to this purpose. This 
is agreed between the Appellant and the 
Council in the SoCG106. 
 

e) To assist in 
urban 
regeneration, by 
encouraging the 
recycling of 
derelict and 
other urban land 

The Appeal Site is 
assessed as making an 
equal contribution to 
Purpose e). 

The Appeal Site comprises PDL that was 
used as a theme park and has now fallen 
into a state of dereliction. With this in 
mind, the redevelopment of the Appeal 
Site would be in accordance with this 
Green Belt purpose and would place less 
pressure on other parts of the Green Belt 
that are not previously developed. It is 
considered that if the Appeal Site were to 
be redeveloped it would align with this 
objective. 

Furthermore, as I explain earlier in my 
Evidence, the Appeal Site comprises Grey 
Belt land. Therefore, the development of 
the Appeal Site would not detract from 
any strategy to assist in urban 
regeneration.  This is agreed between the 
Appellant and the Council in the SoCG107. 
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Grey Belt Summary 

9.15 In summary I have assessed that: 

1. The Appeal Site does not contribute strongly to purposes a), b) or d) of Paragraph 143 

of the NPPF. Rather, I have assessed that the Appeal Site makes no contribution to 

these purposes, which is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG108. 

2. For the reasons that I have set out in this chapter, the application of the Green Belt and 

flood risk policies in the NPPF do not provide a strong reason for refusing the 

development proposed; and, 

3. The proposed Development would ensure that it would not fundamentally undermine 

the purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan, 

which is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG109. 

9.16 Therefore, I conclude that the proposed Development accords with paragraph 155(a) of 

the NPPF. This is also agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG110. 

Paragraph 155(b) 

9.17 Criterion b) requires there to be a “demonstrable unmet need for the type of development 

proposed56”.   

9.18 Footnote 56 of the NPPF states that, 

“Which, in the case of applications involving the provision of housing, means the lack 

of a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, including the relevant buffer where 

applicable, or where the Housing Delivery Tests was below 75% of the housing 

requirement over the previous three years; and in the case of traveller sites means 

the lack of a five year supply of deliverable traveller sites assessed in line with 

Planning Policy for Traveller sites.” 

  

 
 
108 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Paragraph 6.23.1 part b 
109 ibid., Paragraph 6.23.1 part f 
110 ibid., Paragraph 6.23.1 
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Housing Supply 

9.19 The Government has acknowledged that there is a housing crisis 111  and that “home 

ownership has become a distant dream for too many working people” 112 . As a result, 

housebuilding is at the forefront of the Government’s economic agenda, with the stated 

intention being to deliver 1.5 million homes over its Parliament113. To achieve this, the 

Government has already published a “new growth focused [National Planning Policy 

Framework]” 114  and its Planning and Infrastructure Bill received Royal Assent on 18th 

December 2025, which the Government sees as central to its plan to deliver economic 

growth. In the Spring 2025 Statement, the Office for Budget Responsibility (“OBR”) has 

forecasted that the Government’s reforms to the planning system will result in 

housebuilding being at its highest level in over 40 years115. Therefore, the need for local 

planning authorities to identify housing land and to deliver housing is a national priority. 

9.20 In accordance with paragraph 61 of the NPPF, the social role of sustainable development 

includes a requirement to boost significantly the supply of housing. This requires LPAs to 

provide (as a minimum) for the objectively assessed needs (“OAN”) for market and 

affordable housing and to plan to meet them (paragraphs 11(b), 23 and 36(a) of the 

NPPF). The requirement for the LPA to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply is the 

minimum requirement of national policy (paragraph 78 of the NPPF), set against a 

minimum housing requirement (paragraph 62 of the NPPF). 

9.21 The Appellant and the Council agree in the SoCG that Chorley cannot demonstrate a 

deliverable five-year housing land supply 116 . The Council’s Five Year Housing Supply 

Statement (September 2025) states that the Council has a housing land supply of 3.4 

years, which is a significant shortfall against the Council’s housing requirement. 

Therefore, the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development is engaged, which is 

also agreed between the parties in the SoCG117.   

 
 
111 UK Parliament, 2024, Building the homes we need, Statement made on 12th December 2024, Statement 
UIN HCWS308, Available at: https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2024-
1212/hcws308   
112 Gov.uk, 2024, Kickstarting Economic Growth, Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/missions/economicgrowth   
113 Gov.uk, 2024, Press Release: Planning overhaul to reach 1.5 million new homes, Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/planning-overhaul-to-reach-15-million-
newhomes#:~:text=Our%20Plan%20for%20Change%20means,blockers%20and%20obstructs%20the%20
builders   
114 ibid. 
115 Gov.uk, 2025, Press Release: OBR concludes planning reforms will bring housebuilding to its highest level 
in 40 years, Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/news/obr-concludes-planning-reforms-
willbring-housebuilding-to-its-highest-level-in-40-years   
116 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 36, Paragraph 6.3 
117 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 51, Paragraph 6.48.1 
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9.22 Core Strategy Policy 4 relates to housing delivery and sets out a housing requirement for 

Chorley of 417dpa. However, as detailed at Chapter 7 of my Evidence, the Core Strategy, 

and the Chorley Local Plan owing to it being based on the Core Strategy’s housing 

requirements, plan to a housing requirement that is significantly constrained and is out of 

date. The Council’s housing policies are based upon defunct regional guidance and the 

Council’s LHN (558dpa) is now considerably greater than the Core Strategy housing 

requirement (417 dpa). Consequently, the Council’s housing policies are out of date and 

inconsistent with the NPPF, regardless of whether there is a five-year housing land supply, 

which as detailed above and has been agreed in the SoCG118, there is not. 

9.23 The latest Housing Delivery Test (“HDT”) (2023) was published by the Government in 

December 2024. Regarding Chorley, there has been an under delivery in the past three 

years and housing delivery has fallen well below 75%. The 2023 HDT measurement for 

Chorley is 57%. Therefore, a 20% uplift should be applied to the LHN figure. 

9.24 In summary, there is currently an acute and serious level of housing need in Chorley which 

the proposed Development could make a significant positive contribution towards, as 

agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG119. Consequently, the housing 

to be provided by the proposed Development is a major material consideration and, thus, 

I give this substantial weight in favour of the grant of planning permission. 

Affordable Housing Supply 

9.25 An Affordable Housing Written Statement has been prepared by Mr Neil Tatton and is 

enclosed at Appendix 1. 

9.26 The most recent assessment of affordable housing need in Chorley comprises the 2024 

Housing Demand and Needs Assessment (“HDNA24”). The HDNA24 identifies a 

requirement for 162 affordable dwellings annually in Chorley. However, as detailed in the 

Affordable Housing Written Statement, the projected delivery of affordable housing in 

Chorley will be insufficient to redress the current level of backlog housing need within the 

10 year period assumed by the HDNA24. 

9.27 Further to the above, and as detailed in the Affordable Housing Written Statement, the 

number of households on the Council’s housing register with a priority need for rehousing 

has remained stubbornly high, standing at 515 on 1st April 2026. 

 
 
118 ibid. 
119 ibid., Page 36, Paragraph 6.4 
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9.28 There is, therefore, incontrovertible evidence of acute affordable housing need in Chorley 

coupled with a reduction in the rate of affordable housing delivery over recent years and 

a continuing low level of projected future supply which will be insufficient to address the 

requirements identified by the HDNA24. 

9.29 This clearly indicates a requirement for further market housing sites where a significant 

element of affordable housing can be secured by way of planning obligation to be released 

for development as such sites are able to play an essential role in delivering the level of 

affordable housing required. 

Affordable Housing Mix 

9.30 At the time of preparing the SoCG, there was a single matter of disagreement between the 

Appellant and the Council relating to affordable housing which is set out at Chapter 9 of 

the SoCG. 

9.31 The Inspectors Note issued to both Parties on 6 May 2026 at Paragraph 5 highlighted that 

if this matter of disagreement is not resolved before the Proof of Evidence are to be 

submitted, each party will need to submit a brief Proof of Evidence addressing the matter.   

9.32 Discussions between the Parties have continued and the Appellant and the Council have 

agreed a Schedule covering the Affordable Housing Obligations – Main Points which is 

provided at Appendix 3 of the ASoCG. 

9.33 Within this Schedule, the Affordable Housing Mix is defined as: 

Affordable Housing Mix “the proposed mix of Affordable Housing for a Phase of the 

Development. For the avoidance of doubt the overall 

affordable housing mix across the entire development shall 

comprise 70% of the affordable dwellings being for social 

rent and 30% of the affordable dwellings being for shared 

ownership. Unless an alternative mix is agreed in writing in 

accordance with the provisions set out in part 2 paragraph 7 

of this schedule”. 

 

9.34 The Schedule then sets out a cascade for agreeing an alternative Affordable Housing Mix 

at Part 2, Paragraph 7 which states: 

“Where it is agreed, deemed or determined that the Owner has complied with the 

requirements of Paragraph [  ] then:  
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a) the Affordable Housing Units in that Phase shall be permitted to be used and disposed 

of as alternative tenures, with the order of preference being; 

Rent to Buy Units and/or Shared Ownership 

Discounted Sale Units  

An agreed financial contribution for the provision of off-site affordable housing in lieu of 

on-site provision 

b) the approved Affordable Housing Scheme shall be automatically updated accordingly; 

and 

c) nothing in this Schedule shall operate to prevent the Affordable Housing Units from being 

used and disposed of as Rent to Buy Units, Discounted Sale Units or Shared Ownership 

Units”. 

9.35 In light of the above, the sole matter of disagreement set out in the SoCG has been 

resolved and the Appellant and the Council are preparing a s106 Legal Agreement which 

will be submitted to the Inspector in accordance with the Appeal timetable.  

Affordable Housing Summary 

9.36 The Appellant, and the Council have agreed in the SoCG120 that the proposed Development 

will make a substantial contribution to the Council’s acute affordable housing need and 

50% affordable housing will be secured by way of a Section 106 Agreement.  

9.37 In light of all available evidence it is considered that the affordable housing that would be 

provided by the proposed Development represents a major material consideration and, 

thus, I give this substantial weight in favour of the grant of planning permission. 

Summary 

9.38 Consequently, in accordance with criterion b) of paragraph 155 and Footnote 56 of the 

NPPF, there is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed, which 

is, in this case, housing, as demonstrated by the Council’s lack of a five-year supply of 

deliverable housing sites, acute affordable housing need, and HDT result of below 75%. 

Therefore, I conclude that the proposed Development accords with paragraph 155(b) of 

the NPPF. This is also agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG121. 

 
 
120 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 47, Paragraph 6.39.3 
121 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.2 
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Paragraph 155(c) 

9.39 Criterion c) requires the development to be in a sustainable location, with particular 

reference to paragraphs 110 and 115 of the NPPF. Mr Peers assesses the accessibility of 

the Appeal Site in his Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence (CD10.4), which I 

consider in greater detail in the following chapter of my Evidence.  

9.40 In summary, I consider that the proposed Development accords with criterion c) of 

paragraph 155 of the NPPF. The proposed Development is in a sustainable location for 

the use proposed, and accords with paragraphs 110 and 115 of the NPPF; this position is 

also agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG122. 

Paragraph 155(d) 

9.41 Criterion d) requires, where applicable, the development to meet the ‘Golden Rules’ 

requirements detailed in paragraphs 156-157 of the NPPF. I provide an assessment 

against paragraphs 156 and 157 below having regard to the considerations listed under 

Appeal Main Issue 4. 

Affordable Housing 

9.42 The proposed Development will deliver 50% affordable housing, in accordance with 

paragraph 157 of the NPPF and agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the 

SoCG123. 

Necessary Improvements to Local or National Infrastructure 

9.43 A range of improvements are proposed to local infrastructure as part of the proposed 

Development, as detailed in the Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence and agreed 

between the Appellant and the Council in the Section 106 Agreement Heads of Terms 

(“Heads of Terms”) presented in the SoCG124. A summary of the improvements proposed 

is provided below, all of which have been agreed with the County Council (as detailed in 

the SoCG125) in principle. The Appellant has not seen some of the financial contribution 

calculations and is discussing these with the Council, as set out in Chapter 11 of the SoCG. 

The final contributions will be set out in the Section 106 Agreement. 

Off-site Highway and PRoW Works  

9.44 The Heads of Terms include a contribution to be paid to the County Council to be used 

towards improvements to leisure routes FP0913009, FP0908010, FP0908006, 

 
 
122 ibid., Paragraph 6.23.3 part a 
123 ibid., Page 40, Paragraph 6.23.4 part a i 
124 ibid., Pages 66 to 68, Paragraphs 11.5 to 11.13 
125 ibid. 
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FP0908005, FP0908002, FP0917027 and FP0917026, and to enhance accessibility to 

routes BW0913009, BW0917018, FP0917019 and FP0913015. 

Public and Community Transport 

9.45  The Heads of Terms include contributions of: 

1. £20,000 to be paid to the County Council to be used as a contribution towards Central 

Lancashire community transport services. 

2. £250,000 per year for 5 years to be paid to the County Council to be used for bus 

service enhancements on Routes 337, 347 and/or 772; the diversion of existing bus 

services into the Appeal Site, extending start/end times and/or days of operation, 

enhancing service frequency, and/or improving local bus stops on Park Hall Road and 

Wood Lane; and towards the running of Central Lancashire community transport 

services. 

Cycle parking  

9.46 The Heads of Terms include a contribution to be paid to the County Council to be used for 

off-site cycle measures, such as cycle parking in Eccleston village centre. 

Off-site traffic monitoring   

9.47 The Heads of Terms include a contribution to be used by the County Council towards 

traffic monitoring and minor highway interventions following such monitoring at the 

specified junctions.  

Travel Vouchers  

9.48 The Heads of Terms require the provision of a voucher to each household first occupying 

a dwelling in the proposed Development to the value of £200 per household. 

Travel Plan  

9.49 The Heads of Terms include a contribution to be paid to the County Council to be used for 

monitoring of the Travel Plan. 

Community Hub  

9.50 The proposed Development includes a Community Hub (Use Classes C3, E and F) to serve 

residents of the proposed Development, other occupiers adjacent to the Appeal Site 

(including the hotel, employment and leisure uses), as well as providing an additional 

community resource for the wider community. It is the intention that the ground floor use 

would be flexible to respond to the needs of the community, and could include spaces for 

co-working, meetings, parcel delivery lockers, a kitchen, and groups such as parental 
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groups and fitness class (with kitchen). It is proposed that the upper floors would 

accommodate residential apartments (Use Class C3). The Community Hub would also 

provide cycle parking. The Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan (CD2.50) demonstrates that 

approximately 15 car parking spaces (including two EV charging spaces) could be 

accommodated, and space for a coffee van or food truck. 

9.51 As such, in providing the Community Hub on site, it would reduce the need for residents 

to travel off-site, thereby enhancing the sustainability of the Appeal Site. The Community 

Hub would also provide a wide range of additional facilities for use by existing residents 

in the wider community. Furthermore, between the Appeal Site access and Community 

Hub, a bus interchange is proposed. Consequently, the Community Hub would result in 

the provision of a high-quality community facility that is accessible by all modes of 

transport. 

9.52 The delivery of the Community Hub (including an appropriate timescale) will be secured 

by condition. The Appellant and the Council are working together to prepare an agreed list 

of suggested planning conditions to be submitted to the Inspector in line with the Appeal 

timetable presented in the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note. 

9.53 Overall, I consider that the proposed Development will deliver an accessible community 

facility in accordance with paragraph 156 of the NPPF, in addition to Core Strategy Policy 

25 and paragraph 98 of the NPPF. 

The Provision of New Green Spaces accessible to the Public 

Green Infrastructure  

9.54 The Appeal Site is private land and has no lawful public access, save for along the PRoW. 

The proposed Development includes the provision of new publicly accessible green 

spaces and children’s play provision, which will be accessible to the local community and 

prospective residents. The green spaces proposed will be of a good quality and will be 

within a short walk of the proposed dwellings being positioned within the Appeal Site. 

9.55 Policy HS4A relates to ‘Open Space Requirements in New Housing Developments’. The 

Council’s Open Space Officer’s response (CD13.22) set out the following open space 

requirements for the proposed Development: 

1. Amenity Greenspace - 0.61ha. The proposed Development includes 0.8ha of amenity 

greenspace and, thus, exceeds the Council’s requirement.  

2. Provision for children/young people - 0.067ha. The proposed Development includes 

a Local Equipped Area for Play (“LEAP”) equating to circa. 400sqm, a Local Area for 

Play equating to circa. 100sqm, and a Trim Trail equating to circa. 2,288sqm. 
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Therefore, the proposed Development includes 0.28ha of provision for children/young 

people and, thus, exceeds the Council’s requirement. 

3. Parks and gardens - The Council’s Open Space Officer’s response (CD13.22) 

confirmed that: there is no requirement to provide a new park or garden on the Appeal 

Site; and, a contribution towards improving existing provision is not required, as “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 Assessment Report (February 

2019)/Open Space Study Paper (February 2019)”. The Open Space Assessment Report 

(February 2019) and Open Space Study Paper (February 2019) are included as core 

documents (CD6.10 and CD6.11 respectively). 

4. Natural and semi-natural greenspace - The Council’s Open Space Officer’s response 

(CD13.22) confirmed that: there is no requirement to provide new natural/semi-natural 

greenspace on the Appeal Site; and, a contribution towards improving existing 

provision is not required, as “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 Assessment Report (February 2019)/Open Space 

Study Paper (February 2019)”. 

5. Allotments - The Council’s Open Space Officer’s response (CD13.22) confirmed that: 

there is no requirement to provide allotment provision on the Appeal Site; and a 

contribution towards new allotment provision is not required, as “The site is not within 

the accessibility catchment (10 minutes’ drive time) of a proposed new allotment site”. 

Playing Pitches  

9.56 In accordance with the response provided by the Council’s Open Space Officer (CD13.22), 

a financial contribution of £1,599 per dwelling will be made towards playing pitches and 

is included in the Heads of Terms126.  

BNG Monitoring Fee  

9.57 As detailed in Mrs Kenyon’s Ecology Written Statement (Appendix 3, Section 8.2), the BNG 

assessment found that the Appeal Site achieves a 22.87% gain in habitat units, a 262.32% 

gain in hedgerow units and a 22.08% gain in watercourse units.  

9.58 As agreed with the Council’s BNG Officer (CD13.7), and agreed between the Appellant and 

the Council in the Heads of Terms in the SoCG127, a financial contribution of £14,732.34 

 
 
126 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 66, Paragraph 11.4 
127 ibid., Page 68, Paragraph 11.14 
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(plus VAT) will be paid to the Council to be used towards the monitoring of BNG 

provisions. 

Improvements to Green Spaces 

9.59 Paragraph 159 of the NPPF emphasises that, “the improvements to green spaces required 

as part of the Golden Rules should contribute positively to the landscape setting of the 

development, support nature recovery and meet local standards for green space provision 

where these exist in the development plan.” 

9.60 As agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG128, the Appeal Site is in a 

very poor state of repair and has been the subject of anti-social behaviour since its closure 

in 2012. The Green and Blue Infrastructure extends to 14.13ha, as shown on the Revised 

Land Use Plan (CD3.3) and the Revised Green and Blue Infrastructure Plan (CD3.5), both 

of which are submitted for approval. Therefore, the green and blue infrastructure will 

comprise over 55% of the Appeal Site. Although the landscaping of the proposed 

Development is a reserved matter, the Illustrative Landscape Plan (CD2.45) demonstrates 

how a sensitive and high-quality landscaping scheme could come forward on the Appeal 

Site that would respect the wider Green Belt and woodland context and provide new 

greenspaces, green infrastructure and habitats as a fundamental element of a new 

landscape framework. Therefore, the improvements to green spaces (as required as part 

of the Golden Rules) proposed as part of this Development would contribute positively to 

the landscape setting of the Development. 

9.61 In addition to the above, the improvements to green spaces required as part of the Golden 

Rules would also: 

1. Support nature recovery by achieving a higher than 10% BNG and satisfying the trading 

rules for habitat, hedgerow and watercourse units; and, 

2. Meet local standards for green space provision, in accordance with Policy HS4A and 

as confirmed by the Council’s Open Space Officer (CD13.22), as I explain above. 

9.62 Paragraph 159 further states that, “Where land has been identified as having particular 

potential for habitat creation or nature recovery within Local Nature Recovery Strategies, 

proposals should contribute towards these outcomes.” As explained in Mrs Kenyon’s 

Ecology Written Statement (Appendix 3 of my Evidence), Potential Measures for Nature 

Recovery within the Lancashire Local Nature Recovery Strategy were identified on the 

Appeal Site. However, taken together, the proposals will result in a site that is ecologically 

 
 
128 ibid., Page 8, Paragraph 2.1.2 
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more diverse and better managed than the current baseline. The approach aligns with the 

well-established Lawton Principle stating that nature recovery should focus on habitats 

that are “bigger, better and more joined up”.  

9.63 Consequently, I consider that the proposed Development accords with paragraph 159 of 

the NPPF. 

Summary 

9.64 In summary, I consider that the proposed Development meets the ‘Golden Rules’ 

requirements detailed in paragraphs 156 to 159 of the NPPF, and, thus, accords with 

criterion (d) of paragraph 155 of the NPPF. The Applicant and the Council agree in the 

SoCG that the proposed Development complies with the Golden Rules129. 

Paragraph 155 Summary 

9.65 The proposed Development would not be inappropriate development in the Green Belt in 

accordance with paragraph 155 of the NPPF. Furthermore, in complying with the Golden 

Rules, and having regard to paragraph 158 of the NPPF, I give “significant weight” to the 

proposed Development in favour of the grant of planning permission. This is also agreed 

in the SoCG130.  

9.66 Therefore, regarding the effect on the Green Belt, I do not consider it to be necessary to 

consider any other considerations and whether VSC exist.  Nevertheless, if the Inspector 

concludes that the proposed Development does not accord with paragraph 155 of the 

NPPF, which is emphatically not my position nor is it the position agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG131, I have also undertaken an assessment against 

paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF.   

Redevelopment of PDL in Grey Belt  

9.67 In considering the redevelopment of this previously developed site in the Green Belt, I have 

assessed the proposed Development against Local Plan Policy BNE5 and Paragraph 

154(g) of the NPPF.  

9.68 The majority of the Appeal Site (including the Housing Area and the Community Hub) is 

within the BNE5 (Previously Developed Sites in the Green Belt) allocation boundary, as 

identified on the adopted Policies Map and referred to as ‘Park Hall/Camelot Leisure 

Complex’. In Chapter 4, I have assessed that the land that sits outside of the BNE5 

 
 
129 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 41, Paragraph 6.24 
130 ibid., Page 41, Paragraph 6.24 
131 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 41, Paragraph 6.25 



93 
 

allocation but is within the Planning Application red edge (Areas 1, 2 and 3 as identified 

on Figure 1 of my Evidence) is within the curtilage of the developed land. Furthermore, the 

Appellant and the Council have agreed in the SoCG132 and the ASoCG133 that the entire 

Appeal Site comprises PDL, as defined by the NPPF. Additionally, as I demonstrate at 

Chapter 4 of my Evidence, the PDL does not culminate at the Appeal Site boundary, but it 

extends further beyond Area 2 to the north. 

Chorley Local Plan Policy BNE5  

9.69 Policy BNE5 permits the “redevelopment” of previously developed sites in the Green Belt 

subject to criterion d), which states that, “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.” I assess the 

proposed Development against Policy BNE5 below. 

Appearance of the Appeal Site 

9.70 The proposed Development relates to the majority of the ‘Park Hall/Camelot Leisure 

Complex’ site, excluding the adjacent hotel and light industrial units. In terms of the Appeal 

Site’s current appearance, it is vacant, in a very poor state of repair, and continues to be 

the subject of anti-social behaviour, despite the presence of 24-hour security and the 

installation of security fencing around the Appeal Site’s perimeter.  

9.71 The Landscape and Visual Appraisal (“LVA”) that was submitted alongside the Planning 

Application (and is accepted by the Council) notes that the dense vegetation surrounding 

most of the Appeal Site boundary creates a high degree of enclosure, which, combined 

with local topography means that landscape and visual effects of the proposed 

Development are highly localised, being primarily limited to the Appeal Site itself, areas to 

the immediate south, and areas within approximately 1.5km north and north-west. This is 

confirmed in the Landscape and Visual Written Statement (Appendix 5) that has been 

submitted alongside this Appeal.  

9.72 The Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan demonstrates that the proposed Development will 

make use of the majority of the ‘Park Hall/Camelot Leisure Complex’ site. The surrounding 

uses that are also within the ‘Park Hall/Camelot Leisure Complex’ site, but are not within 

the Appeal Site Location Plan, comprise the Park Hall Hotel, light industrial and leisure 

uses. Those surrounding uses sit outside of the Appeal Site red edge as they are not 

proposed for redevelopment at this time. The hotel has been the subject of recent 

 
 
132 ibid., Page 12, Paragraph 2.26 
133 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 5, 2.16 
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investment and major refurbishment, including the introduction of state-of-the-art spa and 

gym facilities and now forms part of the prestigious Radisson Individuals portfolio134. 

9.73 The Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan (CD2.50) and Illustrative Landscape Strategy 

(CD2.45) show how the Appeal Site could be developed, demonstrating that existing 

structures would be replaced by a high-quality residential-led development, which would 

enhance the appearance of the Appeal Site. Furthermore, the Parameters Plans (for 

approval) allow for a significant proportion of green infrastructure within the site 

(extending to circa 14.13ha and covering over 55% of the entire Appeal Site area), primarily 

focusing on the retention of existing vegetation and the provision of green space and 

connectivity to the surrounding PRoW network. 

9.74 In summary, the proposed Development will enhance the appearance of the Appeal Site 

which is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG135. This is reflected in 

the Landscape and Visual Written Statement (Appendix 5), which states that: 

“The Appeal Site is well contained by boundary vegetation, with the wooded 

landscape that surrounds it further limiting the potential for landscape or visual 

effects from the wider landscape. Construction effects would be localised and no 

greater than Moderate/Minor adverse, with no significant effects anticipated as a 

result of the Development. 

Post-completion, adverse effects are limited to the immediate north of the Appeal 

Site, where the Development would introduce built form. This effect can be mitigated 

through proposed planting along the boundary by year 15. Elsewhere, post-

completion effects are neutral or beneficial in nature, with a derelict site brought back 

into active use.” (Paragraphs 1.8.1-1.8.2) 

A Comprehensive Plan 

9.75 The Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan provides for the comprehensive redevelopment of 

the Appeal Site, with the proposed Development having been informed by the Appeal Site’s 

opportunities and constraints (as detailed further within the submitted Design and Access 

Statement (CD1.32) and Urban Design and Masterplanning Written Statement (Appendix 

6)). The Urban Design Written Statement explains that, 

“The illustrative masterplan demonstrates how the site could be developed to 

address the local context, the vision and development principles, the site’s 

 
 
134 North and Western Lancashire Chamber of Commerce, 2025, Chamber Member, Park Hall Hotel, Joins 
Radisson Individuals, Available at: https://www.lancschamber.co.uk/parkhallradisson/    
135 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 39, Paragraph 6.19 
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constraints and opportunities, and the Design Concepts and deliver up to 350 homes 

on this previously developed land by according with the approach to National and 

Local design policies…” (Paragraph 3.54) 

9.76 To demonstrate that the wider allocation can function as a comprehensive site, the 

Appellant prepared a Comprehensive BNE5 Masterplan (not for approval) (CD2.51), which 

shows that the proposed Development does not prejudice the surrounding land uses 

within the allocation and that the Appeal Site can function as one holistic masterplan. 

Rather, the proposed Development would enhance access, and the accessibility, to these 

adjacent uses. It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG that the 

proposed Development is put forward in the context of a comprehensive plan in the form 

of the Comprehensive Policy BNE5 Masterplan136. 

Policy BNE5 Supporting Policy Text 

9.77 The supporting policy text to Policy BNE5 (Paragraph 7.19) states that,   

“The Framework allows for the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 

developed sites (brownfield), 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. 

Green Belt sites are often in edge of settlement or isolated locations where 

redevelopment could place very different demands on existing infrastructure. It will 

be necessary to consider the impact on infrastructure as a result of redevelopment. 

It may be necessary to co-ordinate the delivery of development with the delivery of 

infrastructure improvements.” 

9.78 The supporting policy text refers to the NPPF and states that the partial or complete 

redevelopment of previously developed sites will be allowed for where they “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”.  This is now inconsistent with the NPPF in that 

paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF now only requires the partial or complete redevelopment 

of previously developed land to not cause “substantial harm” to the openness of the Green 

Belt. I assess the proposed Development against paragraph 154(g) later in this chapter 

and conclude that the proposed Development accords with this paragraph. This is also 

agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG137. 

 
 
136 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 39, Paragraph 6.20 
137 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 41 to 43, Paragraphs 6.26 to 6.33 
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9.79 Additionally, as demonstrated in the Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence, the 

proposed Development is not in an “isolated location”, with the Appeal Site being 

accessible by multiple modes of sustainable transport, such as walking, cycling and public 

transport, and through multi-modal trips. Furthermore, the impact of the proposed 

Development on infrastructure and the improvements proposed are considered in the 

Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence and a comprehensive Sustainable Transport 

Strategy (CD1.37) was submitted alongside the Planning Application.  

Policy BNE5 Summary 

9.80 In summary, the proposed Development will enhance the appearance of this vacant, 

derelict, previously developed site by delivering substantial improvements to the quality 

of the Appeal Site through its redevelopment for a high-quality residential-led 

development. Furthermore, a comprehensive plan for Appeal Site has been prepared, as 

shown on the submitted ‘Comprehensive Policy BNE5 Masterplan’ (not for approval). 

Furthermore, in line with the supporting text to Policy BNE5, the proposed Development 

accords with paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF, is not within an isolated location, and will 

deliver infrastructure improvements as detailed fully within the Transport and Highways 

Proof of Evidence. 

Paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF  

9.81 Paragraph 154 identifies that the construction of new buildings in the Green Belt are not 

inappropriate subject to meeting one of the stated exceptions (a) to (g).  Paragraph 154g) 

relates to the “limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 

developed land (including a material change of use to residential or mixed use including 

residential), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which 

would not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt.” 

9.82 With regard to adopted local planning policy, Policy BNE5 explains that, the reuse, infilling 

or redevelopment of previously developed sites in the Green Belt will be permitted 

provided that the criteria within the policy are met. Therefore, in order to meet the 

requirement of paragraph 154g), the proposed Development is required to demonstrate 

that it would not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt and, thus, I 

assess the proposed Development’s impact on the openness of the Green Belt below. 

Assessment of Openness 

9.83 Established case law has set out that the consideration of openness should take into 

account various factors depending on the facts of a specific case, including the quantum 

and extent of development and its physical and visual effects. The Courts have suggested 

that the approach is not a mechanistic one but rather an ‘open-textured’ approach. Thus, 
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the consideration of a proposal’s impact on openness is one of an evaluative assessment 

based on planning judgement. The PPG states that visual openness is part of what may 

be considered to contribute to the overall assessment of openness, alongside spatial 

issues, levels of activity and permanence. I consider each of these issues below. 

Spatial Impact 

9.84 As I explain at Chapter 4 of my Evidence, the Appeal Site accommodated a significant 

amount of built development, much of which has now been demolished owing to the 

significant health and safety risk that it posed. 

9.85 The Appeal Site comprises PDL in its entirety as agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG138 and the ASoCG139. A Demolition Plan (CD2.12) was submitted 

alongside the Planning Application, which shows the remaining buildings within the 

Appeal Site. The buildings within the curtilage of the Appeal Site are unsightly and in a 

state of disrepair.  

9.86 The parameters that have been established by the proposed Development demonstrate 

that the majority of the Appeal Site (including the Housing Area and Community Hub) is 

within the BNE5 (Previously Developed Sites in the Green Belt) allocation boundary. The 

areas of the Appeal Site which are identified for green and blue infrastructure are 

concentrated to the curtilage of the previously developed land to the edges of the Appeal 

Site. 

Visual Impact 

9.87 Mr Scott provides an assessment of the visual effects in his Landscape and Visual Written 

Statement, which is enclosed at Appendix 5 of my Evidence. A summary of this 

assessment is provided below. 

9.88 The submitted LVA included a zone of theoretical visibility based on the two housing areas 

being projected up to 12m above existing ground level (Figure 4 in the LVA). This 

highlighted the possibility of glimpsed views from locations to the south, which were 

tested through the inclusion of a number of representative viewpoints (viewpoints 2, 3, 4, 

6 and 9) from locations with suggested visibility. The Development is unlikely to be visible 

from these locations, with the scale of change considered negligible both during 

construction and post-completion. 

 
 
138 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 12, Paragraph 2.26 
139 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Page 5, Paragraph 2.16 
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9.89 For residents and PRoW immediately south of the Appeal Site, the existing woodland edge 

will limit views towards the Development, even during winter months, although there is 

some scope for filtered views of the southern section of the Appeal Site. These views 

broadly correlate with the existing filtered views into what is currently a derelict site. This 

results in a broadly neutral effect during the construction phase and a Minor/Negligible 

beneficial effect post-completion. For users of Park Hall Road, construction effects are 

Minor adverse, changing to Moderate/Minor beneficial post-completion. 

9.90 To the north, viewpoints 1 and 5 show the limited scope for visibility towards the 

Development from the wider landscape, with the scale of change no greater than 

negligible. There are more notable views within a limited area immediately north 

(viewpoints 7 and 8). For receptors within this area, construction effects would be no 

greater than Minor adverse, reducing to Minor/Negligible adverse at completion due to 

the potential introduction of limited views towards new residential development. With the 

establishment of the proposed mitigation planting along the northern boundary, this is 

anticipated to reduce to Negligible by year 15. 

9.91 Views from adjacent commercial development to the east have also been considered, 

with the redevelopment of the Appeal Site likely to have a Moderate/Minor adverse effect 

during construction works in close proximity. Post-completion, the effect will be Moderate 

beneficial. 

Activity 

9.92 The Appeal Site was last used as a theme park in 2012. However, the Appeal Site is 

adjacent to the functioning Park Hall Hotel and light industrial units, and is within close 

proximity to high levels of activity along the M6. Although the proposed Development will 

result in a significant increase in activity on the Appeal Site, it is important to note that the 

theme park generated significant activity when it was in use.  

9.93 The historical traffic movements associated with the Appeal Site’s former theme park use, 

which (as detailed in the submitted Transport Assessment (CD1.37)) could have 

generated 35 two-way traffic movements in the AM peak and 114 in the PM peak. As the 

theme park is no longer in operation, it is acknowledged that the above traffic is no longer 

present on the highway network, but it does provide useful context in terms of the recent 

history and level of activity at the Appeal Site. 

Permanence 

9.94 The proposed Development would be permanent and, thus, the resulting changes on 

openness would be permanent. Nevertheless, when the Appeal Site was in use, it 

accommodated over 100no. buildings and structures; the tallest of which was 26m 
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(‘Knightmare’) and, thus, by virtue of its theme park use, the Appeal Site accommodated 

considerable permanent built development at a significant scale.  

9.95 Although the theme park ride structures and certain buildings within the Park have been 

removed, the Appeal Site still accommodates buildings and hardstanding associated with 

the former theme park use.   

Paragraph 154(g) Summary     

9.96 Although I acknowledge that the proposed Development will cause a degree of harm to 

the openness of the Green Belt, when considering the Appeal Site’s former use and the 

spatial parameters detailed above, I consider that the harm to the openness of the Green 

Belt would be less than substantial which is a position agreed between the Council and 

the Appellant in the SoCG140. 

9.97 I have concluded that there would be a less than substantial change in openness as 

experienced within the Appeal Site due to the redevelopment of a vacant theme park with 

a residential-led development and its associated activity and movements. Furthermore, 

the Parameters Plans (for approval) allow for a significant proportion of green 

infrastructure within the site (extending to circa. 14.13ha and covering over 55% of the 

entire Appeal Site area), primarily focusing on the retention of existing vegetation and the 

provision of green space and connectivity to the surrounding PRoW network. 

9.98 Therefore, I conclude that the proposed Development accords with paragraph 154(g) of 

the NPPF and is, thus, not “inappropriate” development in the Green Belt. This is also 

agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG141.  

Appropriate Development Summary 

9.99 In this chapter, I conclude: 

1. Exceptional reasons exist for the proposed Development, and, therefore, I consider 

that the proposed Development accords with Core Strategy Policy 1. This is also 

agreed in the SoCG between the Appellant and the Council142; 

2. It is the Appellant’s primary case that the proposed Development would not be 

inappropriate development in the Green Belt in accordance with paragraph 155 of the 

NPPF. Furthermore, in complying with the Golden Rules, and having regard to 

paragraph 158 of the NPPF, I give “significant weight” to the proposed Development 

 
 
140 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 41 to 43, Paragraphs 6.26 to 6.33 
141 ibid. 
142 ibid., Page 29, Paragraph 5.5.2 
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in favour of the grant of planning permission. This is also agreed in the SoCG between 

the Applicant and the Council143; 

3. The proposed Development will enhance the appearance of this vacant, derelict, 

previously developed site by delivering substantial improvements to the quality of the 

Appeal Site through its redevelopment for a high-quality residential-led development. 

Furthermore, a comprehensive plan for Appeal Site has been prepared, as shown on 

the submitted ‘Comprehensive Policy BNE5 Masterplan’ (not for approval) (CD2.51). 

As such, the proposed development accords with Policy BNE5 of the Chorley Local 

Plan.  

4. Whilst I have assessed that the proposed Development accords with Paragraph 155 

of the NPPF, it is the Appellant’s secondary case that the proposed Development 

accords with Paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF. This is also agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG144. 

9.100 Overall I conclude that the proposed development would not be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt having regard to the Development Plan and NPPF (Main 

Issue 1) and that the proposed Development would make adequate provision for 

affordable housing (for which there is a substantial and acute need), playing pitches, off 

site highway and public right of way works, public and community transport, cycle parking, 

off-site traffic monitoring, travel vouchers, travel plan and BNG monitoring fee (Main Issue 

4). 

9.101 In the following chapter, I assess the highways and access considerations in light of Main 

issues 2 and 3. 

 

 
 
143 ibid., Page 41, Paragraph 6.24 
144 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 41 to 43, Paragraphs 6.26 to 6.33 
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10 HIGHWAYS AND ACCESS 

10.1 In this chapter, I assess the proposed Development against Main Issues 2 (safe and 

suitable access) and 3 (accessibility to facilities and services including bus provision). In 

doing so, I draw upon the conclusions of the Transport Assessment (CD1.37), ES (CD4.3) 

and Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence prepared by Mr Peers.  

Safe and Suitable Access 

10.2 Regarding Main Issue 2, the Council’s Supplemental Written Statement (CD8.3) states 

that, 

“2.14 The principal means of access to the site has not been raised in dispute and 

the proposed details have been considered acceptable in the assessment of the 

planning application. The Council has in the Statement of Case identified access to 

Parcel B as being the critical issue that has not be satisfied in relation to highway 

safety concerns. Having now discussed this position in conference with a Highway 

Officer from the County Council as Local Highway Authority, it is now accepted that 

the matters of concern that have been raised in the SoC are matters which can be 

considered at reserved matters and appropriately addressed at this stage by use of 

conditions/s.106 agreement. 

2.15 It is therefore the Council’s case that the proposal would provide safe and 

suitable access for all users at this stage of the proposal in relation to the principal 

means of access and subject to appropriate conditions and obligations being 

secured.” 

10.3 Further to the above, it is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG145 

that, “The Appeal Scheme will… Provide safe and suitable access to the Appeal Site from the 

local highway network, subject to the mitigation agreed by conditions and s106 obligations 

for all users.” 

10.4 Mr Peers’ Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence explains that the improvements to 

the PRoWs and surrounding highways would ensure that safe and suitable access to the 

Appeal Site is provided for all users. Nevertheless, Mr Peers’ explains that, whilst the 

Council and County Council agree that the proposed Development would provide safe and 

suitable access for all users, it is noted that previous concerns were raised, with similar 

concerns raised by interested third parties. Accordingly, Chapter 4 of Mr Peers’ Transport 

 
 
145 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 48, Paragraph 6.39.8 
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and Highways Proof of Evidence provides supplementary evidence for the access 

strategy, incorporating additional information recently provided in the ES.  

10.5 Mr Peers concludes that, the access strategy is appropriate for the Appeal Site and would 

provide safe and suitable access for all road users, and improve access for existing users 

of the hotel and commercial units. 

Transport Assessment and Scoping 

10.6 A Transport Assessment (CD1.37) was submitted alongside the Planning Application.  

10.7 With regard to scoping of the Transport Assessment, Mr Peers’ Transport and Highways 

Proof of Evidence explains the pre-application engagement undertaken with the County 

Council, during which the County Council advised which other parties the Appellant should 

engage with, including National Highways and Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council 

(“WMBC”). 

10.8 As explained by Mr Peers at Chapter 6 of his Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence, 

Curtins contacted National Highways on 7th May 2025 to provide Transport Scoping Note 

1 and a summary of the impact of the proposed Development on the Strategic Road 

Network (“SRN”). Curtins concluded that the impact of the proposed Development on the 

SRN would be negligible and likely to be imperceptible to existing road users. On this 

basis, it was considered that no further consideration of the SRN was required.  

10.9 Following further engagement with National Highways post-submission of the Planning 

Application, as described by Mr Peers in his Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence, 

National Highways confirmed that they had no objection to the proposed Development. 

10.10 On 7th May 2025, Curtins also contacted WMBC to provide Transport Scoping Note 1 and 

a summary of the impact of the proposed Development on Standish town centre. This 

showed a total of 7 and 5 two-way vehicle trips to/from Standish in the AM and PM peak 

hours, respectively. It was concluded that this level of traffic is minimal and would be 

imperceptible to existing road users. On this basis, it was proposed to not further consider 

any of the junctions within Standish. 

10.11 WMBC responded to the Planning Application on 2nd September 2025 and stated that,  

“This conclusion is considered acceptable and no further assessment of junctions 

within Wigan is required. 

At the time of reviewing the application it was noted that LCC’s comments on the 

planning application were outstanding, pending further review given the scale of 



103 
 

development. Should the impact of the development increase in response to LCC’s 

comments a further consultation within Wigan Council may be required.” 

10.12 As no changes to Curtins’ assessment of vehicle trips relating to the proposed 

Development were made as a result of the post-application discussions with the County 

Council, there was no requirement for further consultation with WMBC. 

The Primary and Secondary Accesses Proposed For Approval 

10.13 The following drawings showing the proposed primary and secondary accesses were 

submitted for approval as part of the Planning Application: 

1. Primary Access (Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75006-P01) (CD1.41); 

and, 

2. Secondary Access (Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75008-P01) 

(CD2.30). 

10.14 The aforementioned drawings are stated in the list of drawings submitted for approval at 

Appendix 8 of the SoCG. 

The Reserved Matters 

10.15 Chapter 4 of the Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence explains that there would be 

two main routes within the Appeal Site between Parcels A and B, comprising the Internal 

Link Road and the emergency vehicle link. 

10.16 Whilst the design of these, and all other elements of the internal layout, will be determined 

at Reserved Matters stage, as agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the 

SoCG146, indicative designs were prepared for the ES (CD4.3 and included at CD4.12 and 

CD4.13). These designs demonstrate the technical feasibility and deliverability of these 

routes, which are suitable for this stage of the planning process (outline planning). 

10.17 As explained by Mr Peers in his Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence, the internal 

layout will be progressed further at Reserved Matters stage. 

  

 
 
146 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 61 to 62, Paragraph 7.52 
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Paragraph 115 Compliance 

10.18 Mr Peers’ explains the proposed Development’s compliance with paragraph 115 of the 

NPPF at Chapter 7 of his Proof of Evidence. It is agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG147 that the proposed Development accords with paragraph 115 of the 

NPPF. 

10.19 Mr Peers explains that the proposed Development prioritises sustainable transport modes 

– for example, active travel users have the most routes into and within the Appeal Site, 

and most contributions and highway works primarily relate to improving infrastructure 

and services for active travel and public transport users – and safe and suitable access 

is provided for all users. The Vision for the Appeal Site is detailed in the Transport 

Assessment (CD1.37). 

10.20 The Transport Assessment (CD1.37) and ES (CD4.3) conclude that there would be no 

significant impacts on the transport network. Notwithstanding this, a junction 

improvement scheme will be implemented at the Preston Road / Mill Lane junction which 

should improve traffic flows (as well as pedestrian infrastructure), and a Section 106 

contribution is being made toward traffic monitoring and minor interventions at three off-

site junctions. 

10.21 Mr Peers’ explains that, as detailed in the Transport Assessment, he does not consider 

there to be any existing highway safety issues in the vicinity of the Appeal Site that would 

be exacerbated by the proposed Development. Notwithstanding this, as detailed in 

Chapter 2 of his Proof of Evidence, in line with comments from the County Council, safety 

improvements will be made to Park Hall Road, the Park Hall Road / Wood Lane junction, 

and the Preston Road / Mill Lane junction, in addition to the improvements to the Appeal 

Site accesses and internal road network. As such, Mr Peers expects that the proposed 

Development will deliver highway safety benefits. 

10.22 Mr Peers explains in his Proof of Evidence that the points at Paragraph 115(c) of the NPPF 

relate to matters that will be determined at Reserved Matters stage. 

  

 
 
147 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 32, Paragraph 5.13 
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Accessibility 

10.23 Chapter 3 of Mr Peers’ Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence deals with ‘Accessibility 

to Key Facilities and Services’. I refer to Mr Peers’ Evidence below.  

10.24 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG148 that, there are a range 

of key facilities and services accessible from the Appeal Site on foot, cycle and by bus. 

Pedestrian Accessibility 

10.25 Section 2.4 of Mr Peers’ Proof of Evidence responds to the walking distances to bus 

services, providing justification for walking distances greater than 400m / 5-minutes. The 

justification for walking distances to key facilities and services is similar due to the 

context of the Appeal Site. 

10.26 Mr Peers demonstrates that some key facilities and services are within desirable and 

acceptable walking distances as defined by the Chartered Institution of Highways and 

Transportation (“CIHT”), with many more available within the preferred maximum walking 

distance of 2km or slightly beyond. Mr Peers explains that these local amenities would be 

accessible to, and used by, residents of the Appeal Site. This is especially the case when 

considering the multi-modal accessibility of these local amenities, which can also be 

easily accessed by cycle or bus. 

Cycle Accessibility 

10.27 The benchmarks adopted in the Transport Assessment for cycling include the average 

cycle distance of 5.5km (based on National Travel Survey data) and the suggested 

maximum cycling distance of 8km (based on the National Model Design Code (“NMDC”)). 

All of the key facilities and services available in Heskin, Eccleston, Charnock Richard, 

Coppull, Euxton, Chorley, Standish, and other areas are accessible within the average cycle 

distance of 5.5km / 21 minutes. 

Bus Accessibility 

10.28 Local bus services provide access to key facilities and services available locally in Heskin, 

Eccleston, Charnock Richard, and the outskirts of Chorley (within a total 20-minute journey 

time), with a many more available in the wider areas served by bus, such as Chorley town 

centre, Croston, Burscough, Ormskirk, Banks, and Southport (as part of the wider 40- to 

60-minute catchments). 

Rail Accessibility 

 
 
148 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 59, Paragraph 7.26 
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10.29 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG149 that the Appeal Site is 

also accessible by train for some users as part of a multi-modal journey. 

Accessibility Plan 

10.30 The Inspector requested an additional plan at the CMC on 13th March 2026, as per the 

CMC Summary Note: 

“18) It was agreed that a SoCG between the appellant and the Council would be 

beneficial in respect of transport matters. This should include the appropriate 

benchmark to assess journey distances to facilities and services, and any other 

criteria that you consider relevant. An up-to-date colour plan showing the location of 

facilities and services, what they are, locations of bus stops, public rights of way, 

footways next to roads (including whether they are lit and their width), crossing 

points on roads, the surface of the route, and whether routes are accessible to all, 

together with distances, would be helpful to provide a focal point for discussions at 

the Inquiry.” 

10.31 The information requested by the Inspector is provided in the SoCG as Figures 2 and 3150. 

It is common ground that there are a range of key facilities and services accessible from 

the Appeal Site on foot, cycle, and by bus. These figures will be presented on large-scale 

boards to assist with the presentation of evidence and discussion at the Public Inquiry. 

These boards will be numbered as Boards 2 and 3. The component parts of these 

figures/boards are included on individual pages within Appendix C of Mr Peers’ Transport 

and Highways Proof of Evidence for ease of reference. 

10.32 The accessibility of the Appeal Site by sustainable modes of travel is detailed in Section 

3 of the Transport Assessment (CD1.37). This assessment was supplemented with 

catchment plans provided at the rear of the Transport Assessment, which demonstrate 

the areas and local amenities (i.e. key facilities and services) available within suitable 

walking, cycling, and public transport journeys from the Appeal Site. These catchment 

plans have been updated using the latest datasets available – the updated plans are 

included at Appendix C of Mr Peers’ Proof of Evidence. 

  

 
 
149 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 59, Paragraph 7.25 
150 ibid., Pages 57 and 58, and Appendix 9 
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Transport Vision and Sustainable Transport Strategy 

10.33 As explained by Mr Peers at Section 2.1.1 of his Proof of Evidence, the Transport Vision 

(detailed at Section 4 of the Transport Assessment (CD1.37) guided the evolution of the 

proposed Development.  

10.34 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG151 that the Vision for the 

Appeal Site is clearly articulated in the Transport Assessment with supporting objectives, 

and that the Sustainable Transport Strategy set out in the Transport Assessment supports 

the Vision. 

10.35 Section 2 of Mr Peers’ Proof of Evidence explains the Sustainable Transport Strategy, 

which comprises a range of on- and off-site infrastructure, as well as substantial Section 

106 contributions and Travel Plan measures. A summary of the final strategy is provided 

in Table 2.1 of Mr Peers’ Proof of Evidence and, thus, is not repeated here.  

Paragraph 110 Compliance 

10.36 Mr Peers demonstrates that the proposed Development accords with paragraph 110 of 

the NPPF at Section 7.2 of his Evidence. He explains that the comprehensive Sustainable 

Transport Strategy, which has been agreed with the County Council, as detailed in Section 

2 of the Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence, the Transport Assessment, and the 

LCC Post-App Response, will ensure the Appeal Site is sustainable (considering its semi-

rural context), including interventions to encourage use of sustainable modes of travel 

and reduce the need to travel (the Community Hub, and high-speed broadband and, for 

some house types, a study to enable homeworking). 

10.37 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG152 that the proposed 

Development accords with paragraph 110 of the NPPF. 

Traffic Impact 

10.38 As detailed at Section 5.1 of Mr Peers’ Evidence, the results of the capacity assessments 

concluded that traffic impacts of the proposed Development would not be significant or 

severe in the context of the NPPF. This is agreed between the Appellant and the Council 

in the SoCG153. 

  

 
 
151 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 60, Paragraph 7.43 
152 ibid., Page 32, Paragraph 5.13 
153 ibid., Page 60, Paragraph 7.41 
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Road Safety 

10.39 Mr Peers describes the Road Safety Scheme proposed as part of the Development at 

Section 2.3 of his Evidence. The Road Safety Scheme has been subject to a Stage 1 Road 

Safety Audit, as requested by the County Council, the one recommendation from which 

was accepted in full in the Design Response Report (CD2.29). 

10.40 Mr Peers concludes in his Evidence that, with regard to the Road Safety Scheme, these 

interventions would have a transformative, beneficial effect on road safety in the vicinity 

of the Appeal Site, particularly for pedestrians and cyclists, and vulnerable road users 

travelling along Park Hall Road. In turn, these improvements would further encourage and 

promote the use of active and sustainable modes of transport, in line with the Transport 

Vision for the Appeal Site. 

10.41 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG154 that there are no existing 

safety issues that would be exacerbated by the proposed Development, subject to the 

mitigation provided on the Local Highway Network, and that the Transport Strategy 

(notably, the Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road) would bring highway safety benefits 

to existing and future road users. 

Highways Improvements 

10.42 The highways improvements proposed as part of the Development are described by Mr 

Peers at Section 2.2 of his Evidence.  

10.43 The highways improvements that were agreed with the County Council during the 

determination of the Planning Application and are detailed at Section 10 of the SoCG 

agreed between the Appellant and the Council. 

Summary 

10.44 Mr Peers’ Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence demonstrates the acceptability of 

the proposed Development in terms of: the Sustainable Transport Strategy proposed; the 

accessibility to key facilities and services; the internal layout of the proposed 

Development; and, highway impact. Mr Peers’ provides a response to the third-party 

comments of relevance to his Evidence and demonstrates the proposed Development’s 

compliance with the relevant national and local policy.  

10.45 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG155 that: 

 
 
154 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 59, Paragraphs 7.27 to 7.29 
155 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 62, Paragraphs 7.56 to 7.59 
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1. The proposed Development is appropriate from a transport and highways perspective 

subject to the delivery of the agreed mitigation. 

2. The County Council has no objections to the proposed Development, subject to 

appropriate conditions and obligations being secured. 

3. The proposed Development would provide safe and suitable access for all users in 

relation to the principal means of access. Future occupiers of the Appeal Site would 

have reasonable access to facilities and services, including bus provision. 
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11 VERY SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES  

11.1 In Chapter 9, I have assessed that the proposed Development is not inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt. It is the Appellant’s primary case that the proposed 

Development accords with Paragraph 155 of the NPPF and its secondary case that it 

accords with paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF.  

11.2 Should the Inspector conclude that the proposed development is inappropriate in the 

Green Belt (which is neither my position nor that which has been agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the SoCG), then the Appellant’s tertiary case is that the 

proposed Development accords with paragraph 153 of the NPPF. 

Paragraph 153 of the NPPF 

11.3 The requirement to justify whether or not VSCs exist is set out at paragraph 153 of the 

NPPF. This involves consideration of harm arising due to the appropriateness of the 

development and any other harm. Paragraph 153 emphasises that, “’Very special 

circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 

inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by 

other considerations.” 

11.4 In Chapter 9, I undertook an assessment of the proposed Development’s impact upon the 

openness of the wider Green Belt and I concluded that this impact would be less than 

substantial. I also assessed the Appeal Site against the five purposes of the Green Belt 

and concluded that the Appeal Site makes a limited contribution to these purposes.  

11.5 However, if the Inspector considers the proposed Development to be “inappropriate”, I 

acknowledge that substantial weight should be afforded in the decision-making process 

to any harm to the Green Belt, including harm by reason of inappropriateness. I do not 

repeat my assessment of the proposed Development against the five Green Belt purposes 

and its impact on openness here, but, in demonstrating that VSCs exist, I undertake an 

assessment of “other harm” below. 

Assessment of “Other Harm” 

11.6 The meaning of “any other harm” has been clarified by the Court of Appeal (Redhill 

Aerodrome Ltd v SSCLG [2014] EWCA Civ1386) as meaning any harm at all, as opposed 

to being restricted to harm relating to the Green Belt. Therefore, in this chapter, I draw 

upon the conclusions of the technical reports submitted alongside the Planning 

Application, the Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence, Technical Written Statements 

(appended to my Evidence), and the ES (CD4.3), which have been submitted alongside 

this Appeal to identify “any other harm resulting from the proposal”, in accordance with 

paragraph 153 of the NPPF. 
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11.7 I summarise the harm identified in relation to each technical discipline and detail its 

significance in Table 4 below; this assessment is agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG156. 

Table 4: Assessment of “Other Harm” 
 
Technical Reports 
 

Significance of ‘Harm’ 

Air Quality   Chapter 6 of the ES assesses the effects 
of the proposed Development on air 
quality. The ES concludes that, based on 
the results of the assessment, residual air 
quality effects associated with the 
proposed Development are considered to 
be not significant. 
 

Ecology and Biodiversity Chapter 9 of the ES assesses the effects 
of the proposed Development on ecology 
and nature conservation and concludes 
that, with the mitigation measures 
embedded at both construction and 
operational stages, the Development is 
expected to result in long-term positive 
outcomes for biodiversity, while ensuring 
that impacts on local and county-level 
ecological receptors are appropriately 
managed and minimised. 
 

Flood Risk and Drainage Chapter 12 of the ES assesses the effects 
of the proposed Development on flood 
risk and water resources. The ES states 
that, by implementing the mitigation 
measures documented within ES Chapter 
12, the proposed Development is 
considered acceptable in that there would 
be no significant adverse effects. 
 

Ground Conditions Chapter 11 of the ES identifies the 
existing soil and geological conditions 
and development constraints, evaluates 
the potential for contamination and 
assesses the potential effects on ground 
conditions during both the construction 
and operational phases. 
 
It is considered that following completion 
of the enabling and construction phases 
in accordance with the approved 
Remedial Specification, including the 
implementation of the identified 
secondary mitigation measures, all 
residual effects with respect to the 

 
 
156 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 43 to 45, Table 1 
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Table 4: Assessment of “Other Harm” 
 
Technical Reports 
 

Significance of ‘Harm’ 

Ground Conditions will be overall 
beneficial to the surrounding 
environment. All proposed mitigation 
measures have been detailed in the 
Remedial Specification which has been 
approved by the Council.  
 

Heritage and Archaeology The Lancashire HER records three 
heritage assets within the Appeal Site; 
however, in each case, the survival and 
extent of any possible remains is 
uncertain. However, it is considered 
construction works would only result in 
low magnitude impact on any possible 
remains.  
 
Given that construction works associated 
with the proposed Housing Area and 
Community Hub are to be undertaken on 
land allocated as a Previously Developed 
Site in the Green Belt under Policy BNE5, 
it is assessed that there is a negligible 
potential for the survival of hitherto 
undiscovered, buried archaeological 
remains.  
 
Additionally, the submitted Desk-Based 
Assessment concludes that the proposed 
Development would not affect the setting 
of any of the identified heritage assets. 
 

Landscape and Visual Impact The proposed Development would not 
result in any effects on landscape 
designations. It is considered that 
landscape and visual effects would be 
geographically limited with no significant 
effects predicted. 
 

Noise Chapter 7 of the ES assesses the effects 
of the proposed Development on noise 
and vibration. The ES concludes that the 
noise and vibration impacts in ES terms 
are not significant. 
 

Transport Chapter 8 of the ES assesses the effects 
of the proposed Development on 
Transport. In particular, it identifies and 
assesses the likely significant effects 
resulting from the proposed Development 
on traffic and transport during all phases 
of the Development. Overall, the 
Transport effects are not significant. 
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Table 4: Assessment of “Other Harm” 
 
Technical Reports 
 

Significance of ‘Harm’ 

Trees The Ancient Woodland has been fully 
safeguarded and offset from the 
development via a 15m buffer, which is 
shown on the parameters plans for 
approval. The extent of tree loss and 
replacement will be determined at 
reserved matters stage. Tree planting will 
be undertaken in accordance with the 
Council’s policy and guidance. 
 

 

11.8 Overall, I consider that no adverse impacts beyond definitional harm and some harm to 

the openness of Green Belt have been identified and, thus, the weight attributed to the 

‘other harm’ is limited which is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the 

SoCG157. 

Very Special Circumstances Case 

11.9 The VSC case that I present in support of the proposed Development comprises: 

1. The Central Lancashire Core Strategy and the Chorley Local is ‘out of date’ and 

inconsistent with the NPPF as it fails to plan for or meet up to date need for housing 

(as detailed at Chapter 7 of my Evidence) and, therefore, the housing policies that are 

most important for determining the Appeal are out of date. 

2. There is an immediate identified need for market and affordable housing in Chorley 

(as detailed at Chapter 9 of my Evidence).  

3. The proposed Development will make effective use of a vacant previously developed 

site. The redevelopment of derelict, brownfield sites is encouraged by both national 

(paragraphs 8c) and 124), and local (Policies 1 and 4 of the Central Lancashire Core 

Strategy) planning policy. 

4. The existing occupiers of (and visitors to) the wider Camelot site, i.e., the hotel and 

industrial units, will benefit from significant improvements to active travel and public 

transport through enhanced accessibility improvements as a result of the proposed 

Development. Such improvements will also be of benefit to the wider community. 

 
 
157 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 42, Paragraph 6.32 
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5. There are a range of social, environmental and economic benefits that will be 

generated by the proposed Development (which I set out below). It is agreed between 

the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG 158  that the: social benefits should be 

afforded substantial weight; environmental benefits should be afforded significant 

weight and, economic benefits should be afforded significant weight in the planning 

balance. 

6. The benefits of the scheme would clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and all 

other harm, affording the harm to the Green Belt (including definitional harm) 

substantial weight in such an assessment. 

Social Benefits 

11.10 The proposed Development will deliver the following social benefits: 

1. Make an immediate and substantial contribution to the Council’s housing 

requirement within the next five years.  

2. Provide new housing to meet identified need. Although the mix of housing will be 

determined at reserved matters stage, the indicative housing mix demonstrates that 

the proposed Development is capable of providing a range of housing to meet the 

Council’s identified housing needs, with the greatest need being for 3 and 4+ bedroom 

market homes and 2 and 3 bedroom affordable homes, as identified in the latest 

HDNA (2024).  

3. Make a substantial contribution to the Council’s acute affordable housing need. The 

proposed Development will deliver 50% affordable housing. The provision of such a 

significant number of affordable housing units on the Appeal Site will provide:  

a) Housing for social rent which will be let via the Council’s published Allocations 

Scheme as required by section 166A(1) Housing Act 1996 (currently 

Selectmove or equivalent system which replaces Select move in future). These 

units will enable the Council to make a social housing allocation and discharge 

its duties as set out in the Housing Act 1996. 

b) For some allocations, the new homes will enable households to leave temporary 

accommodation (such as homeless hostels) and secure long term housing, 

thus significantly improving health and life chances. 

 
 
158 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 46, Paragraph 6.38.5 
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c) Housing for social rent to those with an identified reasonable preference 

category as set out in section 166 A(3) Housing Act 1996. These categories 

include homelessness, insanitary or overcrowded housing and those who need 

to move on welfare or medical grounds, and broadly align with those 

households categorised as Active Bands A – C on the Council’s Housing 

Waiting List. 

d) An entry point to home ownership for local key workers and younger families in 

Chorley.  

e) An opportunity for more segments of the local community to live in suitably 

sized housing.; and,  

f) Numerous health and well-being benefits for occupiers. Affordable housing 

often provides the only option for families to escape poorer quality and over-

crowded accommodation. 

4. As explained by Mr Wisher in his Socio-Economic Benefits Written Statement 

(Appendix 2, paragraph 1.9), recent research by the Vistry Group – The Value of a 

Social Tenancy – found that the value of social housing to local communities equates 

to £18,000 per affordable unit per annum. Using this metric, Mr Wisher explains that 

the Story Homes scheme at the former Camelot Theme Park will deliver £3.1 million 

of local social value per annum. 

5. As explained by Mr Wisher in his Socio-Economic Benefits Written Statement 

(Appendix 2, paragraph 1.10), housing affordability ratios in Chorley are such that 

many local residents are struggling to purchase, and rent, locally. The average 

affordability ratio over the last five years stands at 6.6 times earnings in Chorley – 

higher than both the other Central Lancashire authorities. Mr Wisher explains that the 

delivery of affordable homes across the whole of the UK has been well below the real 

level of need. These trends are also evidenced in Chorley and delivery of local 

affordable housing should be welcomed. 

6. As explained by Mr Wisher in his Socio-Economic Benefits Written Statement 

(Appendix 2, paragraph 1.11), the new homes will help retain and attract existing 

families and newly forming households in the Chorley area. This in turn will preserve 

essential family/community ties and social networks within Chorley that are at risk of 

being broken through a lack of housing options for local people. 

7. As explained by Mr Wisher in his Socio-Economic Benefits Written Statement 

(Appendix 2, paragraph 1.12), the family and community ties are particularly 
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important for childcare and care for the sick/elderly. The Foreword to the recently 

approved 2025 Chorley Housing Strategy (CD6.6) emphasises the importance of 

building settled communities: “Without good quality housing in the right place, we risk 

having unsettled communities where too many people just pass through and can’t put 

down roots which are the foundations to our strong communities in Chorley”. 

8. Include the provision of new green spaces that are to be accessible to the public, 

including informal open space, such as a trim trail to create informal woodland play, 

and formal open space, such as a Local Area for Play (“LAP”) and a Locally Equipped 

Area for Play (“LEAP”). The green infrastructure covers 14.13ha (over 55%) of the 

Appeal Site. 

9. Be designed to be highly permeable for pedestrians and cyclists with various routes, 

including traffic-free paths, connecting residences, the green infrastructure, play 

areas, bus interchange, Community Hub, and existing facilities at the Park Hall Hotel 

and industrial units. There will be three pedestrian accesses onto Park Hall Road (as 

well as the PRoW connections to the east and west) to ensure directness of walking 

routes and to minimise time spent alongside busier roads. 

10. Include Travel Plan initiatives (detailed in the submitted Framework Travel Plan) to 

seek to minimise trips undertaken as single occupancy car drivers by encouraging 

active travel, public transport use, and car sharing. 

11. Provide safe and suitable access to the Appeal Site from the local highway network, 

subject to the mitigation agreed by conditions and Section 106 obligations for all 

users. 

12. Include a Community Hub, which will serve residents of the proposed Development, 

other occupiers on the site (including the adjacent hotel), as well as providing an 

additional community resource for the wider community. 

11.11 The majority of the above social benefits are agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG159. It is also agreed between the parties that the social benefits should 

be afforded substantial weight in the planning balance160. 

Environmental Benefits 

11.12 The proposed Development will deliver the following environmental benefits: 

 
 
159 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 47, Paragraph 6.39 
160 ibid., Page 46, Paragraph 6.38.5 
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1. Make effective use of a vacant previously developed site. The redevelopment of 

derelict, brownfield sites is encouraged by both national (paragraphs 8c) and 124), 

and local (Policies 1 and 4 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy) planning policy. 

2. As explained in Mrs Kenyon’s Ecology Written Statement (Appendix 3, Section 8.2), 

the BNG assessment found that the Appeal Site achieves a 22.87% gain in habitat 

units, a 262.32% gain in hedgerow units and a 22.08% gain in watercourse units. The 

approach to deliver 10% net gain comprises habitat creation and enhancement on-

site, as set out within the Illustrative Landscape Plan and BNG report includes the: de-

culverting of a section of the watercourse and subsequent enhancement; planting of 

lengths of species-rich native hedgerow; retention and enhancement of areas of on-

site woodland; creation and enhancement of areas of scrub; creation and 

enhancement of grassland habitats; creation of compensatory ponds; creation of 

Traditional Orchard habitat; and, significant tree planting.  

3. As explained in Mrs Kenyon’s Ecology Written Statement (Appendix 3, Section 10), 

retain and/or create appropriate habitat within the Appeal Site for protected species, 

ensuring no significant harm to local populations. Proposed bat and bird boxes will 

ensure a net benefit for nesting and roosting birds and bats, respectively. 

4. Include a number of improvements to local infrastructure, as detailed in the 

Sustainable Transport Strategy included within the submitted Transport Assessment. 

5. Prioritise sustainable transport modes, particularly walking and cycling. 

6. Include an energy strategy that will achieve average carbon reductions of 63.47% over 

Part L1 2021 and 94.47% over Part L1a 2013. The submitted Energy Report 

demonstrates that the proposed Development will be designed to reduce carbon 

emissions through a proposed enhanced fabric specification and the installation of 

Air Source Heat Pumps for the proposed houses and Air Source Heat Pump Cylinders 

for the proposed apartments. 

7. Include tree planting proposed in accordance with the Council’s policy and guidance. 

As explained in Mr Jewell’s Arboricultural Written Statement (Appendix 4, paragraph 

2.20), given the approximate number of total tree removals (approximately 493 in 

total), then in order to provide a 2:1 replanting ratio, a total of 986 trees would need 

to be provided within the Appeal Site.  

8. Result in a notable beneficial change to both the visual and landscape character of 

the Appeal Site owing to the removal of the derelict remains of the Appeal Site’s 

former uses, combined with the introduction of sensitively designed housing and 
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green infrastructure, and the ongoing management of the proposed buildings, roads, 

and soft landscaping. Where required, existing buffers will be reinforced with new 

planting and ‘gapping up’ to provide a more substantial visual screen to the 

Development, especially along the northern boundary where there is a greater level of 

visibility into the Appeal Site.   

9. Allow for a significant proportion of green infrastructure within the Appeal Site, as 

shown on the Parameters Plans (for approval), primarily focusing on the retention of 

existing vegetation and the provision of green space and connectivity to the 

surrounding PRoW network for residents.   

10. De-culvert the existing watercourse in the middle of the Appeal Site so that the 

watercourse has greater capacity and more ecological potential than is currently the 

case. 

11.13 The majority of the above environmental benefits are agreed between the Appellant and 

the Council in the SoCG161. It is also agreed between the parties that the environmental 

benefits should be afforded significant weight in the planning balance162. 

Economic Benefits 

11.14 The proposed Development will deliver the following economic benefits, as explained in 

Mr Wisher’s Socio-Economic Benefits Written Statement (Appendix 2): 

1. Have a likely construction cost in the order of £80 million, over an assumed 7-year 

delivery period, which would total circa. £12 million of construction spend per annum. 

2. Support 240 construction jobs across the construction programme. The construction 

industry offers very accessible employment opportunities, with extensive use of 

apprenticeships and trainees; there are 1,810 residents in Chorley registered as 

unemployed, and the construction industry offers a recognised pathway into 

employment; and, the construction sector offers more social mobility than any other 

sector of the UK economy. 53% of those in management or professional roles in 

construction were from families where the main earning parent was from a skilled 

trade of a lower occupational group. 

3. Deliver £3.1 million of local social value per annum. 

 
 
161 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 48 to 49, paragraph 6.41 
162 ibid., Page 50, paragraph 6.42 
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4. Provide housing for a population of 840 extra residents in Chorley. Of these 840 

residents, some 500 are expected to be of working age. This new working age 

population will deliver significant labour market benefits, by providing housing for 

professional workers through to housing for key workers, all of whom are essential to 

the operation of the Chorley economy and addressing current skills shortages. 

5. Provide a valuable source of labour for a number of key employment sites set out 

within the emerging CLLP. Significant future employment growth is anticipated in 

Chorley, Leyland and a number of key employment sites set out within the current Draft 

Central Lancashire Local Plan - all within a roughly 3-mile radius of the former Camelot 

Theme Park. Residents at the proposed Development will, therefore, provide a 

valuable source of labour for these employment growth nodes. Across the UK 

recruitment difficulties and skills shortages are constraining economic growth. These 

issues are equally evident in Chorley – with the latest Lancashire Skills Survey 

reporting that 36% of current vacancies are classed as “hard to fill” as a consequence 

of skills shortages, well above the national average of 25%. 

6. Create local expenditure benefits and positive demand for household services. 

7. The latest reliable data for household spending in the UK shows expenditure at £592 

per week for 2019, inflated to £677 in 2025 prices. This includes spend on food, leisure 

and household/personal services. Using this data, the proposed Development will 

generate additional household spending of some £12.3 million per annum, a 

reasonable proportion of which will be retained locally in Chorley and Lancashire more 

generally. 

8. Result in approximately £800,000 of additional Council Tax. As with all local 

authorities in the UK, Chorley Council is under continual financial pressure to balance 

its budget and to find new ways of securing income. Council Tax revenues are 

important sources of income to the Council as part of this effort. This sentiment is 

reinforced in the latest audited Chorley Council 2023/24 Statement of Accounts 

(CD12.2): “The Council faces continued challenges with uncertainty of funding and a 

difficult national and global economic environment. This is compounded by the Council’s 

operating environment in which costs and demands on services are growing each year, 

with finite resources to respond” (p4), and “Council Tax and Business Rates are the 

major source of funding for local services, and it is essential that all councils monitor 

their collection rates and raise as much income as possible” (p19). 

9. In addition to the off-site household expenditure effects, it is likely that a small number 

of on-site jobs will also be created at the proposed Community Hub depending on its 

precise focus. 
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11.15 The majority of the above economic benefits are agreed between the Appellant and the 

Council in the SoCG163. It is also agreed between the parties that these economic benefits 

should be afforded significant weight in the planning balance164. 

Summary  

11.16 In summary, I conclude that the proposed Development accords with paragraph 153 of 

the NPPF.  

11.17 Whilst I consider that the impact upon the openness of the wider Green Belt would be 

limited, it is acknowledged substantial weight should be afforded in the decision-making 

process to the harm by reason of inappropriateness, impact on openness and the five 

purposes of the Green Belt. I have identified no adverse impacts and, thus, the weight that 

I attribute to the ‘other harm’ is limited.  

11.18 Conversely, there are a range of social, environmental and economic benefits that will be 

generated by the proposed Development. I consider that the proposed Development will 

result in substantial social benefits, significant economic benefits and significant 

environmental benefits which is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the 

SoCG. 

11.19 It is also an agreed between the Parties in the SoCG165 that the proposed Development 

accords with paragraph 153 of the NPPF because it has been demonstrated that VSC’s 

exist as the benefits of the scheme outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and all other 

harm. 

 

 
 
163 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 50, Paragraph 6.43 
164 ibid., Paragraph 6.44 
165 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 43 to 50, Paragraphs 6.34 to 6.44 
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12 THIRD PARTY COMMENTS 

12.1 In this chapter, I assess the comments made by third party representations submitted 

during the determination of the Planning Application and to this Appeal. 

12.2 This assessment is provided at Appendix 9 of my Evidence. As part of my assessment, I 

have considered all of the third party comments and have concluded that there is no 

technical reason to prevent the proposed Development from being delivered and that the 

proposed Development is acceptable in planning terms.  
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13 ES THIRD PARTY COMMENTS 

13.1 In this chapter, I assess the comments made by third party representations submitted 

during the determination of the ES. The consultation on the ES ended on 30th April 2026. 

Third party comments were issued to the Appellant by PINS on 1st May 2026. 

13.2 No objections were received from statutory consultees to the ES and no further 

information has been requested by PINS. The statutory consultees who responded to the 

ES are as follows: 

1. The Coal Authority – The Coal Authority confirmed that it had reviewed the ES and 

had no comments to make on it. 

2. United Utilities – United Utilities confirms that it is satisfied with the drainage strategy 

in principle and requests that a drainage condition is attached to any subsequent 

decision notice. 

3. Active Travel England – Active Travel England recommends approval of the Planning 

Application, subject to the agreement and implementation of planning conditions 

and/or obligations as set out in their response. As described in Chapter 4 of my 

Evidence, a further Revised Movement and Access Plan has been agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council in the ASoCG 166 to show the two indicative pedestrian 

access points and the internal indicative pedestrian / cycle routes to address a 

comment by ATE despite its no objection.  

4. Environment Agency – The Environment Agency confirmed that it had reviewed the 

ES and associated information and, in so far as it relates to its remit, have no objection 

to the proposed Development. 

5. LLFA – The LLFA confirmed that it maintained its no objection response to the 

Planning Application and recommends the inclusion of certain conditions. 

6. LCC School Planning Team – The School Planning Team has taken into account all 

approved applications, latest projections for the local primary schools within a 2 mile 

radius and local secondary schools within a 3 mile radius and has confirmed there to 

be sufficient school places in 5 years’ time. Therefore, the School Planning Team has 

confirmed that it will not be seeking a contribution for primary or secondary school 

places. 

 
 
166 Addendum Statement of Common Ground, May 2026, Pages 8 to 9, Paragraphs 4.1-4.7 



123 
 

13.3 In addition to the statutory consultee responses listed above, third party comments were 

received as part of the ES consultation. An assessment of the third party comments to 

the ES is provided at Appendix 10 of my Evidence. As part of my assessment, I have 

considered all of the third party comments and have concluded that there is no technical 

reason to prevent the proposed Development from being delivered and that the proposed 

Development is acceptable in planning terms.  
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14 COMPLIANCE WITH THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

14.1 In accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2024, this 

chapter assesses the proposed Development’s compliance with Chorley’s Development 

Plan as a whole. 

Development Plan Assessment 

14.2 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that decisions 

should be made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise.  

14.3 I have undertaken a full assessment of the proposed Development against the relevant 

Development Plan policies which is provided at Appendix 11 of my Evidence. I conclude 

that the proposed Development accords with the following policies as agreed between 

the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG: 

1. Core Strategy Policies: MP, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 

27, 29 and 30167.  

2. Chorley Local Plan Policies: V1, BNE5, ST1, ST2, ST3, ST4, HS4A, HS4B, BNE1, BNE6, 

BNE8, BNE9, BNE10 and BNE11168.  

3. Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policies: CS1169. 

4. Joint Minerals and Waste Local Plan Site Allocation and Development Management 

Policies: M2170. 

14.4 As detailed in the SoCG, the Appellant and the Council agree that the proposed 

Development accords with the Council’s adopted Development Plan when read as a 

whole171.  

 

 
 
167 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 29 to 30 Paragraph 5.5 
168 ibid., Pages 30 to 31 Paragraph 5.6 
169 ibid., Page 31, Paragraph 5.7 
170 ibid., Page 31, Paragraph 5.8 
171 ibid., Page 51, Paragraph 6.47 
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15 PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

15.1 The Council cannot currently demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land. 

Therefore, the presumption in favour of sustainable development is engaged which is 

agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG172. The policy consequences 

of the presumption in favour of sustainable development being engaged is that the 

policies which are the most important for determining the Appeal are deemed to be out 

of date. 

Paragraph 11d)  

Paragraph 11d)i) 

15.2 Although the Appeal Site is designated as Green Belt, which is a designation listed at 

Footnote 7 of the NPPF, this does not provide a strong reason for refusing the 

development proposed as the proposed Development is not inappropriate in the Green 

Belt, as I conclude at Chapter 9 of my Evidence. 

Paragraph 11d)ii) 

15.3 Paragraph 11(d)(ii) continues to direct the decision-maker to approve applications 

involving the provision of housing where the Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate 

a 5-year supply of deliverable housing land or where the Housing Delivery Test indicates 

that the delivery of housing was less than 75% of the housing requirement over the 

previous three years (which applies in the case of this Appeal) unless "any adverse impacts 

of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 

against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole, having particular regard to key 

policies for directing development to sustainable locations, making effective use of land, 

securing well-designed places and providing affordable homes, individually or in 

combination9." 

15.4 Footnote 9 states that, “The policies referred to are those in paragraphs 66 and 84 of chapter 

5; 91 of chapter 7; 110 and 115 of chapter 9; 129 of chapter 11; and 135 and 139 of chapter 

12.”  I have provided an assessment of the proposed Development against each of the 

policies at Footnote 9 of the NPPF in Table 5 below. 

 
 
172 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Pages 51 to 52, Paragraph 6.48 
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 Table 5: Assessment of the proposed Development against each of the policies at 
Footnote 9 

 Paragraph  Policy  Compliance of Proposed 
Development 

 66  States that “Where major development 
involving the provision of housing is 
proposed, planning decisions should 
expect that the mix of affordable housing 
required meets identified local needs, 
across Social Rent, other affordable 
housing for rent and affordable home 
ownership tenures (31)”. 

  

 Footnote 31 states that, “The 
requirement to deliver a minimum of 25% 
of affordable housing as First Homes, as 
set out in 'Affordable Homes Update' 
Written Ministerial Statement dated 24 
May 2021, no longer applies. Delivery of 
First Homes can, however, continue 
where local planning authorities judge 
that they meet local need.” 

The proposed Development will 
deliver 50% affordable housing. 

As detailed in the Affordable Housing 
Written Statement, and agreed 
between the Appellant and the 
Council in the SoCG, there is 
incontrovertible evidence of acute 
affordable housing need in Chorley 
coupled with a reduction in the rate of 
affordable housing delivery over 
recent years and a continuing low 
level of projected future supply over 
the next five years which will not be 
sufficient to address the 
requirements identified by the 
reassessment of the HDNA (2024).  

 84  Relates to the development of isolated 
homes in the countryside. 

 Paragraph 84 would not be relevant 
to the proposed Development. 

 91  States that, “Local planning authorities 
should apply a sequential test to planning 
applications for main town centre uses 
which are neither in an existing centre nor 
in accordance with an up-to-date plan. 
Main town centre uses should be located 
in town centres, then in edge of centre 
locations; and only if suitable sites are not 
available (or expected to become 
available within a reasonable period) 
should out of centre sites be considered.” 

 According to Annex 2 of the NPPF, 
‘main town centre uses’ are defined 
as, “Retail development (including 
warehouse clubs and factory outlet 
centres); leisure, entertainment and 
more intensive sport and recreation 
uses (including cinemas, restaurants, 
drive-through restaurants, bars and 
pubs, nightclubs, casinos, health and 
fitness centres, indoor bowling centres 
and bingo halls); offices; and arts, 
culture and tourism development 
(including theatres, museums, 
galleries and concert halls, hotels and 
conference facilities).” 

 The proposed Development will 
include a Community Hub. The 
ground floor of the Community Hub 
will host uses falling within Class E 
and Class F of the Use Classes Order. 
The uses falling within Use Class E 
will be ancillary and there is a location 
specific need for this floorspace, 
given that the population in the 
housing development would largely 
cover the turnover of this floorspace 
and it will be commensurate with 
serving small scale day-to-day 
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 Table 5: Assessment of the proposed Development against each of the policies at 
Footnote 9 

 Paragraph  Policy  Compliance of Proposed 
Development 

shopping needs for the 
development.  Therefore, a 
sequential test does not need to be 
undertaken. It also falls below the 
2,500sqm gross floorspace limit for 
impact. 

 110  States that, “The planning system should 
actively manage patterns of growth in 
support of these objectives. Significant 
development should be focused on 
locations which are or can be made 
sustainable, through limiting the need to 
travel and offering a genuine choice of 
transport modes. This can help to reduce 
congestion and emissions, and improve 
air quality and public health. However, 
opportunities to maximise sustainable 
transport solutions will vary between 
urban and rural areas, and this should be 
taken into account in both plan-making 
and decision-making.” 

As detailed in the Transport and 
Highways Proof of Evidence and 
summarised in Chapter 10 of my 
Evidence, the Appeal Site is 
accessible by multiple modes of 
sustainable transport, such as 
walking, cycling and public transport, 
and through multi-modal trips, in 
accordance with Paragraph 110 of 
the NPPF. 

 115  States that, “In assessing applications for 
development, it should be ensured that:  

a) sustainable transport modes are 
prioritised taking account of the 
vision for the site, the type of 
development and its location;  

b) safe and suitable access to the site 
can be achieved for all users; 

c) the design of streets, parking areas, 
other transport elements and the 
content of associated standards 
reflects current national guidance, 
including the National Design Guide 
and the National Model Design Code; 
and  

d) any significant impacts from the 
development on the transport 
network (in terms of capacity and 
congestion), or on highway safety, 
can be cost effectively mitigated to 
an acceptable degree through a 
vision-led approach.” 

As detailed in the Transport and 
Highways Proof of Evidence and 
summarised in Chapter 10 of my 
Evidence, the proposed Development 
accords with Paragraph 115 of the 
NPPF. 
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 Table 5: Assessment of the proposed Development against each of the policies at 
Footnote 9 

 Paragraph  Policy  Compliance of Proposed 
Development 

 129  States that, “Planning policies and 
decisions should support development 
that makes efficient use of land, taking 
into account:  

a) the identified need for different types 
of housing and other forms of 
development, and the availability of 
land suitable for accommodating it;  

b) local market conditions and viability;  

c) the availability and capacity of 
infrastructure and services – both 
existing and proposed – as well as 
their potential for further 
improvement and the scope to 
promote sustainable travel modes 
that limit future car use;  

d) the desirability of maintaining an 
area’s prevailing character and 
setting (including residential 
gardens), or of promoting 
regeneration and change; and  

e) the importance of securing well-
designed, attractive and healthy 
places.” 

As agreed between the Appellant 
and the Council in the SoCG173, the 
proposed Development is well 
positioned to contribute positively to 
the Borough’s growth ambitions, 
whilst also making effective and 
efficient use of PDL within an 
accessible and sustainable location. 
 
I consider each of the criteria of 
paragraph 129 in turn below: 
 

a) As agreed between the Appellant 
and the Council in the SoCG174, the 
Council does not have a five year 
housing land supply. It is further 
agreed between the Appellant and 
the Council in the SoCG175 that there 
is currently an acute and serious level 
of housing need in Chorley which the 
proposed Development could make a 
significant positive contribution 
towards. 

b) Story Homes has over 35 years’ 
experience in developing and building 
high quality homes across England 
and Scotland, with a notable 
presence in the North West of 
England, particularly in Lancashire. 
Story Homes is, therefore, acutely 
aware of local market conditions and 
can confirm that the delivery of a 
residential development of circa. 350 
homes on the site would be viable. 

c) The Appeal Site previously 
operated as a theme park and is 
adjacent to a functioning hotel 
business. Therefore, the Appeal Site 
is serviced by the relevant utilities 
infrastructure. A Sustainable 
Transport Strategy was prepared as 
part of the Transport Assessment 
submitted alongside the Planning 
Application (CD1.37). Further 

 
 
173 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 36, Paragraph 6.2 
174 ibid., Paragraph 6.3 
175 ibid., Paragraph 6.4 
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 Table 5: Assessment of the proposed Development against each of the policies at 
Footnote 9 

 Paragraph  Policy  Compliance of Proposed 
Development 

evidence pertaining to the scope to 
promote sustainable travel modes 
that limit future car use as part of the 
proposed Development is provided in 
Mr Peers’ Transport and Highways 
Proof of Evidence (CD10.4). 
 
d) The Appeal Site comprises PDL in 
the Green Belt 176 , which has now 
been vacant for over 12 years and is 
in a very poor state of repair177. It is 
agreed between the Appellant and 
the Council in the SoCG, that anti-
social behaviour at the Appeal Site is 
likely to continue unless the Appeal 
Site is repurposed for a secure, long 
term and active use178. The proposed 
Development will, thus, promote 
regeneration and change by bringing 
a vacant, previously developed site in 
the Green Belt back into active use. 
The Site Wide Illustrative Masterplan 
(CD2.50) and Illustrative Landscape 
Strategy (CD2.45) show how the 
Appeal Site could be developed, 
demonstrating that existing 
structures would be replaced by a 
high-quality residential-led 
development, which would enhance 
the appearance of the Appeal Site. 
Furthermore, the Parameters Plans 
(for approval) allow for a significant 
proportion of green infrastructure 
within the site (extending to circa 
14.13ha and covering over 55% of the 
entire Appeal Site area), primarily 
focusing on the retention of existing 
vegetation and the provision of green 
space and connectivity to the 
surrounding PRoW network. 

e) Mr Lomas’ Urban Design and 
Masterplanning Written Statement 
explains how the proposed 
Development satisfies the 
requirements of the national and 

 
 
176 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 12, Paragraph 2.26 and Addendum Statement of 
Common Ground, May 2026, Page 5, Paragraph 2.16 
177 ibid., Page 17, Paragraph 2.34 
178 ibid., Page 17, Paragraph 2.36 
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 Table 5: Assessment of the proposed Development against each of the policies at 
Footnote 9 

 Paragraph  Policy  Compliance of Proposed 
Development 

local policies and guidance in relation 
to design. Mr Lomas uses the Design 
and Access Statement and drawings 
relating to the proposed 
Development to assess how the 
proposed Development would sit in 
the context of the location to create a 
development that integrates into the 
Appeal Site and creates a high-quality 
development. 

 135  States that, “Planning policies and 
decisions should ensure that 
developments:  

a) will function well and add to the 
overall quality of the area, not just for 
the short term but over the lifetime of 
the development;  

b) are visually attractive as a result of 
good architecture, layout and 
appropriate and effective 
landscaping;  

c) are sympathetic to local character 
and history, including the 
surrounding built environment and 
landscape setting, while not 
preventing or discouraging 
appropriate innovation or change 
(such as increased densities);  

d) establish or maintain a strong sense 
of place, using the arrangement of 
streets, spaces, building types and 
materials to create attractive, 
welcoming and distinctive places to 
live, work and visit;  

e) optimise the potential of the site to 
accommodate and sustain an 
appropriate amount and mix of 
development (including green and 
other public space) and support local 
facilities and transport networks; and  

f) create places that are safe, inclusive 
and accessible and which promote 
health and well-being, with a high 
standard of amenity for existing and 
future users; and where crime and 
disorder, and the fear of crime, do 

The Planning Application was 
accompanied by a Design and 
Access Statement (CD1.32), which 
sets out the key design principles to 
deliver a high-quality residential-led 
development on the site that future 
reserved matters applications at the 
Appeal Site will follow. Additionally, 
the submitted Parameter Plans detail 
the proposed land uses, scale of 
development, green and blue 
infrastructure, and movement 
network to which future reserved 
matters applications will accord with. 

Mr Lomas’ Urban Design and 
Masterplanning Written Statement 
assesses the proposed Development 
against paragraph 135 of the NPPF.  
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 Table 5: Assessment of the proposed Development against each of the policies at 
Footnote 9 

 Paragraph  Policy  Compliance of Proposed 
Development 

not undermine the quality of life or 
community cohesion and resilience.” 

 139  States that, “Development that is not well 
designed should be refused, especially 
where it fails to reflect local design 
policies and government guidance on 
design, taking into account any local 
design guidance and supplementary 
planning documents such as design 
guides and codes. Conversely, significant 
weight should be given to:  

a) development which reflects local 
design policies and government 
guidance on design, taking into 
account any local design guidance 
and supplementary planning 
documents such as design guides 
and codes; and/or  

b) outstanding or innovative designs 
which promote high levels of 
sustainability, or help raise the 
standard of design more generally in 
an area, so long as they fit in with the 
overall form and layout of their 
surroundings.” 

The Planning Application was 
accompanied by a Design and 
Access Statement (CD1.32), which 
sets out the key design principles to 
deliver a high-quality residential-led 
development on the site that future 
reserved matters applications at the 
Appeal Site will follow. Additionally, 
the submitted Parameter Plans detail 
the proposed land uses, scale of 
development, green and blue 
infrastructure, and movement 
network to which future reserved 
matters applications will accord with.  

Mr Lomas’ Urban Design and 
Masterplanning Written Statement 
assesses the proposed Development 
against paragraph 139 of the NPPF.  

 

 

15.5 I have concluded that the proposed Development accords with each of the policies cited 

at Footnote 9 of the NPPF which is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the 

SoCG179.  

15.6 As I have set out above, the tilted balance is engaged in accordance with Paragraph 11d) 

of the NPPF. This states that planning permission should be granted unless 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, having particular regard to 

key policies for directing development to sustainable locations, making effective use of 

land, securing well-designed places and providing affordable homes, individually or in 

 
 
179 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 51, Paragraph 6.48.3 
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combination. Given that the proposed Development accords with Green Belt policy (see 

above), footnote 7 would not disengage the presumption. 

Adverse Impacts 

15.7 Throughout this evidence, I have undertaken an assessment of the proposed 

Developments impacts including: 

1. In Chapter 9, I concluded that the proposed Development would not be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt and that it accords with NPPF paragraphs 155 (the 

Appellant’s primary case) and 154(g) (the Appellant’s secondary case). As part of this 

exercise, I undertook an assessment of the proposed Development’s impact upon the 

openness of the wider Green Belt and I concluded that this impact would be less than 

substantial. I also assessed the Appeal Site against the five purposes of the Green 

Belt and concluded that the Appeal Site makes a limited contribution to these 

purposes.  

2. In Chapter 11, I also concluded that, if the Inspector considers the proposed 

Development to be “inappropriate”, whilst I consider that the impact upon the 

openness of the wider Green Belt would be limited, it is acknowledged that 

substantial weight should be afforded in the decision-making process to the harm by 

reason of inappropriateness180. 

3. In Chapter 11, I also assessed the impact of the proposed Development on ‘other 

harm’ which is presented in Table 4. Overall, I consider that no adverse impacts 

beyond definitional harm and some harm to the openness of Green Belt have been 

identified and, thus, the weight attributed to the ‘other harm’ is limited which is agreed 

between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG181. 

Benefits 

15.8 As I have concluded in Chapter 11 of my evidence, the proposed Development will deliver 

a compelling range of benefits,  including: social benefits, which I have afforded 

substantial weight; environmental benefits, which I have afforded significant weight; and, 

economic benefits, which I have afforded significant weight which has been agreed 

between the parties in the SoCG182. 

 
 
180 If the Inspector agrees that VSCs have been demonstrated and that the proposed Development accords 
with Paragraph 153 of the NPPF, then the presumption does not need to be applied. 
181 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 46, Paragraph 6.37 
182 Statement of Common Ground, April 2026, Page 51, Paragraph 6.48.5 
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Summary 

15.9 Overall, in accordance with Paragraph 11(d)(ii) the adverse impacts do not significantly 

and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposed Development when assessed 

against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole which is agreed between the Appellant 

and the Council in the SoCG183. 

 
 
183 ibid., Paragraph 6.48.6 
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16 PLANNING CONDITIONS AND S106 AGREEMENT 

Planning Conditions 

16.1 The Appellant and the Council are working together to prepare an agreed list of suggested 

planning conditions (including a Phasing Plan condition) to be submitted to the Inspector 

in line with the Appeal timetable presented in the Inquiry Case Management Summary 

Note. 

Section 106 Agreement 

16.2 A draft Section 106 Agreement has been circulated to the Council and, in addition to 

affordable housing, covers financial contributions towards: 

1. Playing pitches; 

2. BNG monitoring; 

3. Traffic monitoring; 

4. Public transport; 

5. Cycle parking; 

6. PRoW; 

7. Community transport; and, 

8. Travel Plan monitoring. 

16.3 To avoid repetition, I do not provide the sums of the above contributions here as they are 

set out in Chapter 11 of the SoCG agreed between the Appellant and the Council. The draft 

Section 106 Agreement will be circulated to the Inspector in line with the Appeal timetable 

presented in the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note. 

16.4 In the County Council’s School Planning Team’s response (CD13.24) to the Planning 

Application (and in its response to the ES (CD4.11)), it was confirmed that an education 

contribution was not required for the proposed Development. Therefore, no provision has 

been made for an education contribution within the draft Section 106 Agreement. 
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17 CONCLUSION 

17.1 This Proof of Evidence has been prepared by Jon Suckley MTCP FRTPI of Asteer Planning 

LLP (“Asteer Planning”) on behalf of the Appellant in respect of an appeal against the 

Council’s failure to determine the Planning Application within the requisite time limits. 

17.2 The Proof of Evidence should be read in conjunction with the SoCG (April 2026) and 

Addendum Statement of Common Ground (“ASoCG”) (May 2026) agreed between the 

Appellant and the Council. It is agreed in the SoCG that the Council does not oppose the 

Development, will not be submitting any transport or other evidence, and will not be 

defending the Appeal. The Appellant and the Council agree that there are now no matters 

of disagreement and that outline planning permission for the Development should be 

granted subject to conditions and a s106 Agreement. 

17.3 The Appeal Site has been vacant and unused for over 12 years and is in a very poor state 

of repair, having been the subject of considerable anti-social behaviour and vandalism 

since its closure, despite the presence of 24-hour security and the installation of security 

fencing and CCTV around the Appeal Site’s perimeter. Temporary uses have occurred 

from time to time in order to fund ongoing security. 

17.4 The redevelopment of the Appeal Site provides a transformational opportunity to 

redevelop an accessible previously developed site in the Green Belt for a beneficial, 

sustainable use. It represents a positive use of PDL to meet local housing needs. Thereby, 

responding to the acute housing and affordability crisis in the Borough by delivering the 

type, tenure and quality of market and affordable housing, alongside community 

infrastructure, that will create and support a new community.  

Background to the Appellant 

17.5 In Chapter 2 of my Evidence, I provide the background to the Appellant, Story Homes. 

17.6 Story Homes is a well-respected housing developer with schemes in Cumbria, the North 

West and North East of England, and southern Scotland. It has an enviable track record 

for delivery of high quality homes. Story Homes’ commitment to building high quality 

homes in the North of England has been demonstrated by its developments in the region, 

including D’Urton Manor, The Sycamores, Heaton Green, Tithe Gardens and Fulshaw 

Manor. Story Homes is committed to delivering another high quality, sensitively designed 

residential-led development at the Appeal Site, which will contribute positively towards 

the acute open market and affordable housing needs of Chorley. 

17.7 Should permission be granted then Story would intend to develop the Appeal Site, with 

work expected to commence in September 2027. 
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Background to the Former Camelot Theme Park 

17.8 In Chapter 3 of my Evidence, I describe the history to the Appeal Site and the former 

Camelot Theme Park, Unfortunately, since the closure of the Theme Park, the Appeal Site 

has been, and continues to be, the subject of anti-social behaviour.  

The Appeal Site 

17.9 In Chapter 4 of my Evidence, I describe the Appeal Site, the environmental considerations, 

the surrounding area and the relevant planning history. I also assess the extent of PDL at 

the Appeal Site and concludes that it is PDL in its entirety. 

17.10 As agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG  and the ASoCG, the majority 

of the Appeal Site (including the Housing Area and Community Hub) is within the BNE5 

(Previously Developed Sites in the Green Belt) allocation boundary, as identified on the 

adopted Policies Map and referred to as ‘Park Hall/Camelot Leisure Complex’. There are 

three areas (Areas 1, 2 and 3) within the Appeal Site that fall outside of the BNE5 

allocation. However, as I have explained in my Evidence, it is agreed that Areas 1, 2 and 3 

are within the curtilage of the developed land and, thus, that the Appeal Site in its entirety 

comprises PDL, as defined by the NPPF. Furthermore, Areas 1 and 3 are identified as 

green and blue infrastructure, as defined within the SoCG and shown on the parameters 

plans (for approval) and, therefore, the “whole of the curtilage” would not be developed as 

a result of the Planning Application. There are large parts of Area 1 proposed for 

landscaping and amenity play areas and Area 3 is proposed for incidental landscaping all 

of which does not constitute development in accordance with Paragraph 55(1) of the Act.  

17.11 Further to the above, I consider that the extent of PDL does not culminate at the Appeal 

Site boundary, but instead extends further to the north of Area 2. Therefore, not only would 

the proposed Development not result in the “whole of the curtilage” of the developed land 

within the Appeal Site being developed, but when considering the actual extent of PDL 

surrounding the Appeal Site, the proposed Development would result in development on 

an even smaller proportion of the curtilage of the developed land. 

The Proposed Development 

17.12 In Chapter 5 of my Evidence, I describe the proposed development. In summary, a high 

quality development would be secured through the submitted Parameters Plans. This is 

not contested by the Council. Planning conditions would be imposed on the prospective 

planning permission which would require future reserved matters applications to be in 

accordance with the Parameters Plans. The Appellant and the Council are working 

together to agree a list of draft conditions to share with the Inspector in line with the 

Appeal timetable. 
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17.13 If the Appeal is allowed and planning permission granted, the Development would deliver 

up to 350 dwellings of which 50% would be affordable, in addition to a Community Hub, 

and green and blue infrastructure including habitat creation, landscaping, open space, 

parking, footpaths/cycleways, drainage, bus interchange and other infrastructure. 

The Planning Application 

17.14 In Chapter 6 of my Evidence, I describe the Planning Application. It has been agreed 

between the Council and the Appellant that the Appellant carried out an appropriate 

programme of consultation with the Council, the local community and key stakeholders 

prior to the submission of the Planning Application. 

17.15 Extensive dialogue also took place between the Council and the Appellant during the 

determination of the Planning Application and it is agreed that there are no objections to 

the proposed Development by any technical consultee. 

Planning Policy Context 

17.16 In Chapter 7 of my Evidence, I set out the Development Plan and other material 

considerations of relevance to this Appeal, and I apply the conclusions of the Basingstoke 

& Deane BC v Secretary of State for Levelling up, Housing and Communities and Bewley 

Homes plc judgement to consider the spatial strategy for the Development Plan as well 

as the relevant Development Plan policies. 

17.17 In summary, I conclude that: 

1. The majority of the Appeal Site is allocated as a Previously Developed Site in the Green 

Belt (Policy BNE5). The parts of the Appeal Site that fall outside of the Policy BNE5 

allocation (Areas 1, 2 and 3) are also within the Green Belt. The adopted Policies Map 

also identifies the Appeal Site as being within a Mineral Safeguarding Area.  

2. The Core Strategy sets out the vision, objectives and spatial strategy for Central 

Lancashire to 2026. The Chorley Local Plan is a ‘part 2’ plan that sits under the Core 

Strategy and did not seek to re-establish development requirements.  

3. The effect of the spatial strategy detailed in the Core Strategy is to constrain housing 

to an area which was only intended to meet a highly constrained need based on the 

now long defunct RSS housing requirements, which were in turn informed by evidence 

from 2003 and 2005, and so significantly constrains market and affordable housing 

delivery. Consequently, there is a need to revisit the balance between the need for 

housing and the need for areas of policy restraint. 
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4. Overall, the spatial strategy established in Core Strategy is out of date, and as such 

the Chorley Local Plan is now considered to be out-of-date in the same way, regardless 

of whether there is a five-year housing land supply and, in this instance, the Council 

can also not demonstrate a five year housing land supply. 

5. I attribute limited weight to the emerging CLLP, as agreed between the Appellant and 

the Council in the SoCG .  

6. The latest Development Scheme for the review of the Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies Local Plan and Core Strategy was amended in 

August 2018 and set out that the plan would be submitted to the Secretary of State in 

Summer 2019 and adopted in Spring 2020. However, this has not happened. 

Therefore, I attach no weight to the draft revised Local Plan and this position has been 

agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG . 

7. The consultation on the revised NPPF ended on 10th March 2026. Overall, even if the 

draft NPPF were to be published (as currently drafted) during the determination of this 

Appeal, I consider that the proposed Development would accord with the draft policies 

of most relevance to this Appeal and, thus, my conclusions regarding this Appeal, 

which I present in Chapters 8 to 15 of my Evidence, would still stand. Nevertheless, 

should the revised NPPF be published during the determination of this Appeal, I 

reserve the right to provide further evidence to this Appeal, should it be required by the 

Inspector. 

The Statutory Test and the Appeal Main Issues 

17.18 In Chapter 8 of my Evidence, I consider the statutory test, before setting out the Appeal 

main issues and my approach to addressing the main issues in my Evidence. 

17.19 I explain that, although the proposed Development is not inappropriate in the Green Belt 

(as detailed in Chapter 9 of my Evidence), I assess the proposed Development’s 

compliance with Chorley’s Development Plan as a whole. In doing so, as detailed at 

Chapter 7, I apply the conclusions of the Basingstoke & Deane BC v Secretary of State for 

Levelling up, Housing and Communities and Bewley Homes plc judgement, as the spatial 

strategy for the Development Plan is out of date. 

17.20 Following the CMC and the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note, the main issues for 

the Appeal relate to: 

1. Whether the proposed development would be inappropriate development in the Green 

Belt having regard to the development plan and the NPPF; 
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2. Whether the proposal would provide safe and suitable access for all users; 

3. Whether future occupiers and users of the proposed development would have 

reasonable access to facilities and services, including bus provision;  

4. Whether the proposal would make adequate provision for affordable housing, playing 

pitches, off-site highway and public right of way works, public and community 

transport, cycle parking, off-site traffic monitoring, travel vouchers, travel plan and a 

BNG Monitoring fee; and, 

5. If the proposal is inappropriate development, whether the harm by reason of 

inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations 

so as to amount to the very special circumstances (“VSCs”) necessary to justify the 

development. 

Appropriate Development in the Green Belt 

17.21 In Chapter 9 of my Evidence, I conclude that: 

1. Exceptional reasons exist for the proposed Development, and, therefore, I consider 

that the proposed Development accords with Core Strategy Policy 1. This is also 

agreed in the SoCG between the Appellant and the Council; 

2. It is the Appellant’s primary case that the proposed Development would not be 

inappropriate development in the Green Belt in accordance with paragraph 155 of the 

NPPF. Furthermore, in complying with the Golden Rules, and having regard to 

paragraph 158 of the NPPF, I give “significant weight” to the proposed Development 

in favour of the grant of planning permission. This is also agreed in the SoCG between 

the Applicant and the Council; 

3. The proposed Development will enhance the appearance of this vacant, derelict, 

previously developed site by delivering substantial improvements to the quality of the 

Appeal Site through its redevelopment for a high-quality residential-led development. 

Furthermore, a comprehensive plan for Appeal Site has been prepared, as shown on 

the submitted ‘Comprehensive Policy BNE5 Masterplan’ (not for approval) (CD2.51). 

As such, the proposed development accords with Policy BNE5 of the Chorley Local 

Plan.  

4. Whilst I have assessed that the proposed Development accords with Paragraph 155 

of the NPPF, it is the Appellant’s secondary case that the proposed Development 

accords with Paragraph 154(g) of the NPPF. This is also agreed between the Appellant 

and the Council in the SoCG. 
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17.22 Overall I conclude that the proposed development would not be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt having regard to the Development Plan and NPPF (Main 

Issue 1) and that the proposed Development would make adequate provision for 

affordable housing (for which there is a substantial and acute need), playing pitches, off 

site highway and public right of way works, public and community transport, cycle parking, 

off-site traffic monitoring, travel vouchers, travel plan and BNG monitoring fee (Main Issue 

4). 

Highways and Access 

17.23 Mr Peers’ Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence demonstrates the acceptability of 

the proposed Development in terms of: the Sustainable Transport Strategy proposed; the 

accessibility to key facilities and services; the internal layout of the proposed 

Development; and, highway impact. Within his Transport and Highways Proof of Evidence, 

Mr Peers’ also provides a response to the third-party comments of relevance to his 

Evidence and demonstrates the proposed Development’s compliance with the relevant 

national and local policy.  

17.24 It is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG that: 

1. The proposed Development is appropriate from a transport and highways perspective 

subject to the delivery off the agreed mitigation. 

2. The County Council has no objections to the proposed Development, subject to 

appropriate conditions and obligations being secured. 

3. The proposed Development would provide safe and suitable access for all users in 

relation to the principal means of access. Future occupiers of the Appeal Site would 

have reasonable access to facilities and services, including bus provision. 

Very Special Circumstances 

17.25 At Chapter 11 of my Evidence, I conclude that the proposed Development accords with 

paragraph 153 of the NPPF.  

17.26 Whilst I consider that the impact upon the openness of the wider Green Belt would be 

limited, it is acknowledged substantial weight should be afforded in the decision-making 

process to the harm by reason of inappropriateness, impact on openness and the five 

purposes of the Green Belt. I have identified no adverse impacts and, thus, the weight that 

I attribute to the ‘other harm’ is limited.  

17.27 Conversely, there are a range of social, environmental and economic benefits that will be 

generated by the proposed Development. I consider that the proposed Development will 
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result in substantial social benefits, significant economic benefits and significant 

environmental benefits which is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the 

SoCG. 

17.28 It is also an agreed between the Parties in the SoCG that the proposed Development 

accords with paragraph 153 of the NPPF because it has been demonstrated that VSC’s 

exist as the benefits of the scheme outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and all other 

harm. 

Third Party Comments 

17.29 At Chapter 12 of my Evidence, I refer to third party comments. At Appendix 9 of my 

Evidence, I consider all of the third party comments and have concluded that there is no 

technical reason to prevent the proposed Development from being delivered and that the 

proposed Development is acceptable in planning terms.  

ES Third Party Comments 

17.30 At Chapter 13 of my Evidence, I assess the comments made by third party representations 

submitted during the determination of the ES. The consultation on the ES ended on 30th 

April 2026. Third party comments were issued to the Appellant by PINS on 1st May 2026. 

17.31 No objections were received from statutory consultees to the ES and no further 

information has been requested by PINS. 

17.32 An assessment of the third party comments to the ES is provided at Appendix 10 of my 

Evidence. As part of my assessment, I have considered all of the third party comments 

and have concluded that there is no technical reason to prevent the proposed 

Development from being delivered and that the proposed Development is acceptable in 

planning terms.  

  



142 
 

Compliance with the Development Plan 

17.33 In accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2024, in 

Chapter 14, I assess the proposed Development’s compliance with Chorley’s 

Development Plan as a whole. 

17.34 I conclude that the proposed Development accords with the following policies: 

1. Core Strategy Policies: MP, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 

27, 29 and 30.  

2. Chorley Local Plan Policies: V1, BNE5, ST1, ST2, ST3, ST4, HS4A, HS4B, BNE1, BNE6, 

BNE8, BNE9, BNE10 and BNE11.  

3. Joint Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policies: CS1. 

4. Joint Minerals and Waste Local Plan Site Allocation and Development Management 

Policies: M2. 

17.35 As detailed in the SoCG, the Appellant and the Council agree that the proposed 

Development accords with the Council’s adopted Development Plan when read as a 

whole. 

Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

17.36 In Chapter 15 of my Evidence, I conclude that, in accordance with Paragraph 11(d)(ii) the 

adverse impacts do not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the 

proposed Development when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole 

which is agreed between the Appellant and the Council in the SoCG. 

Planning Conditions and S106 Agreement 

17.37 In Chapter 16 of my Evidence, I explain that the Appellant and the Council are working 

together to prepare an agreed list of suggested planning conditions (including a Phasing 

Plan condition) to be submitted to the Inspector in line with the Appeal timetable 

presented in the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note. 

17.38 A draft Section 106 Agreement has been circulated to the Council and, in addition to 

affordable housing, covers financial contributions towards: 

1. Playing pitches; 

2. BNG monitoring; 

3. Traffic monitoring; 
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4. Public transport; 

5. Cycle parking; 

6. PRoW; 

7. Community transport; and, 

8. Travel Plan monitoring. 

17.39 The draft Section 106 Agreement will be circulated to the Inspector in line with the Appeal 

timetable presented in the Inquiry Case Management Summary Note. 

Summary 

17.40 In summary, I conclude that the proposed Development is entirely acceptable in planning 

terms and respectfully request that the Appeal is allowed and outline planning permission 

is granted. 

  




