
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Summary Planning Proof of Evidence  
 
Former Camelot Theme Park, Chorley 
Appeal Reference: APP/D2320/W/25/3376957 
 
On behalf of Story Homes Limited 
May 2026 
 
  



2 
 

CONTENTS 
 
1 SUMMARY PROOF OF EVIDENCE ........................................................ 3 

 
 
Asteer Planning LLP, 3rd Floor, Calico, 53-55 Mosley Street, Manchester, M2 3HQ 
 
  



3 
 

1 SUMMARY PROOF OF EVIDENCE 

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 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. 

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 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 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 

1.5 In Chapter 2 of my Evidence, I provide the background to the Appellant, Story Homes. 

1.6 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. 

1.7 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 

1.8 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 

1.9 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. 

1.10 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.  

1.11 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 

1.12 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. 



5 
 

1.13 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 

1.14 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. 

1.15 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 

1.16 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. 

1.17 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 

1.18 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. 

1.19 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. 

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

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

reasonable access to facilities and services, including bus provision;  

3. 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, 

4. 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 

1.21 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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1.22 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 

1.23 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.  

1.24 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 

1.25 At Chapter 11 of my Evidence, I conclude that the proposed Development accords with 

paragraph 153 of the NPPF.  

1.26 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.  

1.27 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. 

1.28 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 

1.29 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 

1.30 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. 

1.31 No objections were received from statutory consultees to the ES and no further 

information has been requested by PINS. 

1.32 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.  
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Compliance with the Development Plan 

1.33 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. 

1.34 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. 

1.35 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 

1.36 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 

1.37 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. 

1.38 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. 

1.39 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 

1.40 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. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


