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 Introduction 

 Context 

1.1.1 This Transport & Highways Proof of Evidence (‘PoE’) (CD10.4) has been prepared by Carl Peers at 

Curtins, who is acting on behalf of Story Homes Ltd. (‘the Appellant’), as Highways Expert Witness, in 

respect of an appeal made against Chorley Borough Council’s (‘CBC’) non-determination of a planning 

application for Camelot, Chorley (‘the Appeal Site’). This PoE provides transport and highways evidence 

to support the granting of planning consent for the outline planning application reference 

25/00577/OUTMAJ (‘the Application’). 

1.1.2 Lancashire County Council (‘LCC’) is the Local Highway Authority (‘LHA’). 

1.1.3 From the earliest stages of the Application, Curtins and the Appellant engaged with the LHA (and other 

consultees) proactively and extensively. A collaborative approach was taken pre- and post-application, 

which enabled LCC to guide the assessment methodology and the mitigation measures to support the 

Appeal Site. 

1.1.4 As the overall project lead for Curtins, I sought to reach agreement on all transport and highways matters 

prior to determination of the Application. Despite these intentions, the LHA’s final post-application 

response, dated 26th November 2025, recommended refusal. A summary of the consultation and key 

events timeline with the LHA is provided in Appendix A. 

1.1.5 CBC initially provided their Statement of Case (‘SoC’) on 9th March 2026, which was then updated on 

10th and 11th March (CD8.2). These stated: 

“3.1 The proposal has not been considered by the Council’s Planning Committee, however, the 

Council consider that planning permission should be refused for the following reason and that 

planning conditions cannot overcome the reasons for refusal: 

The application fails to demonstrate that the proposed development can deliver safe and 

suitable access for all users. Critical elements of the access strategy remain unacceptable, and 

the proposal undermines the credibility of the vision-led approach required by national policy. 

The proposal is, therefore, contrary to paragraphs 115, 116 and 117 of the Framework and 

policies ST1 and BNE1 (d) of the Chorley Local Plan 2012 – 2026 and policies ST1 and ST2 of 

the emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan 2023-2041.” 

1.1.6 CBC’s concerns were based on two key points raised by LCC – firstly, the Development Access 

Strategy: particularly the existing and proposed internal links serving Parcel B, and secondly, public 

transport accessibility and provision: walking distances to existing public transport infrastructure (e.g. 

bus stops). 
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1.1.7 The Case Management Conference (‘CMC’) was held on 13th March 2026. As per the CMC Summary 

Note (CD12.1): 

“12. As a result of discussions at the CMC, the main issues for the appeal are: 

… 

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. 

… 

6) Given the Council’s explanation at the CMC about provisional main issue 2 as set out in my 

pre-CMC Note this is no longer a live issue for the Inquiry subject to that position being reflected 

in the Council’s evidence. 

7) The Council agreed to clarify its case in writing in respect of main issues 1, 2 and 3 in 

accordance with the timetable at the end of this note.” 

1.1.8 Following the CMC, CBC provided a Supplemental Written Statement (‘SWS’) on 19th March 2026 

(CD8.3), providing their final position on main issue 1 (related to development in the Green Belt) and 

main issues 2 and 3 (relevant to this PoE). 

1.1.9 Regarding main issue 2, the SWS states: 

“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.” 

1.1.10 Regarding main issue 3, the SWS states: 
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“2.17 As set out in paragraph 2.9 of this Statement the site is short distance away from the 

villages of Eccleston and Heskin, which comprise amenities including primary schools, public 

houses, shops and services. There is a footway along the north site of Park Hall Road alongside 

the site, whilst a bus services runs along Park Hall Road. The Appellant is committed to 

providing a bus turn within the site and would support the operation of a bus service accessing 

the site. There is also a network of public rights of way in the area that would be 5 connected 

to the site and upgraded. It is therefore considered that future occupiers would have reasonable 

access to facilities and services, including bus provision. This matter will be addressed further 

in a detailed statement of common ground.” 

1.1.11 Finally, CBC concludes in their SWS: 

“3.1 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.” 

1.1.12 As such, all transport and highways matters are now agreed with the LPA and LHA. The Appellant and 

CBC have prepared a comprehensive Statement of Common Ground (‘SoCG’) covering all matters, 

including transport and highways (CD9.1). 

1.1.13 Notwithstanding, for completeness, this PoE provides evidence on main issues 2, 3, and 4 previously 

identified by the Inspector. Main issue 3 is also relevant to main issue 1,1 which is primarily addressed 

in the Planning PoE prepared by Mr Suckley, of Asteer Planning, on behalf of the Appellant. 

1.1.14 Parts of main issue 4 (relating to affordable housing, playing pitches, and a BNG monitoring fee) do not 

relate to transport and highways and are addressed in other PoEs / Written Statements. 

1.1.1 Following submission of the Appeal, the Planning Inspectorate (‘PINS’) requested the preparation of an 

Environmental Statement (‘ES’), which should cover any transport-related effects arising from the 

Proposed Development, among other matters. An Environmental Impact Assessment (‘EIA’) Screening 

Opinion request had previously been made to CBC (Planning Ref: 25/00348/SCE), who did not consider 

an ES to be necessary (CD4.5). The ES, submitted to PINS on 31st March 2026, found that the 

transport-related effects were Not Significant (CD4.3). 

1.1.2 A position of ‘no objection’ has been achieved with the following consultees – the LHA and LPA, National 

Highways (‘NH’), Active Travel England (‘ATE’), Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council (‘WMBC’), and 

West Lancashire Borough Council (‘WLBC’) – whilst Eccleston Parish Council’s (‘EPC’) sole reason for 

 
1 The CMC Summary Note states the following at paragraph 12: “1) whether the proposed development would be inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt having regard to the development plan and the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework);” 
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objection has been fully addressed. Comments made by Heskin Parish Council (‘HPC’) are responded 

to in Section 6 of this PoE. 

 Structure of this Proof 

1.2.1 Section 2 details the Sustainable Transport Strategy and the justification for it. This primarily relates to 

main issues 3 and 4. 

1.2.2 Section 3 provides evidence to support the accessibility of the Appeal Site by sustainable modes of 

transport. This primarily relates to main issues 3 and 4. 

1.2.3 Section 4 provides evidence relating to the internal layout and access strategy. This primarily relates 

to main issue 2. 

1.2.4 Section 5 provides an overview of the impact of the Proposed Development on the surrounding highway 

network. This does not directly relate to any main issue, but has been raised by third parties (local 

residents). 

1.2.5 Section 6 addresses the comments raised by interested third parties, which include local residents, 

Eccleston and Heskin Parish Councils (EPC and HPC), West Lancashire Borough Council (WLBC), 

Wigan Metropolitan Council (WMBC), Active Travel England (ATE), and National Highways (NH). The 

comments vary and relate to main issues 2, 3, and 4, as well as other issues (primarily traffic impacts). 

1.2.6 Finally, Section 7 provides the key policy tests relevant to transport and highways and the appeal, and 

demonstrates how the Proposed Development meets them. 

 Qualifications and Experience 

 I, Carl Peers, am a Transport Planner and a Chartered Member of The Chartered Institute of Logistics 

and Transport and a Fellow of The Chartered Institution of Highways & Transportation. I have a Master 

of Science degree in Transport Planning and Practice (Distinction) and a Bachelor of Arts degree (2:1 

with Honours) in Human Geography. I am a Regional Director at Curtins – an independent engineering 

consultancy specialising in development planning – with offices across the UK and Ireland. I am 

responsible for the Transport Planning business nationally. 

 I manage a wide range of transport and development planning projects for both private and public sector 

clients and have worked in the transport planning field for over two decades. I deliver projects at all 

stages of the planning process, including outline and detailed planning applications. My areas of 

expertise include Transport Assessments, Travel Plans, and transport chapters of Environmental 

Statements, across a wide range of land uses, including residential and mixed-use sites, ranging from 

tens to thousands of new homes. 
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 Curtins was appointed by Story Homes in September 2024 to provide transport and highways advice 

for the Application. I have been involved in the Application since appointment and am familiar with the 

Appeal Site and the surrounding transport and highway networks. 

 I confirm that the views expressed in my evidence are true and reflect my professional opinions based 

on my transport planning career experience and educational background. 

 

Signed …………………………………… Carl Peers, BA (Hons) MSc CMILT FCIHT 

Dated ………………….………………… Regional Director for Curtins (on behalf of the Appellant) 

 

 Glossary of Acronyms 

ATE Active Travel England 

CBC Chorley Borough Council 

CD Core Document 

CIHT The Chartered Institution of Highways & Transportation 

CLLP Central Lancashire Local Plan 

CMC Case Management Conference 

DfT Department for Transport 

EPC Eccleston Parish Council 

EVA Emergency Vehicle Access 

FTP Framework Travel Plan 

HPC Heskin Parish Council 

LCC Lancashire County Council 

LCWIP Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan 

LHA Local Highway Authority 

LPA Local Planning Authority 

NMDC National Model Design Code 

NTS National Travel Survey 

PINS The Planning Inspectorate 

PoE Proof of Evidence 

PRoW Public Rights of Way 

NH National Highways 

S106 Section 106 

SoC Statement of Case 

SoCG Statement of Common Ground 

SRN Strategic Road Network 

11/05/2026 
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SWS Supplemental Written Statement 

TA Transport Assessment 

WLBC West Lancashire Borough Council 

WMBC Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council 
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 Sustainable Transport Strategy 

 Introduction 

2.1.1 The topics of transport and highways have been a central consideration from the earliest stages of the 

Application, taking account of existing conditions, on-site observations, previous planning applications 

at the Appeal Site, changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’), and the views of the 

LHA and other stakeholders and consultees. The Transport Vision (detailed in Section 4 of the TA) has 

guided the evolution of the development proposals. 

2.1.2 The project team (Curtins and the Appellant), with input from the LHA, has developed a comprehensive 

package of interventions. These include improvements to vehicle access and road safety, pedestrian 

and cycle access (to key facilities and services, and for leisure purposes), bus service provision and 

accessibility, and off-site junction performance. These are in addition to the Travel Plan measures and 

incentives, and the on-site facilities, including the Bus Interchange, Community Hub, high-speed 

broadband, and (for some houses) a study to enable working from home and to reduce the need to 

travel. In combination, this package of interventions is proposed to ensure that the Appeal site will be 

sustainable. 

2.1.3 During the determination period, the project team built upon the submitted proposals to fully address 

comments received, to further improve road safety, and to further promote and encourage active and 

sustainable modes of transport. 

2.1.4 On this basis, as noted previously, CBC’s SWS (CD8.3) confirms the following: 

“2.17 … It is therefore considered that future occupiers would have reasonable access to 

facilities and services, including bus provision.” 

2.1.5 Whilst the LPA and LHA agree that the Appeal Site will be made accessible, and future occupiers and 

users of the Proposed Development would have reasonable access to facilities and services, including 

bus provision, it is noted that previous concerns were raised, with similar concerns raised by third 

parties. 

2.1.6 This section details the final version of the Sustainable Transport Strategy by mode and the justification 

for it, and provides supplementary evidence for the proposed public transport and active travel 

provision. 

2.1.7 Appendix B demonstrates how the Strategy evolved during the course of the Application through 

collaboration with the LHA and other stakeholders. It also provides an overview of the previous planning 

applications for the redevelopment of the Appeal Site, and how the Strategy for the Application is more 

comprehensive and goes further than previous proposals. 
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 Final Strategy 

2.2.1 The Sustainable Transport Strategy comprises a range of on- and off-site infrastructure, as well as 

substantial Section 106 (‘S106’) contributions and Travel Plan measures. The transport-related S106 

contributions total over £1.6m2 (circa £4,791 per house) including £1,250,000 for bus service 

enhancements and £270,000 for PRoW improvements. 

2.2.2 Any references to the S106 agreement and contributions throughout this PoE are based on the draft 

version of the S106 (CD11.2), which will be finalised as part of the Public Inquiry process. 

2.2.3 A summary of the final strategy is provided in Table 2.1 below: 

Mode Final Position 

Site Accesses 

Primary access and secondary access junctions from Park Hall Road 

Pedestrian and cycle connection at north-west and south-west corners of Appeal Site 

Connections to PRoW to east and west of the Appeal Site 

Walking and 

Wheeling 

Cutting back vegetation along the full length of Park Hall Road 

Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road, including tactile paving at Yewlands Avenue 

Park Hall Road / Wood Lane junction improvement scheme 

Preston Road / Mill Lane junction improvement scheme 

Contribution towards improvements to two footpaths and two bridleways (‘Accessibility 

PRoWs’) and seven additional footpaths (‘Leisure PRoWs’) 

Cycling 

Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road (as above) 

Cycle parking for all dwellings 

Cycle parking at the Community Hub and Bus Interchange 

Contribution towards improvements to two bridleways (‘Accessibility PRoWs’) 

Contribution to off-site cycle parking at Eccleston and/or Coppull village centres 

Public 

Transport 

Bus interchange within the Appeal Site, and new stops on Park Hall Road 

Bus service diversions to Bus Interchange, and contribution for bus service enhancements 

Contribution to support the Central Lancashire community transport services 

Internal Link Road to be designed to accommodate buses to future-proof the Appeal Site 

Cars and Other 

Vehicles 

Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road (as above) 

Park Hall Road / Wood Lane junction improvement scheme (as above) 

Preston Road / Mill Lane junction improvement scheme (as above) 

Traffic monitoring and minor highway interventions at off-site Junctions 3, 4, and 7 

Reducing the 

Need to Travel 

Community Hub within the Appeal Site, and existing adjacent uses 

High-speed broadband and (for some houses) a study to enable working from home 

Travel Plan 

Welcome Packs and a Community Notice Board 

Personalised travel planning via TPC 

Signing of routes to key destinations, and cycle maintenance events 

Electric Vehicle charging 

Promotion of car share schemes 

Travel Vouchers 

LCC Travel Plan support fee 

Table 2.1 – Summary of Final Sustainable Transport Strategy (Package of Interventions) 

 
2 The S106 contributions comprise a Community Transport Contribution of £20,000, Cycle Parking Contribution of £10,000, Public Rights 
of Way Contribution of £270,000, Public Transport Contribution of £1,250,000 (over 5 years), Traffic Monitoring Contribution of £45,000, 
Travel Plan Contribution of £12,000, and Travel Vouchers of £70,000 (£200 per household), totalling £1,677,000. 
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2.2.4 The following sequence of plans have been prepared to visually illustrate the comprehensive nature of 

the Sustainable Transport Strategy that has been prepared to support the Application. These plans are 

essentially new versions of those included in Appendix B of the LCC Post-Application Response 

(CD2.28). 

2.2.5 Figures 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 show the existing (baseline) provision for active travel, public transport, and 

the overall baseline provision for all modes, respectively. Figures 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6 show the proposed 

provision for active travel, public transport, and vehicles, respectively. Finally, Figures 2.7 and 2.8 

demonstrate the overall proposed Sustainable Transport Strategy in the local and wider areas, 

respectively. 

2.2.6 These figures will be presented on a large-scale board to assist with the presentation of evidence and 

discussion at the Public Inquiry. This board will be numbered as Board 1. 

2.2.7 The following sub-sections highlight the key elements of the evolved Strategy. 
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Figure 2.1 – Sustainable Transport Strategy – Baseline Provision – Active Travel 
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Figure 2.2 – Sustainable Transport Strategy – Baseline Provision – Public Transport 
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Figure 2.3 – Sustainable Transport Strategy – Overall Baseline Provision 
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Figure 2.4 – Sustainable Transport Strategy – Proposed Provision – Active Travel 
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Figure 2.5 – Sustainable Transport Strategy – Proposed Provision – Public Transport 
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Figure 2.6 – Sustainable Transport Strategy – Proposed Provision – Vehicles 
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Figure 2.7 – Sustainable Transport Strategy – Proposed Provision – All Modes (Local Area) 
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Figure 2.8 – Sustainable Transport Strategy – Proposed Provision – All Modes (Wider Area) 
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 Active Travel Strategy 

Walking and Wheeling 

Overview 

2.3.1 From the submission of the Application, direct active travel linkages have been proposed to the PRoWs 

to the east and west of the Appeal Site, and at the eastern and western extents of the Appeal Site 

frontage with Park Hall Road to minimise journey distances. 

2.3.2 A range of improvements are proposed to the active travel network, including PRoWs, which have been 

accepted and stated to fully address the LHA’s previous concerns. 

2.3.3 The improvements to the PRoWs and surrounding highways would ensure that safe and suitable access 

to the Appeal Site is provided for all users. 

Road Safety Scheme 

2.3.4 It was initially proposed to sensitively cut back vegetation along Park Hall Road to reclaim footway 

widths, and to widen footways on the Park Hall Road arm of the Park Hall Road / Wood Lane junction 

to minimise the crossing distance. 

2.3.5 A notable addition to the Sustainable Transport Strategy during the determination period was the 

introduction of the Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road, in response to a request from the LHA 

during the post-application meetings on 22nd July and 14th August 2025 to consider further road safety 

improvements, in light of the number of cyclist collisions at the Park Hall Road/Wood Lane junction. 

2.3.6 Within the last five-year period, there were two cyclist collisions at the Park Hall Road/Wood Lane 

junction that occurred in 2022 (serious incident) and 2023 (slight incident) respectively. Another cyclist 

collision occurred at the Park Hall Road/Stocks Lane junction in 2021 (serious incident). 

2.3.7 The Road Safety Scheme would transform the full length of Park Hall Road, which extends for over 

1.2km, significantly improving safety for all road users, particularly pedestrians and cyclists. The Road 

Safety Scheme comprises gateway features, speed cushions, and a reduction in speed limit to 30mph. 

2.3.8 The Road Safety Scheme would tie in with the proposed improvements to the Park Hall Road / Wood 

Lane junction. 

2.3.9 The traffic calming measures and lower speed limit would reduce traffic speeds along Park Hall Road, 

which, in turn, would reduce the frequency and severity of collisions. The evidence for this is provided 

in Table 2.2 below: 
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Key Extracts of Road Safety Evidence 

 

Paragraphs 4.4.11 to 4.4.16 of Local Transport Note 1/07: Traffic Calming (DfT, 2007)3 detail the impact of 

speed cushions on traffic speeds, with the studies cited finding typical speeds of between 15mph and 26mph 

where cushions are installed. Reviews of two schemes both found 86% reductions in collisions, along with 

speed reductions of approximately 15mph and 11mph. 

 

 

The Select Committee on Transport, Local Government and the Regions Ninth Report (2002)4 provides a 

review of the evidence of the relationship between speed and collisions. This includes: 

• Hit by a car at 40mph, nine out of ten pedestrians will be killed, reducing to about half at 30mph; 

• The change from mainly survivable injuries to mainly fatal injuries takes place at speeds between 30 

and 40 mph; and 

• Each 1mph reduction in mean traffic speed is associated with a 5% reduction in accidents; the exact 

reduction depends on the type of road. 

 

 

As per the Highway Code,5 drivers travelling at 30mph have a typical stopping distance of 23m, as against 

36m for 40mph. 

 

Table 2.2 – Road Safety Evidence 

2.3.10 The Road Safety Scheme has been subject to a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit, as requested by the LHA, 

the one recommendation from which was accepted in full in the Design Response Report (CD2.29). 

2.3.11 As per the minutes for the third post-application meeting on 20th August 2025, the LHA is supportive of 

the Road Safety Scheme, does not believe anything further could be done, and believes that these 

measures fully address their concerns. 

2.3.12 It is my professional opinion that 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. 

Public Rights of Way 

2.3.13 In addition, the S106 contribution for Public Right of Way (‘PRoW’) improvements has been expanded 

to cover additional leisure routes. 

2.3.14 The S106 contribution towards both Accessibility and Leisure PRoWs would cover reclaiming recorded 

widths (to a maximum of 1.5m for footpaths and 3m for bridleways) by sensitively cutting back 

 
3 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5f622dfee90e072bc4ec886c/ltn-1-07_Traffic-calming-guidance.pdf  
4 Available at: https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200102/cmselect/cmtlgr/557/557.pdf  
5 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/browse/driving/highway-code-road-safety  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5f622dfee90e072bc4ec886c/ltn-1-07_Traffic-calming-guidance.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200102/cmselect/cmtlgr/557/557.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/browse/driving/highway-code-road-safety
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vegetation, upgrading surfacing (bound gravel), lighting (if possible), removal of stiles and drainage 

improvements where required. 

2.3.15 The Accessibility PRoWs are c. 600m long (footpaths) and a further c. 600m (bridleways), therefore the 

S106 contribution would enable notable improvements along sections of these routes. The Leisure 

PRoWs total c. 6.5km in length (all footpaths), therefore the S106 contribution would allow for targeted 

improvements at the locations that need them most, as determined by the LHA. 

2.3.16 The improved PRoWs, together with routes along highways (e.g. Park Hall Road), both of which would 

be improved by the Proposed Development, means that a choice of active travel routes would be 

available at all times for residents and existing users. The improvements could also improve the 

accessibility of the routes for mobility and visually impaired users, by ensuring that the routes are usable 

throughout the year. 

2.3.17 With reference to Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans (‘LCWIPs’), LCC states:6 

“By building an infrastructure that makes it easier for people to travel on foot or by cycle, we 

can make walking and cycling a practical choice as well as a healthy and sustainable one.” 

2.3.18 It is my professional opinion that together, the above improvements would make the PRoWs more 

attractive to residents and visitors of the Appeal Site and therefore encourage walking for a variety of 

journey purposes. The improvements would also contribute to the Appeal Site’s accessibility to become 

a sustainable location, with green spaces that are accessible to the public, which would also benefit 

existing communities. 

Cycling 

2.3.19 As noted above, the improvements to the two bridleways which form part of the Accessibility PRoWs, 

and the Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road, would both improve the attractiveness and safety of 

cycling. 

2.3.20 Following engagement with ATE, the Appellant will also make a S106 contribution towards off-site cycle 

parking in Eccleston and/or Coppull village centre(s). The provision of cycle parking at key local 

destinations was a point I discussed personally with ATE, post-application, as a method of encouraging 

cycling. 

2.3.21 It is my professional opinion that these improvements would make cycling more attractive to residents 

and visitors of the Appeal Site and therefore encourage cycling for a variety of journey purposes. 

 
6 Source: https://www.lancashire.gov.uk/council/strategies-policies-plans/roads-parking-and-travel/cycling-and-walking-strategy/  

https://www.lancashire.gov.uk/council/strategies-policies-plans/roads-parking-and-travel/cycling-and-walking-strategy/
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 Public Transport Strategy 

Public Transport Provision 

2.4.1 The existing bus stop facilities on Park Hall Road are poor. As such, Curtins initially proposed a minor 

service diversion of circa 0.2km to the proposed Bus Interchange within the Appeal Site, that would 

have a new high-quality bus stop, wide attractive active travel routes connecting it to the proposed 

dwellings, and would be co-located adjacent to the Community Hub. The short length of the diversion 

would minimise any impact on timetabling and the directness and attractiveness of the bus routes for 

other passengers. This minor diversion would be enabled by a S106 contribution of £250,000 per 

annum, enabling LCC to operate an additional bus, if necessary (routes 337 and 347 are currently 

operated using three buses), and improve the level of service.7 

2.4.2 The LHA consulted with the LCC’s public transport team, where the preference was raised to serve the 

Appeal Site from bus stops on Park Hall Road. In response to the LHA’s comments, a pair of bus stops 

are proposed on Park Hall Road adjacent to the secondary access, in addition to the Bus Interchange 

within the Appeal Site. 

2.4.3 The LHA previously raised concerns over the distances of some dwellings (in Parcel B) to bus services, 

requesting additional stops within Parcel B. 

2.4.4 A significant proportion of the Appeal Site would be within a 5-minute walk of a future bus stop (including 

all of Parcel A, the Community Hub, part of Parcel B, plus part of the hotel complex). The remainder of 

the Appeal Site would be within a 5- to 10-minute walk (including all of Parcel B, plus the remainder of 

the hotel complex and the commercial units). 

2.4.5 My professional opinion is that a circa 1.75km diversion – 8.5 times the length of the diversion to the 

Bus Interchange – through Parcel B, would reduce the attractiveness of the routes for existing users 

(whose journey would be longer and less direct), and would add unnecessary mileage (and therefore 

operating costs). 

2.4.6 This is in line with the recent guidance from Stagecoach and Go-Ahead8 which states: 

“The National Bus Strategy makes clear that frequent diversions of bus routes are not 

supported. Where it is appropriate, it is essential that any diversion of existing bus services into 

proposed development is designed to minimise the amount of extra journey time or mileage 

involved, as far as possible. Within developments, any proposed bus route should therefore 

 
7 The S106 contribution is 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. 
8 Bus Services & New Residential Developments (Stagecoach & Go-Ahead, Second Edition: January 2025). Available at: https://www.go-
ahead.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Urban-Design-Guide-Second-Edition-2025.pdf  

https://www.go-ahead.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Urban-Design-Guide-Second-Edition-2025.pdf
https://www.go-ahead.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Urban-Design-Guide-Second-Edition-2025.pdf
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take a suitably direct and intuitively logical route. Further useful detail is found in the Guidance 

published by CIHT.” 

2.4.7 The guidance advises that bus operators should be consulted ahead of planning submission. As noted 

in the TA, Curtins engaged directly with Stagecoach, who, at the time, operated routes 337 and 347 on 

behalf of LCC, who were supportive of the proposed Bus Interchange. 

2.4.8 Despite this view, the Internal Link Road (connecting Parcels A and B) will be designed to facilitate 

access by buses, thereby futureproofing the Appeal Site, if bus operators later choose to extend buses 

into Parcel B. This strategy will be finalised and agreed with the LHA as part of Reserved Matters 

application(s). 

2.4.9 As such, the proposed bus strategy comprises the following: 

• Bus Interchange near the primary site access, between Parcel A and the Community Hub, to 

which existing bus services running along Park Hall Road will be diverted; 

• New bus stops on Park Hall Road adjacent to the secondary access; and 

• Internal Link Road designed to allow potential future bus access to Parcel B. 

2.4.10 The draft conditions shared by the LPA in March 2026 (CD11.1) include:9 

“27. No part of the development hereby approved shall commence until a scheme for the 

construction of the site accesses and the off-site works of highway mitigation has been 

submitted to, and approved by, the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Local 

Highway Authority. 

… 

The off-site works of highway mitigation to include: 

… 

ix. Bus interchange to be provided adjacent to Community Hub to serve existing bus 

routes that operate along Park Hall Road, as shown on drawing 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-

75007. Potential to supplement interchange with additional bus stops on Park Hall Road near 

secondary access. 

… 

 
9 As a point of clarification, points xi, xii and ix of this draft condition are not off-site highway works as they relate to works within the 
Appeal Site. 
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29. No part of the development hereby approved shall be occupied until all off-site works of 

highway mitigation have been constructed and completed in accordance with the approved 

details of the off-site works of highway mitigation.” 

2.4.11 An additional condition could be added requiring the Internal Link Road is designed to accommodate 

buses, thereby providing maximum flexibility for bus service routing in the future. 

2.4.12 It is my professional opinion that the proposed level of public transport provision is suitable to serve the 

Appeal Site and would encourage the use of buses for a variety of journey purposes, providing a realistic 

alternative to travel by the private car. 

Walking Distance to Bus Services 

2.4.13 Whilst the LHA and LPA now accept there will be suitable access to bus services, the LHA previously 

raised concerns over the walking distances to some dwellings in Parcel B from the proposed Bus 

Interchange and bus stops on Park Hall Road adjacent to the secondary access, citing guidance 

including the National Model Design Code (‘NMDC’) (2021), Inclusive Mobility (DfT, 2021) and CIHT 

documents. As confirmed on the walking catchment plan in Appendix C of LCC Post-Application 

Response (CD2.28), all dwellings within Parcel B would be within an 800m / 10-minute walk. 

2.4.14 Opportunities will be taken at the Reserved Matters stage to prepare a layout that minimises walking 

distances to bus services for all properties, especially higher density parcels and properties that align 

most closely with the bus market (typically smaller and affordable homes). 

2.4.15 Notwithstanding, I do not agree with the view that walks of up to 800m / 10 minutes to access bus 

services is unacceptable for several reasons, as set out below. 

2.4.16 Firstly, whilst it is typically advised that developments are within a 400m walking distance of bus stops, 

this should not be viewed as an absolute maximum (with Inclusive Mobility caveating that stops should 

“ideally” be within this distance), particularly when considering the Appeal Site’s semi-rural context. 

2.4.17 Recent guidance from Stagecoach and Go-Ahead10 (the previous edition of which was cited by CIHT 

guidance) endorses the 400m recommendation overall, but advises, as follows, that there are some 

circumstances where it should be deviated from: 

“However, particularly outside the largest urban areas, to achieve the CIHT standard for all 

dwellings within a scheme may be impractical and could well result in an inefficient and 

contrived layout, greatly undermining the potential effectiveness of the proposed bus route. 

 
10 Bus Services & New Residential Developments (Stagecoach & Go-Ahead, Second Edition: January 2025). Available at: 
https://www.go-ahead.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Urban-Design-Guide-Second-Edition-2025.pdf  

https://www.go-ahead.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Urban-Design-Guide-Second-Edition-2025.pdf
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In line with the National Bus Strategy, Go-Ahead and Stagecoach will always prefer an efficient 

bus routing strategy, serving the great majority of dwellings well, over one that serves all homes 

poorly with a low-frequency or indirect service. Thus, we strongly advocate some degree of 

flexibility on walking distances to bus stops in suburban settings and smaller settlements. 

Where appropriate, a focus on excellent cycle access to bus stops where a significant number 

of homes lie over 500m from an existing service, may prove more appropriate than trying to 

achieve a circuitous diversion of an existing bus route, especially to smaller developments of 

fewer than 800 dwellings. This is especially true for longer distance or inter-urban bus routes. 

On the largest developments, including planned new and expanded settlements, we would 

suggest that care should be taken to ensure all dwellings are located within 500m of stops if 

possible. 800m should be seen as an absolute maximum threshold.” 

2.4.18 As noted above, all dwellings within Parcel B would be within an 800m / 10-minute walk of a future bus 

stop. 

2.4.19 Paragraph 110 of the NPPF,11 provided below, recognises that the expectations of the level of 

accessibility should differ between urban and rural areas: 

“…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.” 

2.4.20 There are various examples of Councils and Inspectors accepting walking distances of greater than 

400m to bus services, a selection of which are outlined in Table 2.3 below: 

Appeal Ref and 

Date 
Distance to Bus Services Appeal Decision Report 

APP/C1570/W/19/ 

3243744  

(December 2020) 

Appeal Allowed 

New bus stops on Henham 

Road would be c. 550-590m 

from the centre of the site, 

and greater distances from 

the furthest parts of the site 

“…I see no good reason why the walk distances from the 

proposed development to the new bus stops on Henham 

Road should not be considered acceptable.” 

APP/V4630/W/25/ 

3369937 

(February 2026) 

Appeal Allowed 

Closest existing bus stops, 

on Sutton Road next to the 

Longwood Lane junction, are 

within 400m of the proposed 

access, while the furthest 

parts of the site would be 

within an 800m walk 

“78. … However, none of these distances should be 

applied rigidly. It will depend on the specific location, the 

quality and safety of the routes, and the attractiveness of 

the destination to determine whether someone might 

walk or not. 

82. Moreover, the bus stops would be within 800m from 

any point within the site via new and improved footways 

and crossing points, which would represent a reasonable 

walking distance in this instance for an urban edge 

location in the Green Belt. The bus services would allow 

 
11 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67aafe8f3b41f783cca46251/NPPF_December_2024.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67aafe8f3b41f783cca46251/NPPF_December_2024.pdf
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Appeal Ref and 

Date 
Distance to Bus Services Appeal Decision Report 

residents to access a much wider range of facilities in 

urban centres, including Walsall train station. 

83. Taken together, while access on foot to some 

services and facilities would be too far, particularly from 

the furthest points within the site, the off-site 

improvements would allow greater access by foot and 

bike than at present, including connections with bus and 

train services. Bus stop provision would also be 

enhanced. Thus, while the site occupies a peripheral 

location on the urban edge, it represents a sustainable 

location with a genuine choice of transport modes to 

access a range of services and facilities. Consequently, 

the proposal would meet the requirements of NPPF 

paragraph 155(c).” 

APP/R0660/W/15/ 

3100555 

(October 2016) 

Appeal Allowed12 

1.2km from closest bus 

stops on London Road 

“17. There are a number of agreed matters: … The site 

is in an accessible location in relation to Holmes Chapel, 

which is defined as a Local Service Centre” 

APP/R0660/W/16/ 

3145225 

(August 2017) 

Appeal Allowed 

700-800m from closest bus 

stops on London Road 

"35. ... I am also mindful that the appeal site is in an 

accessible location, with good access to local shops, 

services and facilities, as well as regular train services to 

Crewe and Manchester from Holmes Chapel Station." 

Table 2.3 – Appeal Decisions – Distance to Bus Services 

2.4.21 Secondly, guidance documents recognise distances are not the sole consideration; the attractiveness, 

directness, and safety / perceived safety of a route are also important and there is a recognition 

throughout guidance that the level to which this is achievable will vary between location and situation. 

These are quoted in Table 2.4 below: 

Key Extracts of Bus Accessibility Guidance 

 

The NMDC (2021)13 states: 

 

“The distances that people are prepared to walk from their dwelling to reach public transport are determined by 

the nature and quality of the public transport service, how attractive and safe the walk feels, and the total 

length of their journey.” 

 

 

Buses in Urban Developments (CIHT, 2018)14 states: 

 

“The acceptability of the walking distance is not a stand-alone consideration. People take account of the total 

journey travel time, including the ‘in bus’ time as well as the walk at either end. Consequently, people will 

 
12 The details relating to the first phase of residential development (76 dwellings) were approved on 14th May 2018 (LPA ref: 17/6123C). 
That phase has now been built-out. The details relating to the second phase of residential development (114 dwellings) were approved on 
20th March 2020 (LPA ref: 19/3855C). An appeal is ongoing for the latest application relating to the third phase of development (25 
dwellings): 25/0331/OUT, submitted in outline. 
13 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/6111531fd3bf7f043c4badd1/NMDC_Part_2_Guidance_Notes.pdf  
14 Available at: https://www.ciht.org.uk/media/4459/buses_ua_tp_full_version_v5.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/6111531fd3bf7f043c4badd1/NMDC_Part_2_Guidance_Notes.pdf
https://www.ciht.org.uk/media/4459/buses_ua_tp_full_version_v5.pdf
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Key Extracts of Bus Accessibility Guidance 

accept longer walks to reach bus services that are fast and direct, or more frequent, and to stops servicing a 

wider range of destinations.” 

 

 

Building Sustainable Transport into New Developments (DfT, 2008)15 states: 

 

“…the propensity to walk or cycle is not only influenced by distance but also the quality of the experience; 

people may be willing to walk or cycle further where their surroundings are more attractive, safe and 

stimulating. Developers should consider the safety of the routes (adequacy of surveillance, sight lines and 

appropriate lighting) as well as landscaping factors (indigenous planting, habitat creation) in their design.” 

 

 

Planning for Public Transport in Developments (IHT, 1999) states: 

 

“Bus stops are located to minimise passengers' walking distances to their final destinations. The maximum 

walking distance to a bus stop should not exceed 400m and preferably be no more than 300m. These 

distances are quoted for guidance, and should not be followed slavishly if that would lead to complex or 

indirect bus routes.” 

 

Table 2.4 – Extracts of Guidance on Walking Distances 

2.4.22 Thirdly, guidance documents are so titled because they should be treated as guidance, and should not 

be treated slavishly. Walking thresholds should also not be treated prescriptively. It is my professional 

opinion that wording such as “ideally” in Inclusive Mobility and “generally” in the NMDC reflect a level of 

flexibility that should be adopted in circumstances such as the Appeal Site. 

2.4.23 Finally, any suggestion that each and every pedestrian would choose not to walk to a given key facility 

or service (including bus stops) situated beyond a guidance threshold is, in my view, inaccurate. This 

would be dependent upon the individual, and it is the role of the planning process to ensure that 

sustainable transport modes are prioritised and access to high quality public transport is facilitated. 

2.4.24 It is also worth noting that at times during post-application discussions, the LHA suggested that, 

following consultation with LCC’s public transport team, the Appeal Site could be served only by bus 

stops on Park Hall Road, where walking distances would be greater than the proposed public transport 

strategy. The proposed strategy provides betterment to these conditions. 

2.4.25 It is my professional opinion that bus services would be accessible to, and used by, residents of the 

Appeal Site. This would be reinforced through the provision of high quality and direct walking and cycling 

routes to the Bus Interchange, and the provision of cycle parking adjacent to the stop within the Appeal 

Site. These details will be finalised at Reserved Matters stage. 

 

 
15 Available at: https://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/sustainabletransnew.pdf  

https://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/sustainabletransnew.pdf
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Bus Service Viability 

2.4.26 The proposed public transport strategy seeks the optimal balance between maximising bus service 

accessibility for residents, whilst minimising bus service diversions to support the longer-term viability 

of services. The strategy also seeks to avoid adverse impacts to the experience currently enjoyed by 

other bus passengers. 

2.4.27 The £200 Travel Vouchers will be redeemable against bus tickets, further encouraging usage. This 

equates to 33 adult day tickets (costing £6 each), enabling residents to try unlimited, free bus travel for 

at least a month. Any residents that continue with longer-term usage of bus services, would contribute 

to the viability of these services. 

2.4.28 The S106 contribution for public transport will be used for: 

“…bus service enhancements on routes 337, 347 and/or 772; the diversion of existing bus 

services into the 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.” 

2.4.29 Between 2025 and 2028, the contract for routes 337 and 347 has an annual cost of £589,51716. The 

two services are operated using three buses, so the annual cost per bus is circa £196,506. As such, 

the annual S106 contribution requested by the LHA would equate to 42% of the current running cost of 

both routes, and exceeds the approximate cost of an additional bus. 

2.4.30 As such, it is likely that the S106 contribution and additional revenue that could be generated as a result 

of the Proposed Development would outweigh the minor operational burden of the diversion. 

2.4.31 Beyond the five-year period, it is LCC’s duty to ensure sustainable bus service provision across the 

County, and the Proposed Development will support this by increasing the user base of these services. 

2.4.32 There is another important and related point. Any enhancements to the existing services (such as 

extending start/end times and/or days of operation, or enhancing service frequency), would not only 

benefit residents and visitors of the Proposed Development, but also existing bus users. There are 

thousands of residents and future potential bus users that live along these routes that operate between 

Chorley, Ormskirk, and Southport – any improvements to these services would enhance their 

attractiveness and potential ridership. The S106 contribution could therefore lead to increased 

patronage and therefore increased revenue along the route away from the Appeal Site, supporting the 

longer-term viability of these services. 

 
16 Available at: https://www.lancashire.gov.uk/media/958832/january-2024-to-december-2024.pdf  

https://www.lancashire.gov.uk/media/958832/january-2024-to-december-2024.pdf
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2.4.33 It is my professional opinion that the public transport strategy achieves the optimal balance that it sought 

to achieve between maximising accessibility and supporting longer-term viability. 

 Vehicle Access Strategy 

2.5.1 During the first pre-application meeting on 22nd November 2024 (the minutes are included in Appendix 

A of the LCC Post-Application Response – CD2.28), the LHA advised: 

“DS [at the LHA] said a second access is needed, potentially for emergency vehicles only (for 

example a footpath with droppable bollards).” 

2.5.2 The TA submitted as part of the Application proposed the Appeal Site to be served by a primary vehicle 

access (utilising the existing junction) and an Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) to the west. The 

junction modelling provided in the TA demonstrated that a single vehicular access would operate well 

within capacity. 

2.5.3 Following post-application comments from the LHA and EPC, the EVA was upgraded to a full secondary 

access for use by general traffic. This would provide greater resilience for the Appeal Site should, for 

any reason, one access becomes temporarily blocked, and it would also provide flexibility for 

construction, being mindful of the existing operation of the hotel complex and commercial units. 

2.5.4 The proposed primary and secondary accesses were submitted for approval as part of the Application 

(Drawing References: 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75006-P01 and 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75008-

P01)17. These are stated in the list of drawings submitted for approval at Appendix 8 of the SoCG 

(CD9.1). 

2.5.5 In term of off-site improvements, the Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road would reduce traffic 

speeds through a lower speed limit, gateway features, and speed cushions. Additionally, the Preston 

Road / Mill Lane improvement scheme would improve the flow of traffic. 

2.5.6 As such, it is my professional opinion that the vehicle access strategy is suitable to serve the Appeal 

Site. 

 Travel Planning 

2.6.1 Travel Vouchers would be made available to all households, which would be redeemed against 

sustainable travel, including purchase of a bike, accessories (such as a helmet), and/or public transport 

tickets. 

 
17 CD1.41 and CD2.30. 
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2.6.2 The use of public transport and active travel would also be promoted via personalised travel planning, 

which was committed to in the updated FTP (CD2.27). The Appellant has also agreed to a S106 

contribution for Travel Plan support from LCC to help make it a success. 

2.6.3 The Travel Plans, Transport Assessment and Statements guidance (Ministry of Housing, Communities 

and Local Government, 2014)18 states that: 

“Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements can positively contribute to: 

• encouraging sustainable travel; 

• lessening traffic generation and its detrimental impacts; 

• reducing carbon emissions and climate impacts; 

• creating accessible, connected, inclusive communities; 

• improving health outcomes and quality of life; 

• improving road safety; and 

• reducing the need for new development to increase existing road capacity or provide new 

roads. 

They support national planning policy which sets out that planning should actively manage 

patterns of growth in order to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and 

cycling, and focus significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable.” 

2.6.4 A recent review of the evidence on the impact of travel behaviour interventions at moments of change 

in people’s lives for the DfT19 cited a study which found that individuals moving home were almost four 

times as likely to redeem a cycling voucher than those who were not, and a study finding that a 

combination of travel information and a free one-week travel card for people about to move reduced car 

use by 5.6%. 

2.6.5 As such, I expect that the travel planning measures proposed would encourage the use of sustainable 

modes of transport and minimise car use. 

  

 
18 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/travel-plans-transport-assessments-and-statements  
19 Moments of change: Enhancing the effectiveness of travel behaviour interventions – A rapid evidence assessment (Department for 
Transport, March 2025). Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67f7d99845705eb1a1513efb/dft-moments-of-
change-report.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/travel-plans-transport-assessments-and-statements
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67f7d99845705eb1a1513efb/dft-moments-of-change-report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67f7d99845705eb1a1513efb/dft-moments-of-change-report.pdf
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 Accessibility to Key Facilities and Services 

 Overview 

3.1.1 The Inspector requested an additional plan at the CMC on 13th March 2026, as per the CMC Summary 

Note (CD12.1): 

“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.” 

3.1.2 The information requested by the Inspector is provided in the SoCG as Figures 2 and 3. 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. 

3.1.3 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. 

3.1.4 The component parts of these figures/boards are included on individual pages within Appendix C for 

ease of reference. 

3.1.5 The accessibility of the Appeal Site by sustainable modes of travel is detailed in Section 3 of the TA 

(CD1.37). This assessment was supplemented with catchment plans provided at the rear of the TA, 

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. 

3.1.6 These catchment plans have been updated using the latest datasets available – the updated plans are 

included at the top of Figures 2 and 3 / Boards 2 and 3 and in Appendix C. 

3.1.7 The walking and cycling plans include catchments up to a 30-minute travel time from the Appeal Site, 

presented in 5-minute bands, whilst the public transport plan includes catchments up to a 60-minute 

travel time, presented in 20-minute bands. 

3.1.8 This section provides evidence to support the accessibility of the Appeal Site by sustainable modes of 

transport, including benchmarks used for travel time catchments (in response to the points raised in the 
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CMC Summary Note) and details of the main walking routes to key facilities and services within the 

vicinity of the Appeal Site. 

 Benchmarks 

3.2.1 The following table of suggested walking distances is commonly referenced in Transport 

Assessments:20 

 

Table 3.1 – Suggested Acceptable Walking Distance 

3.2.2 This refers to desirable, acceptable, and preferred maximum walking distances, with 2,000m (2km) as 

the longest distance. 

3.2.3 The Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007)21 states that: 

“Walkable neighbourhoods are typically characterised by having a range of facilities within 10 

minutes’ (up to about 800 m) walking distance of residential areas which residents may access 

comfortably on foot. However, this is not an upper limit and PPS134 states that walking offers 

the greatest potential to replace short car trips, particularly those under 2 km.” 

3.2.4 This guidance also refers to a walking distance threshold of 2km. 

3.2.5 The NMDC Part 2 (MHCLG, 2021)22 notes a longer distance, with the aim “that walking and cycling 

should be the first choice for short local journeys, particularly those of 5 miles [8km] or less”. 

3.2.6 The accessibility of the Appeal Site should be viewed in the context of its semi-rural nature and 

paragraph 110 of the NPPF,23 which states: 

“…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.” 

 
20 Reproduced from Table 3.2 on p49 of ‘Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot’ (CIHT, 2000). 
21 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a7e0035ed915d74e6223743/pdfmanforstreets.pdf  
22 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/6111531fd3bf7f043c4badd1/NMDC_Part_2_Guidance_Notes.pdf  
23 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67aafe8f3b41f783cca46251/NPPF_December_2024.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a7e0035ed915d74e6223743/pdfmanforstreets.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/6111531fd3bf7f043c4badd1/NMDC_Part_2_Guidance_Notes.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67aafe8f3b41f783cca46251/NPPF_December_2024.pdf
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3.2.7 It is my professional opinion that 2km is commonly accepted as the preferred maximum walking distance 

to destinations, including key facilities and services. This equates to a circa 25-minute journey for a 

typical user. 

3.2.8 The following paragraphs demonstrate that some key facilities and services are within the desirable and 

acceptable walking distances as defined by the CIHT, with many more available within the preferred 

maximum walking distance of 2km or slightly beyond. 

3.2.9 All dwellings would be within a c. 200-850m walk of the existing hotel (including a nightclub, video game 

arcade, Signature Grillhouse restaurant) and commercial units (including a gym, gymnastics school, 

and veterinarian). The Community Hub – providing spaces for co-working, meetings, parcel delivery 

lockers, a kitchen, and groups such as parental groups and fitness classes (with kitchen) – would be 

within a c. 500m walk of all dwellings within Parcel A and c. 600-1,000m from all dwellings within Parcel 

B. 

3.2.10 The other facilities and services (beyond the hotel and commercial units) shown on the catchment 

plans24 are generally accessible within 2km. Residents could reach The Farmers Arms within a 20-

minute walk, and Heskin Hall Shopping Village, SPAR Heskin, and Heskin Pemberton's Church of 

England Primary School within a 25-minute walk. 

3.2.11 I do not, however, believe that 2km should be treated as an absolute maximum; I believe that some 

residents would be able and willing to walk further to access amenities, particularly with regards to the 

semi-rural nature of the Appeal Site. This is for similar reasons to those I set out earlier in relation to 

walking distances to bus services – see paragraphs 2.4.16 to 2.4.23. These are that guidance 

documents afford some flexibility – noting the word “particularly” in the NMDC and MfS (and not 

‘exclusively’), and the words “preferred maximum” in the CIHT guidance (and not ‘absolute maximum’) 

– and are such titled as they should not be slavishly adhered to in every circumstance; distances are 

not the sole consideration for users as the attractiveness, directness, and safety / perceived safety of a 

route are also important; the differing expectations of urban and rural areas. 

3.2.12 In my view, the main sentiment running through policy and guidance is a recognition that judgement 

should be applied, and whilst planners or designers cannot force uptake in active and sustainable travel, 

these modes can be encouraged through measures, incentives, and enhanced infrastructure. The key 

theme is maximising choice. 

3.2.13 National Travel Survey (NTS) data (NTS0308b) provides further insight to walking distances. In 2024, 

69% of pedestrian trips were under 1 mile (1.6km), while 25% were between 1 and 2 miles, and 6% 

were between 2-5 miles. Between 2002 and 2024, between 24% and 37% of pedestrian trips each year 

 
24 A single point of origin at the approximate centre of the Appeal Site has been used for the catchment plans, therefore the distance and 
time bands are only indicative and will vary depending on the individual house location. 
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were 1 mile or more. It is clear therefore that whilst the majority of pedestrian trips undertaken in England 

are 1.6km or less, a significant proportion are 1.6km or more. It is therefore clear that pedestrians are 

willing to walk longer distances, at least in certain circumstances and conditions. 

3.2.14 As such, the walking catchment plan includes an additional 400m band to a maximum of 30 minutes. 

3.2.15 In the case of the Appeal Site, the next 5-minute band is relevant and would, in my view, be attractive 

to residents, with the following additional amenities accessible for those able and willing to walk the 

additional 5 minutes: Eccleston St. Mary's Church of England Primary School, Eccleston Methodist 

Church, and eating and drinking establishments at the south-eastern part of Eccleston, along with 

Charnock Richard Church and Christ Church Charnock Richard Church of England Primary School. 

3.2.16 The benchmarks adopted in the TA 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 

NMDC, quoted above). 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. 

3.2.17 As with pedestrian and bus users, I expect some cyclists, particularly those who are more experienced 

and / or using an e-bike, would be able and willing to cycle distances of up to 8km or greater, in which 

case they could reach destinations and key facilities and services further afield. 

3.2.18 Local bus services also 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 

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). 

3.2.19 The above evidence demonstrates that some key facilities and services are within desirable and 

acceptable walking distances as defined by the CIHT, with many more available within the preferred 

maximum walking distance of 2km or slightly beyond. It is my professional opinion 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. 

 Walking Routes 

3.3.1 The main walking routes to key facilities and services within the vicinity of the Appeal Site are detailed 

in Figure 3.3 and in Appendix C. 
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3.3.2 Inclusive Mobility (DfT, 2021)25 provides the following guidance on acceptable footway widths: 

“Footways and footpaths should be made as wide as is practicable, but under normal 

circumstances, a width of 2000mm is the minimum that should be provided, as this allows 

enough space for two wheelchair users to pass, even if they are using larger electric mobility 

scooters. If this is not feasible due to physical constraints, then a minimum width of 1500mm 

could be regarded as the minimum acceptable under most circumstances, as this should 

enable a wheelchair user and a walker to pass each other. Where there is an obstacle, such 

as lamp columns, sign posts or electric vehicle charging points, the absolute minimum width 

should be 1000mm, but the maximum length of such a restricted space should be 6 metres.” 

(emphasis added) 

3.3.3 This guidance suggests an absolute minimum width of 1m, minimum acceptable width of 1.5m (where 

physical constraints), and a 2m desirable minimum width (under normal circumstances). 

3.3.4 The existing footway along Park Hall Road was observed with spot measurements as part of a site visit 

on 15th October 2024. The footway along the north side of the road towards Heskin and Eccleston was 

approximately 1.3m wide measured to the face of the hedgerow, which I estimated could be up to 1.5m 

wide by cutting back vegetation. 

3.3.5 Figure 3.1 below shows an extract from Figure 6.8 of the MfS,26 which indicates the users that could 

be accommodated on a footway up to 1.5m wide: 

 

Figure 3.1 – Footway User Profiles 

3.3.6 Park Hall Road has a standard footway construction that runs alongside a lit carriageway with dropped 

kerbs and tactile paving at crossing points. Together with the additional tactile paving proposed at the 

Yewlands Avenue crossing, the proposed cutting back of vegetation along the full length of Park Hall 

 
25 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/61d32bb7d3bf7f1f72b5ffd2/inclusive-mobility-a-guide-to-best-practice-on-
access-to-pedestrian-and-transport-infrastructure.pdf  
26 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a7e0035ed915d74e6223743/pdfmanforstreets.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/61d32bb7d3bf7f1f72b5ffd2/inclusive-mobility-a-guide-to-best-practice-on-access-to-pedestrian-and-transport-infrastructure.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/61d32bb7d3bf7f1f72b5ffd2/inclusive-mobility-a-guide-to-best-practice-on-access-to-pedestrian-and-transport-infrastructure.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a7e0035ed915d74e6223743/pdfmanforstreets.pdf
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Road, and the implementation of the Road Safety Scheme (that would reduce traffic speeds), all of 

which form part of the development proposals, the route from the Appeal Site to Heskin and Eccleston 

in particular would be satisfactory for use by residents and visitors of the Appeal Site. As such, it is my 

professional opinion that these user groups would use this walking route for a variety of journey 

purposes. 

 Summary 

3.4.1 The information requested by the Inspector, shown in Figures 3.2 and 3.3 and in Appendix C, together 

with the evidence presented above, support the conclusions of the TA that the Appeal Site is suitably 

accessible by foot, cycle, and bus, which will be enhanced by the Sustainable Transport Strategy. The 

Appeal Site is also accessible by train for some users as part of a multi-modal journey. 

3.4.2 There are a demonstrably a range of key facilities and services accessible from the Appeal Site on foot, 

cycle, and by bus. 
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 Internal Layout 

 Introduction 

4.1.1 As noted previously, the SWS (CD8.3) states: 

“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.” 

4.1.2 Whilst the LPA and LHA 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 third parties. 

Accordingly, this section provides supplementary evidence for the access strategy, incorporating 

additional information provided in the ES. 

4.1.3 The internal layout will be progressed further at Reserved Matters stage. 

 Internal Vehicular Access Strategy 

4.2.1 There would be two main routes within the Appeal Site between Parcels A and B: the Internal Link Road 

and the emergency vehicle link. 

4.2.2 Whilst the design of these, and all other elements of the internal layout, will be determined at Reserved 

Matters stage, indicative designs were prepared for the ES (CD4.3). These designs demonstrate the 

technical feasibility and deliverability of these routes, which are suitable for this stage of the planning 

process (outline planning). 

4.2.3 Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-03013-P01 (CD4.12), appended to the ES, provides an 

indicative design for the Internal Link Road. The Internal Link Road would comprise a 6.5m carriageway 

with a 2m verge/landscaping to the east, and a 3m shared footway/cycleway to the west. Crossing 

points would also be provided. Vehicle barriers would be provided along the eastern side along The 
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Dam (an ornamental pond) and along the western side to the south of the hotel where a retaining wall 

is required. 

4.2.4 The edge of the carriageway would be 2m from The Dam, while the shared footway / cycleway would 

be 8.5m from The Dam. 

4.2.5 The road would be built to adoptable standards and the Appellant would seek adoption at the relevant 

stage. In the event that the roads were not adopted, a management company would be appointed by 

the Appellant to maintain the roads and enforce any restrictions. 

4.2.6 Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-03020-P02 (CD4.13), appended to the ES, provides an 

indicative design for the emergency vehicle link. The emergency vehicle link (which also connects 

Parcels A and B) would be 3.7m wide with localised widening at bends and to provide passing places. 

The passing places would allow for two vehicles to pass, including a fire tender and a large car. The 

link would be access controlled and at all times when not in use by emergency vehicles and would 

operate as an active-travel-only route. 

4.2.7 Whilst the detailed design has not yet been finalised or agreed, it is expected that Parcel A would 

accommodate approximately 100 homes, with up to approximately 250 homes in Parcel B accessed by 

the Internal Link Road. 

4.2.8 Whilst there is no current guidance nationally, or locally in Lancashire, on the development quantum 

that can be supported by a single main access and an EVA, based on historical guidance and guidance 

for other LHA areas, I consider this to be appropriate for the proposed 250 dwellings. 

4.2.9 Based on my professional experience, two points of access is often preferred, but not required, between 

200-300 dwellings. The additional of an EVA makes a single point of access acceptable, as it provides 

a supplementary route during emergency situations. 

4.2.10 The precursor to the MfS – DB32 (now-archived) – advised that a single point of access is sufficient to 

serve up to around 300 dwellings. It is my professional opinion that this threshold still holds true today, 

with the additional of an EVA. Some examples in guidance from other LHA areas are provided below. 

4.2.11 Warrington’s Design Guide: Residential and Industrial Estate Roads (2008)27 states: 

“4.8 Major Residential Access Roads 

Access roads form the major part of residential road networks and provide direct access to 

individual dwellings and parking spaces (for properties with direct frontage access in sensitive 

locations, on site turning areas may be requested) and often links several residential areas to 

 
27 Available at: https://www.warrington.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-08/archived_design_guidance_note_-_2008.pdf  

https://www.warrington.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-08/archived_design_guidance_note_-_2008.pdf
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a local distributor road. They may serve between 50 and 300 dwellings (or equivalent mixed 

uses) including those located on other access roads feeding onto it. It should preferably have 

two points of access or take the form of a loop road with a short connection to a single point of 

access and a secondary emergency access link. Any through route must be designed so as it 

discourages non-essential through traffic. Cul-de-sac may be permitted on sites, which are too 

small to accommodate a loop road, or on sites where existing allocated or consented land is 

involved. Any such roads should however serve no more than 150 dwellings. The design speed 

for this access road is 20mph.” 

4.2.12 This aligns with the access strategy for the Proposed Development, as there are two points of access 

from Park Hall Road, and internally within the Appeal Site, the Internal Link Road and the emergency 

vehicle link, combined with the primary and secondary access junctions, provide a loop road. 

4.2.13 St Helens’ Street Design Guide (2009)28 states: 

“4.4 For developments of between 200 and 300 dwellings, at least two points of vehicular 

access are preferred to maximise accessibility, connectivity, and efficient operation in 

emergencies, and so cul-de-sacs will not normally be permitted. Although the provision of more 

than one access is encouraged, where this is not possible a single vehicular access may be 

accepted providing that the internal network forms a loop, with the shortest possible connection 

between this loop and the point of access. This connection will need to be designed to ensure 

adequate emergency access and may require an additional emergency access point.” 

4.2.14 This aligns with the access strategy for the Proposed Development, as there are two points of access 

from Park Hall Road, with only a short section of the Internal Link Road between Park Hall Road and 

Parcel A (connecting with the secondary access). The Internal Link Road and the emergency vehicle 

link, provide a loop road through Parcel B. 

4.2.15 Finally, Torbay Council's Highways Design Guide for New Developments (2025)29 states: 

“Major Access Roads 

• Serving between 100 and 300 dwellings 

• A development of more than 100 dwellings with a single vehicular access will also 

require an emergency access (minimum width 3.7m). 

• A development of more than 300 dwellings must have a second vehicle access.” 

 
28 CD5.40. 
29 Available at: https://www.torbay.gov.uk/media/yntp55pq/highways-design-guide-revision-16-oct-2025.pdf  

https://www.torbay.gov.uk/media/yntp55pq/highways-design-guide-revision-16-oct-2025.pdf
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4.2.16 This also aligns with the access strategy for the Proposed Development, due to the Internal Link Road 

and emergency vehicle link for Parcel B. 

4.2.17 As such, I consider 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 complex and 

commercial units. 

 Internal Active Travel Strategy 

4.3.1 Section 2 of this PoE, details the active travel strategy, and justification for it. 

4.3.2 Within the Appeal Site, a choice of three routes will be provided between Parcels A and B, as shown 

on the Movement Parameter Plan – the Internal Link Road, emergency vehicle link, and a 

supplementary active travel route. 

4.3.3 Active travel links will also be provided to the PRoWs east and west of the Appeal Site, and there will 

be three links, including along the two vehicular accesses, to Park Hall Road. 

4.3.4 Along with the streets within Parcels A and B, these routes would ensure a high degree of permeability 

within and beyond the Appeal Site. 

4.3.5 In line with NPPF, pedestrians and cyclists have been clearly prioritised over vehicles both when 

accessing the Appeal Site (with five links for active travel versus two for vehicles) and within the Appeal 

Site (with three connections between the parcels versus one for general traffic). 

4.3.6 The street network within the Appeal Site will also be designed with a 20mph speed limit to create an 

environment that is conducive to walking and cycling. 

4.3.7 On this basis, I consider that the internal active travel strategy is suitable for an outline planning 

application and would encourage walking and cycling for a variety of journey purposes. 

 Internal Public Transport Strategy 

4.4.1 Section 2 of this PoE details the public transport strategy, and justification for it. 

4.4.2 The indicative design of the Bus Interchange was also updated as part of the design of the Internal Link 

Road (Drawing Reference: 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-75007-P03 (CD4.14), appended to the ES). The 

latest updates address comments previously raised by LCC, such as the width of the bus loop, and also 

reference cycle parking adjacent to the Bus Interchange. 

4.4.3 As quoted earlier at paragraph 2.4.17, the Stagecoach and Go-Ahead guidance advises that longer 

distances (than 400m) to bus stops can be appropriate when excellent cycle access is provided to those 

stops. 
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4.4.4 As noted earlier, the Internal Link Road will be 6.5m wide and designed to allow bus access to Parcel 

B, future-proofing the Appeal Site in case bus operators later decide to extend service throughout. 

4.4.5 On this basis, I consider that the internal public transport strategy is suitable for an outline planning 

application and would encourage bus use for a variety of journey purposes. 
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 Highway Impact 

 Summary 

5.1.1 This section of the PoE provides an overview of the impact of the Proposed Development on the 

surrounding highway network. This does not directly relate to any main issue, but has been raised by 

third parties (local residents). 

5.1.2 The TA assessed the operation of the following junctions, without and with the Proposed Development: 

• Junction 1 – Site Access; 

• Junction 2 – Park Hall Road / Wood Lane; 

• Junction 3 – A581 Southport Road / Lydiate Lane; 

• Junction 4 – A581 Southport Road / Leyland Lane; 

• Junction 5 – A49 Preston Road / Mill Lane; 

• Junction 6 – A49 Preston Road / Spendmore Lane; 

• Junction 7 – A49 Wigan Road / A581 Dawbers Lane; and 

• Junction 8 – A49 Wigan Road / A581 Balshaw Lane. 

5.1.3 The trip generation of the Proposed Development was assessed based on three methodologies: 

• Methodology 1 – total vehicle current trip rates analysis (for the last eight years), i.e. the 

traditional TA approach, split by journey purpose; 

• Methodology 2 – historic trendline analysis applied to total vehicle trips, split by journey purpose; 

and 

• Methodology 3 – historic trendline analysis applied to total people trips, split by journey purpose 

and mode. 

5.1.4 Methodologies 1 and 3 were modelled, with Methodology 1 resulting in higher (worst-case) traffic flows 

and impacts. 

5.1.5 The LHA accepted Methodology 1 and rejected Methodology 2, as it “relies on changes outside of the 

control of, and not influenced by, the applicant.” The LHA noted that Methodology 3 reflects the 

principles of Decide and Provide, but they were unable to support it at that time. The acceptance of 

Methodology 3 is now common ground. 

5.1.6 I do not agree that Methodology 2, which uses Historic Trends Analysis, is inappropriate. This approach 

is consistent with TRICS guidance30 which states: 

 
30 TRICS Decide and Provide Guidance Summary (TRICS, 2022). 
Available at: https://trics.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/trics_dp_guidance_summary.pdf  

https://trics.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/trics_dp_guidance_summary.pdf
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“[Scenario planning] unavoidably involves evidence-based judgement – something just as true 

for a P&P [Predict & Provide] approach to a TA/TS as for the D&P [Decide and Provide, or 

vision-led] approach. In the base of the latter, a ‘fan’ of scenarios should depict how trip rates 

could change for the site – including an extrapolation of historic trend for the development 

type in question according to the TRICS data, and also including other ‘exogenous’ scenarios 

such as those from the DfT. It should also then include a scenario for how the trip rate could be 

changed (further) through design. 

Traditionally, TRICS data has been used to find ‘developments like mine’ and identify a 

representative (car) trip rate for such a development that then feeds through into the TA/TS. 

However, the real power of TRICS as a dataset becomes apparent when one realises that it 

offers insights into how trip rates for given development types (may) have been changing 

over time. Change may be because the wider nature of society has been changing; it may also 

be because of changes in development design.” (emphasis added) 

5.1.7 It is also worth noting that background traffic growth is “outside of the control of, and not influenced by, 

the applicant” yet was required by the LHA for inclusion in all methodologies. This is an inconsistency 

in comments received from the LHA. 

5.1.8 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. The LHA noted in their fourth formal 

response: 

“While most junctions are forecast to operate within acceptable limits, the LHA notes that 

Junctions 3, 5, and 7 are operating over/close to capacity. It is also noted that junctions 

operating below but close to capacity may still exceed capacity during peak traffic fluctuations. 

The LHA recommended that the applicant address this by identifying mitigation measures, 

either through physical improvement works or through the STS, to manage potential future 

capacity constraints at any junction exceeding or approaching capacity.” 

5.1.9 Following comments from the LHA, an improvement scheme has been proposed for Junction 5 to 

improve the flow of traffic (as suggested by the LHA in a post-application meeting), and a S106 

contribution will be made towards traffic monitoring, and minor highway interventions following such 

monitoring, at Junctions 3, 4, and 7. 

5.1.10 Bus routes 337 and 347 both pass through Junctions 3 and 5. As outlined in Section 2.4 of this PoE, 

the S106 contribution to improve bus services, could encourage more people to travel by bus, which 

could also reduce the volume of baseline traffic that travels through these junctions, thereby improving 

their operation. These potential benefits have not been modelled, but are noted as another potential 

outcome of the Proposed Development. 
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5.1.11 As such, the traffic impacts of the Proposed Development have been modelled following a traditional 

TA approach and a vision-led approach. The assumptions used are robust, as reported in the TA and 

the LCC Post-Application Response. It is therefore my professional opinion that the traffic impacts have 

been appropriately assessed, and mitigation measures appropriately proposed to support the Appeal 

Site. 
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 Third-Party Comments 

 Introduction 

6.1.1 Responses to the Application and Appeal have been received from various interest-third parties. This 

section addresses the comments provided by the key national and local stakeholders (excluding the 

LHA and LPA), many of whom Curtins contacted directly to discuss, shape and agree the Application, 

followed by the comments received by local residents. 

 Key Stakeholders 

National Highways 

6.2.1 During the first pre-application meeting on 22nd November 2024, the LHA suggested that, once the 

Proposed Development traffic flows were established, Curtins should engage with National Highways 

(‘NH’) regarding the potential impact on the Strategic Road Network (‘SRN’) – i.e. the M6 Junctions 27 

and 28, and the M61 Junction 8. 

6.2.2 Curtins contacted NH on 7th May 2025, providing Transport Scoping Note 1 (included in Appendix B of 

the TA – CD1.37) and a summary of the impact of the Proposed Development on the SRN. This showed 

between 5 and 12 two-way vehicle trips through M6 Junctions 27 and 28, and the M61 Junction 8, in 

the AM and PM peak hours (using Methodology 1 – the worst-case assessment). As such, 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. 

6.2.3 National Highways provided a response on 9th June 2025 (CD12.3), advising that further information 

would be required as part of the planning submission, but that: 

“should the trip numbers remain broadly similar then, this is unlikely to warrant further 

assessment of the SRN.” 

6.2.4 NH was directed to the planning submission and the supporting Transport Assessment (‘TA’) on 17th 

July 2025 (CD1.37 and CD1.38). Curtins subsequently provided a comments tracker on 8th August 

2025, responding to each of the comments raised and signposting relevant information. 

6.2.5 Following this, Curtins prepared a post-application response to NH (CD2.16), confirming that the 

development trip numbers were unchanged. 

6.2.6 NH provided their formal response to the Application to the LPA on 10th September 2025 (CD13.21), 

stating: 



 

086409 Camelot, Chorley  

Transport & Highways Proof of Evidence  

 

Rev P03 | Copyright © 2026 Curtins Consulting Ltd Page 45 
 

“notice is hereby given that National Highways’ formal recommendation is as follows: a) offer 

no objection (see reasons at Annex A)” 

6.2.7 NH made the following supporting comments: 

• They agreed that there should be no access to the motorway service area for pedestrians, 

construction traffic, or future resident traffic, recommending that a Construction Traffic 

Management Plan and Travel Plan make these restrictions clear to users; 

• Given the proximity to the M6, the Appellant is responsible for ensuring that adequate steps are 

taken to prevent unauthorised pedestrian intrusion, and there is no obligation on NH to upgrade 

the existing fencing, so they recommend the Appellant erect appropriate fencing on their land; 

and 

• NH agrees with the trip generation rates used, and did not seek any further assessments. 

6.2.8 The Appellant has no objection to the requirement for a Construction Traffic Management Plan and 

Travel Plan, or recommendation to erect additional fencing along the eastern boundary of the Appeal 

Site. The LHA has provided draft planning conditions requiring a Construction Management Plan and 

Travel Plan that would secure these documents. The fencing point is a detailed matter that would be 

addressed at Reserved Matters stage. 

Active Travel England 

6.2.9 The LHA advised during the first pre-application meeting on 22nd November 2024, that they would 

discuss the Application with Active Travel England (ATE) and provide feedback to Curtins, but 

suggested this was done later in the process (potentially post-application), given that the Sustainable 

Transport Strategy had yet to be finalised. 

6.2.10 As per the meeting minutes for the first post-application meeting on 22nd July 2025, the LHA had not 

yet consulted with ATE, but Curtins was due to. 

6.2.11 Curtins attended a post-application meeting with ATE on 24th July 2025. The following day, ATE 

provided their first post-application response (CD13.1), formally recommending that the LPA defer the 

application, requesting further information. Notwithstanding, their summary stated: 

“Overall, ATE acknowledges that this application demonstrates an overall intent to create a 

development that can facilitate active travel modes and take advantage of its’ location which is 

highly accessible to various active and sustainable travel networks.” 

6.2.12 Curtins prepared a post-application note responding to ATE’s comments (CD2.15). This provided 

details of the updated Framework Travel Plan (‘FTP’), the PRoW improvements, and the off-site 

highways improvements. 
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6.2.13 ATE provided their second post-application response on 30th September 2025 (CD13.2), stating: 

“Notice is hereby given that Active Travel England’s formal recommendation is as follows: b. 

Conditional approval: ATE recommends approval of the application, subject to the agreement 

and implementation of planning conditions and/or obligations as set out in this response.” 

6.2.14 ATE’s revised Active Travel Assessment for the Appeal Site states: 

“ATE acknowledges that for many of residents of the northern parcel, the emergency vehicle 

route along the south and west of Park Hall Resort & Spa can be the primary active travel route 

(RN, p.3) but still advises that there is at the least a commitment regarding the nature of this 

link and also the link road at this stage of the process. A condition for this recommended [is] an 

option but ideally ATE would suggest that this is resolved prior to the progression of this 

application. Either option is at the discretion of the LPA - should the LPA of local highways 

authority (LHA) wish further input involving ATE, then this is welcome.” (page 2) 

6.2.15 A marked-up version of the Movement & Access Parameter Plan detailing the internal access proposals 

was shared with the LHA on 29th September 2025. This confirmed the intentions for the emergency 

vehicle route (to the west of Park Hall Hotel) and the link road (referred to as the ‘access road’ to Parcel 

B to the east of the Park Hall Hotel on the marked-up Parameter Plan). This confirmed that the 

emergency vehicle route would have access control measures for vehicles, and that the route would be 

available for use by pedestrians and cyclists. Additionally, it confirmed that the access road would have 

continuous 2m-wide footways and pedestrian crossing points. 

6.2.16 The marked-up Parameter Plan was included in Appendix E of the LCC Post-Application Response 

(CD2.28). 

6.2.17 Indicative plans of the access road (to the east of the Park Hall Hotel) were subsequently shared with 

LCC on 7th November 2025. These confidential plans showed the potential for enhanced provision, with 

a 3m-wide shared footway/cycleway along one side of the access road between Parcels A and B.31 

6.2.18 The Appellant is supportive of a planning condition to secure the pedestrian and cycle facilities, and 

other features for the access road and emergency vehicle route, as indicated on the above plans. LCC 

(in its role as the LHA) would be party to the design and assessment process at Reserved Matters stage 

to ensure that satisfactory access is delivered. 

6.2.19 ATE’s revised Active Travel Assessment for the Appeal Site continues: 

 
31 The latest plans appended to the ES also show the Internal Link Road with a 3m-wide shared footway/cycleway. 
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“As with its initial response, ATE recognises that the applicant is willing to provide cycle parking 

as part of the development proposals for all dwellings via sheds/on street cycle hangers and 

through the Community Hub. ATE understands that the this is not subject to this outline 

application but recommends that there be a suitable condition, or at least an informative which 

ensures that the future phase of this development commits to a suitable quantum of cycle 

parking and supportive provision as stipulated in Chapter 11 of LTN 1- 20. The nature of this is 

set at the discretion of the local planning authority. 

ATE notes that the applicant will commit to a contribution for off-site cycle parking in Eccleston 

and/or Coppull village centres (RN p.6) and recommends that provision is established for both 

of this attractors.” (page 3) 

6.2.20 The Appellant is supportive of a planning condition requiring appropriate cycle parking facilities to be 

proposed within the Appeal Site at Reserved Matters stage. 

6.2.21 There is a S106 contribution “for off site cycle measures such as cycle parking in Eccleston and/or 

Coppull village centres”. The LHA and LPA will ultimately determine whether this contribution is used 

at one or both villages, but the Appellant supports provision being made at both centres. 

Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council 

6.2.22 During the first pre-application meeting with LCC on 22nd November 2024, they also advised contacting 

Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council (WMBC) regarding potential traffic impacts on Standish, the 

closest urban area outside of LCC’s jurisdiction. 

6.2.23 Curtins contacted WMBC on 7th May 2025, providing Transport Scoping Note 1 (included in Appendix 

B of the TA – CD1.37) 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. 

6.2.24 The same conclusion was reiterated within the TA. 

6.2.25 WMBC responded to the Application on 2nd September 2025 (CD13.32), stating: 

“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 development. Should 
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the impact of the development increase in response to LCC’s comments a further consultation 

within Wigan Council may be required.” 

6.2.26 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 LHA. Therefore, there was no requirement for 

further consultation with WMBC. 

West Lancashire Borough Council 

6.2.27 Following submission of the Application, West Lancashire Borough Council (WLBC) provided a 

consultation response relating to transport and ecology (CD13.30). Their transport comments covered 

consultation with LCC and WLBC, the FTP objectives, Central Lancashire Core Strategy, and traffic 

impacts in West Lancashire. WLBC had not been previously consulted as LCC is the LHA for West 

Lancashire. 

6.2.28 Curtins prepared a post-application response note addressing WLBC’s comments (CD2.14). 

6.2.29 WLBC responded as follows to the LPA on 11th September 2025 (CD13.31): 

“The response addresses all matters raised by WLBC's consultation response dated 8 August 

2025 and indicates that Curtins do not consider that the proposal would have any adverse 

impact on West Lancashire Borough from a transport perspective. WLBC accept this conclusion 

and therefore raise no objection to the proposed development.” 

Eccleston Parish Council 

6.2.30 Following submission of the Application, Eccleston Parish Council (EPC) objected, solely on the basis 

of there being a single vehicular access to the Appeal Site from Park Hall Road (CD13.3). At that stage, 

the TA proposed a primary vehicle access and an Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) from Park Hall 

Road. 

6.2.31 Curtins prepared a post-application response note (CD2.13) confirming the EVA had been converted 

to a full secondary access, to fully address the concerns of EPC and the LHA. 

6.2.32 There was no further correspondence from EPC in respect of the Application. 

Heskin Parish Council 

6.2.33 A letter of objection was received from Heskin Parish Council (HPC) (CD13.4). The Appeal Site is 

located within Charnock Richard Parish Council, but only a short distance from the boundaries of 

several parishes, including Heskin. HPC raises several matters, including highways, for which they 

state: 
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“Paragraphs 110 and 115 of the NPPF make it very clear that significant development 

proposals, and this application falls into that category, should be located where sustainable 

transport infrastructure exists or can be provided as part of the scheme. Regarding the Camelot 

site, the preferred options paper on housing land supply states the following: 

A Central Lancashire Highways and Transport Masterplan is being prepared by LCC. As part 

of this work, the impact of the preferred allocations on the highways network will be assessed 

and appropriate mitigation measures identified.” 

That work has not been completed and LCC are currently unable to comment which suggest 

this application is premature. 

The Parish Council remain, as with previous applications, of the opinion that the introduction of 

traffic from 350 new dwellings, commercial infrastructure and a ‘hub’ in a relatively rural location 

will lead to an unacceptable increase of traffic onto the public highway, and at junctions along 

the local network which have not been assessed by LCC as to their capabilities.” 

6.2.34 The latest Central Lancashire Highways and Transport Masterplan was published in 2013. The 

masterplan represents LCC’s priorities for future investment in highways and transport across Central 

Lancashire and the start of a delivery programme for 13 years up to 2026. The Masterplan focuses on 

the delivery of strategic transport infrastructure, and the Proposed Development does not prejudice the 

delivery of this Masterplan. 

6.2.35 Whilst no version of the forthcoming updated Masterplan has been published, nor is there a timetable 

for doing so, the published version of the Masterplan remains current. The Masterplan does not form 

part of the adopted development plan. 

6.2.36 The LHA consulted with the other relevant teams within LCC, including LCC’s PRoW and public 

transport teams, and therefore it is reasonable to assume that LCC would have considered any relevant 

future investment in highways and transport being considered as part of any update to the Masterplan 

in their responses to the Application. The LHA is satisfied that the Sustainable Transport Strategy is 

sufficient to ensure the Appeal Site will be accessible. On this basis, the progress or otherwise of any 

potential Masterplan update is not considered relevant to the Application. 

6.2.37 The Application is also supported by a comprehensive TA and post-application response notes that 

duly consider the traffic impacts of the Proposed Development across a wide agreed study area, where 

the conclusions are such that the traffic impact is not significant or severe in the context of the NPPF. 

A summary is provided in Section 5 of this PoE. 

6.2.38 Additionally, the ES, submitted to PINS on 31st March 2026, found that the transport-related effects 

(including the cumulative assessment) were Not Significant. 
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 Local Residents 

6.3.1 Third party comments have been received relating to highways and transport, covering the broad 

themes of: 

• Access; 

• Concerns regarding road safety; 

• Public transport; 

• PRoW and walking routes; and 

• Traffic congestion and speeds. 

6.3.2 A table detailing all transport-related comments and my responses is provided in Appendix D. The 

remaining comments are addressed in the respective PoEs and Written Statements. 

 Conclusions 

6.4.1 I conclude that the third-party comments are adequately addressed by the highways and transport 

elements of the Application, notably the traffic impact assessment, road safety, access and sustainable 

transport strategies, and off-site mitigation. 
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 Policy Compliance 

 Introduction 

7.1.1 This section provides the key policy tests relevant to transport and highways and the appeal, and 

demonstrates how the Proposed Development meets them. 

7.1.2 Policy references are included for brevity; policy extracts are included in Appendix E. 

 National Planning Policy Framework32 

Section 9 – Promoting sustainable transport 

7.2.1 With reference to Paragraph 110 of the NPPF, the comprehensive Sustainable Transport Strategy, 

which has been agreed with the LHA, as detailed in Section 2 of this PoE, the TA, 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). 

7.2.2 With reference to Paragraph 115 of the NPPF, as detailed in Sections 2 and 4 of this PoE, the Proposed 

Development prioritises sustainable transport modes – for example, active travel users have the most 

routes into and within the Appeal Site, and most S106 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. This supports the Vision for the Appeal Site, as detailed in the 

TA. 

7.2.3 The TA and ES conclude that there would be no significant impacts on the transport network. 

Notwithstanding, 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 S106 

contribution is being made toward traffic monitoring and minor interventions at three off-site junctions. 

7.2.4 As detailed in the TA, I do 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, as detailed 

in Section 2 of this PoE, in line with comments from the LHA, 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, I expect 

the Proposed Development will deliver highway safety benefits. 

 
32 Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67aafe8f3b41f783cca46251/NPPF_December_2024.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/67aafe8f3b41f783cca46251/NPPF_December_2024.pdf
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7.2.5 The points at Paragraph 115c of the NPPF relate to matters that will be determined at Reserved Matters 

stage. 

7.2.6 With reference to Paragraph 116 of the NPPF, as detailed in the TA, there will be no significant impacts 

on the highway network. Notwithstanding, 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 S106 contribution is being made toward traffic monitoring and minor interventions 

at three off-site junctions. 

7.2.7 Highway safety is responded to above. 

7.2.8 With reference to Paragraph 117 of the NPPF, as detailed in Sections 2 and 4 of this PoE, the Proposed 

Development prioritises active travel users who would be provided the most routes into and within the 

Appeal Site. All dwellings will be within an 800m / 10-minute walk of the proposed Bus Interchange 

and/or stops on Park Hall Road adjacent to the secondary access, while the Internal Link Road will be 

designed to allow bus use, future-proofing the Appeal Site in case, in the future, operators decide to 

extend routes to Parcel B. 

7.2.9 The Bus Interchange will provide suitable access for mobility and visually impaired users to bus 

services, while the active-travel-only routes and improvements to existing vehicular routes will improve 

road safety, particularly for the most vulnerable road users. 

7.2.10 The points at Paragraph 117c-e of the NPPF relate to matters that will be determined at Reserved 

Matters stage. 

Section 13 – Protecting Green Belt land 

7.2.11 With reference to Paragraph 156(c) of the NPPF, as shown on the submitted Parameter Plans, high-

quality green spaces will be provided within the Appeal Site. 

7.2.12 The improvements that will be made to the PRoWs (Accessibility and Leisure routes) as a result of the 

S106 contribution, will improve access to the existing green spaces surrounding the Appeal Site. 

7.2.13 With reference to Paragraph 155 (main paragraph and part c) of the NPPF, as detailed above, the 

Proposed Development complies with Paragraphs 110 and 115. 

 Local Policy 

7.3.1 The relevant adopted Development Plan Documents for CBC are the Central Lancashire Core Strategy 

(adopted 2012) and the Chorley Local Plan 2012 to 2026: Site Allocations and Development 

Management Policies (adopted 2015). 
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Central Lancashire Core Strategy33 

7.3.2 There are two Strategic Objectives pertaining to Sustainable Travel in the adopted Core Strategy        

(SO 3 and SO 4). Additionally, Policy 3: Travel, outlines the measures to deliver the best approach to 

planning for travel. It states: 

“The best approach to planning for travel will involve a series of measures: (a) Reducing the 

need to travel… (b) Improving pedestrian facilities… (c) Improving opportunities for cycling… 

(d) Improving public transport… (e) Enabling travellers to change their mode of travel on trips… 

(f) Encouraging car sharing… (g) Managing car use… (h) Improving the road network… (i) 

Enabling the use of alternative fuels for transport purposes.” 

7.3.3 Regarding point (a), the proposed development will provide a Community Hub and is situated adjacent 

to the existing hotel complex and commercial units, reducing the need to travel off-site. 

7.3.4 In relation to points (b), (c), (d), and (e), the Applicant will make S106 contributions towards PRoWs, 

public transport, and community transport, for LCC to fund improvements to the active and sustainable 

transport networks, enabling future residents (and others in the surrounding communities) to travel by 

sustainable modes of transport. The Proposed Development also includes a Bus Interchange and is 

supported by a comprehensive Sustainable Transport Strategy, as detailed in the TA and in Section 2 

of this PoE. 

7.3.5 Regarding point (f), the Travel Plan Co-ordinator will promote existing car sharing scheme(s), such as 

Liftshare. 

7.3.6 In relation to points (g) and (h), the Proposed Development will deliver road safety improvements along 

Park Hall Road, at the Park Hall Road/Wood Lane junction, and at the A49 Preston Road/Mill Lane 

junctions, which will also encourage active travel. 

7.3.7 Finally, regarding point (i), there are measures in the FTP to encourage ultra-low and zero emission 

vehicles at the Appeal Site. 

Chorley Local Plan34 

7.3.8 The Site Allocations and Development Management policies promote similar principles to the NPPF, 

containing the following policies relevant to transport: 

• Policy ST1 – New Provision or Improvement of Footpaths, Cycleways, Bridleways and their 

associated facilities in existing networks and new development; 

 
33 Available at: https://centrallocalplan.lancashire.gov.uk/media/1032/central-lancashire-core-strategy-july-2012-v1.pdf  
34 Available at: https://chorley.gov.uk/downloads/file/260/chorley-local-plan-2012-2026-adopted-2015-  

https://centrallocalplan.lancashire.gov.uk/media/1032/central-lancashire-core-strategy-july-2012-v1.pdf
https://chorley.gov.uk/downloads/file/260/chorley-local-plan-2012-2026-adopted-2015-
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• Policy ST2 – Rail Facilities, Electrification and Improvement; 

• Policy ST3 – Road Schemes and Development Access; and 

• Policy ST4 – Parking Standards. 

7.3.9 With reference to Policy ST1, the existing PRoWs within and adjacent to the Appeal Site will be retained 

and enhanced. Walking and cycling routes to surrounding amenities along the PRoW and the local 

highway network will be improved. These measures will be supported by road safety improvements 

along Park Hall Road and junction improvements at the Park Hall Road/Wood Lane and the A49 Preston 

Road/Mill Lane junctions. 

7.3.10 The policy also protects land for proposed cycle routes/recreational footpaths. A network of paths for 

pedestrians and cyclists will be provided throughout the Appeal Site to promote accessibility and leisure. 

Further details of the internal site layout will become available at Reserved Matters stage. 

7.3.11 Policies ST2-ST4 do not directly apply to the Appeal Site either due to the strategic nature of 

infrastructure proposed (ST2 and ST3), or to being a Reserved Matter (ST4). 

 Emerging Policy 

7.4.1 There are two emerging policy documents relevant to the Application: a consultation draft on a revised 

NPPF, and the emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan (‘CLLP’). These draft documents have been 

reviewed in the context of the Appeal Site – the findings are included in Appendix F. 

7.4.2 I conclude that the Proposed Development complies with emerging NPPF Policies TR3, TR4, TR6, and 

TR8, and is compliant with the Sustainable Travel Policies ST1-ST3 of the emerging CLLP. 

 



 

 

 Our Locations 
 

Birmingham 
2 The Wharf 
Bridge Street 
Birmingham 
B1 2JS 
T. 0121 643 4694 
birmingham@curtins.com 

Glasgow 
Queens House 
29 St Vincent Place 
Glasgow 
G1 2DT 
T. 0141 319 8777 
glasgow@curtins.com 

Bristol 
Quayside 
40-58 Hotwell Road 
Bristol 
BS8 4UQ 
T. 0117 302 7560 
bristol@curtins.com 

Kendal 
Units 24 & 25 Riverside Place 
K Village 
Lound Road 
Kendal 
LA9 7FH 
T. 01539 724 823 
kendal@curtins.com 

Cambridge 
50 Cambridge Place 
Cambridge 
CB2 1NS 
T. 01223 631 799 
cambridge@curtins.com 

Leeds 
Ground Floor 
Rose Wharf 
78-80 East Street 
Leeds 
LS9 8EE 
T. 0113 274 8509 
leeds@curtins.com 

Cardiff 
3 Cwrt-y-Parc 
Earlswood Road 
Cardiff 
CF14 5GH 
T. 029 2068 0900 
cardiff@curtins.com 

Liverpool 
51-55 Tithebarn Street 
Liverpool 
L2 2SB 
T. 0151 726 2000 
liverpool@curtins.com 

Douglas 
Varley House 
29-31 Duke Street 
Douglas 
Isle of Man 
IM1 2AZ 
T. 01624 624 585 
douglas@curtins.com 

London 
40 Compton Street 
London 
EC1V 0BD 
T. 020 7324 2240 
london@curtins.com 

Dublin 
11 Pembroke Lane 
Dublin 2 
D02 CX82 
Ireland 
T. +353 1 507 9447 
dublin@curtins.com 

Manchester 
Merchant Exchange 
17-19 Whitworth Street West 
Manchester 
M1 5WG 
T. 0161 236 2394 
manchester@curtins.com 

Edinburgh 
1a Belford Road 
Edinburgh 
EH4 3BL 
T. 0131 225 2175 
edinburgh@curtins.com 

 

 

 

 
 

Curtins Consulting Ltd registered in England and Wales No: 2054159  
Registered office: 51-55 Tithebarn Street, Liverpool, L2 2SB 


