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Consultation with the LHA 
 

1. A summary of the consultation and key events timeline is provided in Table A1 below. 

2. Following submission of the Application, the LHA provided a holding response to the LPA 

advising they were reviewing the Application and working with the Appellant. After the first post-

application meeting, the LHA provided their draft post-application response, advising that their 

intention was to only formally submit the final version of their response to CBC and the planning 

portal once all matters had been resolved. Accordingly, the LHA and Curtins exchanged various 

draft documents (marked as ‘draft’ in the table below) prior to the formal, final submissions. 

3. The initial draft post-application responses by the LHA did not object to access to Parcel B 

being a Reserved Matter and did not object to the public transport strategy. The main issues 

that led to the objection by the LHA (the Development Access Strategy, particularly the 

existing/proposed internal links serving Parcel B, and public transport accessibility and 

provision, notably the walking distances to existing public transport infrastructure) were raised 

much later in the process. 

4. The final post-application response prepared by Curtins was formally submitted in October 

2025. A post-application meeting followed in November 2025 where additional information was 

requested by the LHA. The Appellant agreed to share this information with LCC to provide 

additional comfort and gain support for the Application. As the information requested would be 

a Reserved Matter, the information was shared confidentially (marked as ‘confidential’ in the 

table below). 

5. The ‘Indicative plans of the access road to Parcel B’ are now superseded by the indicative plans 

of the Internal Link Road and emergency vehicle link that are presented and have been 

assessed in the ES Chapter. 

6. It is evident from the key events timeline, meeting minutes, and response notes, that significant 

effort and progress was made on transport and highways matters both pre- and post-

submission of the Application. This demonstrates the timely and collaborative approach taken 

by the Appellant and Curtins, who responding promptly and comprehensively to all transport 

and highways matters raised by the LHA, with the aim of securing support and a position of ‘no 

objection’. 

7. Despite this, the LHA raised an objection, which was subsequently withdrawn following the 

CMC. 
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Date Summary 

Pre-Application (up to 10/06/2025) 

11/10/2024 
Pre-application advice form issued to LCC 

Transport Scoping Note 1 issued to LCC (P02) 

19/11/2024 

Updated Transport Scoping Note 1 issued to LCC (P03) 

Transport Scoping Note 2 issued to LCC (P02) 

Pre-application meeting agenda (1) issued to LCC 

22/11/2024 Pre-application meeting 1 with LCC 

13/12/2024 

Pre-application meeting minutes (1) issued to LCC 

Traffic survey data (raw data files) issued to LCC 

Constraints and opportunities plan issued to LCC 

TRICS Output (Total Vehicles and People) issued to LCC 

TRICS Trend Analysis (Total Vehicles and People) issued to LCC 

Comparison of 2024 and 2015 Observed Traffic Flows issued to LCC 

31/01/2025 Pre-application meeting 2 with LCC 

14/02/2025 
Pre-application meeting minutes (2) issued to LCC 

Gravity model (v2) issued to LCC 

11/04/2025 
Sustainable Transport Strategy issued to LCC (dated 10/04/2025) 

Request for update on LCC’s outstanding actions from meetings 

21/04/2025 Parameter plans issued to LCC 

Planning Submission 

11/06/2025 Application submitted to LPA by Asteer Planning 

18/06/2025 Application received by LPA 

20/06/2025 Application validated by LPA 

Post-Application (11/06/2025 onwards) 

13/06/2025 Formal pre-application response shared by LCC 

07/07/2025 Pre-application comments tracker issued to LCC (P02) 

22/07/2025 Post-application meeting 1 with LCC 

24/07/2025 Draft post-application response received from LCC 

14/08/2025 Post-application meeting 2 with LCC 

15/08/2025 

Comments on draft post-application response issued to LCC 

Secondary access drawing issued to LCC (P01) 

Proposed improvement scheme for A49/Mill Lane issued to LCC (P01) 

Concepts for Road Safety Scheme for Park Hall Road issued to LCC (P01) 

Draft post-application proposals table (with costs) issued to LCC (P02) 

20/08/2025 Post-application meeting 3 with LCC 

22/08/2025 Model calibration clarification issued to LCC 
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Date Summary 

22/08/2025 Proposed Road Safety Scheme for Park Hall Road issued to LCC (P01) 

22/08/2025 Post-application meeting minutes (1, 2, and 3) issued to LCC 

03/09/2025 

Draft post-application response issued to LCC 

Updated FTP issued to LCC (P05) 

Draft post-application proposals table (with costs) issued to LCC (P04) 

11/09/2025 

Stage 1 RSA DTR issued to LCC (P01) 

Summary table (comparing the existing and proposed access road to Parcel B) 

issued to LCC (P03) 

Draft post-application proposals table (with costs) issued to LCC (P04) 

17/09/2025 Post-application meeting 4 with LCC 

19/09/2025 

Draft post-application proposals table (with costs) issued to LCC (P05) 

Summary table (comparing the existing and proposed access road to Parcel B) 

issued to LCC (P05) 

22/09/2025 Post-application meeting minutes (4) issued to LCC 

29/09/2025 Marked-up parameter plan (to confirm internal access proposals) issued to LCC (P01) 

10/10/2025 Interim consultation response issued by LCC 

20/10/2025 Formal post-application response issued to LCC (by Asteer Planning via CBC) 

31/10/2025 Additional consultation response issued by LCC 

05/11/2025 Post-application meeting 5 with LCC 

07/11/2025 

Indicative plans of the access road to Parcel B (prepared by Story Homes) issued to 

LCC (confidential) 

Additional walking catchment plan to bus services issued to LCC (confidential) 

26/11/2025 Final post-application consultation response issued by LCC 

28/11/2025 
Final post-application proposals table (with method and trigger points) issued by 

Asteer Planning to CBC (P07) 

18/12/2025 Post-application meeting minutes (5) issued to LCC 

09/01/2026 Draft planning conditions and Section 106 contributions issued by LCC 

Table A1 – Consultation and Key Events Timeline – Engagement with LCC 
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Evolution of the Sustainable 
Transport Strategy 
 

1. A summary of the Sustainable Transport Strategy is provided in Table B1 below (with measures 

that evolved following engagement with the LHA and other consultees in bold green): 

Mode  Position at Planning Submission  Current Position 

Site Accesses 

Primary access and EVA 

 

Pedestrian and cycle connection at 

north-west and south-west corner of 

Appeal Site 

 

Connections to PRoW to east and west 

of the Appeal Site 

Primary access and secondary 

access 

 

Pedestrian and cycle connection at 

north-west and south-west corner of 

Appeal Site 

 

Connections to PRoW to east and west 

of the Appeal Site 

Walking and Wheeling 

Cutting back vegetation along Park Hall 

Road 

 

Park Hall Road / Wood Lane 

improvement scheme 

 

Contribution towards improvements to 

two footpaths and two bridleways 

Cutting back vegetation along Park Hall 

Road 

 

Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall 

Road, including tactile paving at 

Yewlands Avenue 

 

Park Hall Road / Wood Lane 

improvement scheme 

 

Preston Road / Mill Lane 

improvement scheme 

 

Contribution towards improvements to 

two footpaths and two bridleways 

(Accessibility PRoWs) 

 

Contribution towards improvements 

to seven footpaths (Leisure PRoWs) 

Cycling 

Cycle parking for all dwellings and at 

the Community Hub 

 

Contribution towards improvements to 

two bridleways 

Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall 

Road (as above) 

 

Cycle parking for all dwellings and at 

the Community Hub 

 

Contribution towards improvements to 

two bridleways 

 

Contribution to off-site cycle parking 

Public Transport 

Bus Interchange within the Appeal Site 

 

Bus service diversions to Bus 

Interchange 

 

Bus interchange within the Appeal Site, 

new stops on Park Hall Road, and 

proposal for access road to Parcel B 

to be designed to accommodate 

buses to future-proof the Appeal 

Site 
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Mode  Position at Planning Submission  Current Position 

Contribution to support the Central 

Lancashire community transport 

services 

 

Bus service diversions to Bus 

Interchange, and contribution for bus 

service enhancements 

 

Contribution to support the Central 

Lancashire community transport 

services 

Cars and Other Vehicles 
Park Hall Road / Wood Lane 

improvement scheme 

Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall 

Road (as above) 

 

Park Hall Road / Wood Lane 

improvement scheme 

 

Preston Road / Mill Lane 

improvement scheme (as above) 

 

Traffic monitoring and minor 

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 

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 Travel Vouchers 

Travel Vouchers 

 

Personalised travel planning via 

TPC 

 

LCC Travel Plan support fee 

Table B1 – Evolution of the Sustainable Transport Strategy 

 

2. Curtins first shared a summary of the Sustainable Transport Strategy with the LHA for comment 

on 11th April 2025. The LHA first commented on the Strategy post-application – during the first 

pre-application meeting on 22nd July 2025 – which explains why the Strategy evolved post-

application. 

Comparison with Previous Applications 
 

3. Two planning applications for residential-led development have also been submitted at the 

Appeal Site previously: 

• 14/00071/OUTMAJ – An outline planning application, with all matters reserved, for the 

redevelopment of the former Camelot Theme Park comprising the erection of up to 420 

dwellings. – Refused on 14th August 2014; and 
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• 17/00710/OUTMAJ – An outline planning application, with all matters reserved except 

for access, for the mixed-use redevelopment of the former Camelot Theme Park, 

comprising up to 195 dwellings, 1,000sqm of office space (Use Class B1), and 

2,000sqm workshop/starter units, together with associated infrastructure, open space 

and landscaping. – Refused against Officer’s recommendation on 28th March 2018. 

4. It is noted that the reasons for refusal for the above applications were not related to transport 

or highways matters. 

5. The Transport Strategy for the most recent of these applications (2017) is summarised in Table 

B2 below: 

Mode Position 

Site Accesses Single vehicular access 

Walking and 

Wheeling 
Contribution towards potential resurfacing and lighting of four footpaths and a bridleway 

Cycling 
Contribution towards potential resurfacing and lighting of a bridleway (same bridleway as 

above) 

Public Transport 

Access road would be suitable for use by buses 

 

Contribution towards a revised service to Chorley town centre, potentially similar to route 7 

(a circular route between Chorley, Eccleston and Croston which was withdrawn in 2017) 

 

Contribution to improve frequency of route 347 

 

Provision of a bus service to Heskin Primary School and Southlands High School 

 

Contribution to support the dial-a-bus service 

Cars and Other 

Vehicles 
None 

Reducing the 

Need to Travel 
None 

Travel Plan 

Travel Vouchers 

 

Personalised travel planning via TPC 

 

Walking bus to Heskin Primary School 

Table B2 – 2017 Application Strategy 

 

6. The Transport Strategy proposed for the Appeal Site is demonstrably comprehensive and goes 

further than previous applications. The main additions are the secondary access junction, the 

Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road, the Park Hall Road / Wood Lane junction improvement 

scheme, the Preston Road / Mill Lane junction improvement scheme, the S106 contribution to 

off-site cycle parking at Eccleston and/or Coppull village centres, and the proposed Bus 

Interchange and Community Hub. 



 

086409 Camelot, Chorley  

Transport & Highways Proof of Evidence – Appendices  

 

Rev P02 | Copyright © 2026 Curtins Consulting Ltd  
 

Appendix C – Plans and Tables that comprise the Accessibility Plan 

requested by the Inspector 

  



1 
 

Plans and Tables that comprise the 
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Resident Comments and My 
Responses 
 

Comment 

 

Response 

Highways – Access 

 

Access route through Eccleston (The Green) is under 

strain and cannot safely accommodate additional traffic. 

Please refer to Sections 6 and 7 of the Transport 

Assessment (TA) for the traffic impact assessment. As 

has been agreed with the Local Highway Authority 

(LHA), there would be no significant or severe impact 

on the surrounding highway, subject to the proposed 

Transport Strategy, including S106 contributions and 

planning conditions. 

Peak hour trip generation via The Green would be less 

than 6% of Observed 2024 traffic levels in the AM peak, 

and less than 5% in the PM peak, which is less than 

typical daily traffic variation of 10%. 

Only one access road there will be a daily traffic jam of 

people trying to leave the site - insufficient given the 

number of houses planned in addition to the existing 

hotel, conference centre and leisure club. 

Please refer to the capacity assessment of Junction 1 in 

Section 7 of the TA, which demonstrates that the site 

access junction will operate effectively. 

Following submission of the Application and receipt of 

comments from the LHA and Eccleston Parish Council, 

the emergency vehicle access onto Park Hall Road was 

amended to a full secondary access. 

Within the site, the link road between Parcels A and B 

is sufficient for the traffic associated with the existing 

and proposed uses. This road was previously used by 

the theme park which experienced much higher traffic 

levels at its peaks than is proposed. The link road will 

also be upgraded to ensure safe and suitable access 

for all users. The emergency vehicle link between 

Parcels A and B will provide resilience for the Appeal 

Site and ensure emergency vehicles have full access at 

all times. 

Entry/exit point to the site is mostly on a blind corner in 

both directions posing a danger. 

Please refer to the proposed access drawings 

appended to the LCC Highways Post-Application 

Response. These show that sufficient visibility splays 

can be achieved from both accesses based on a 

40mph speed limit. 

The Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road will 

reduce the speed limit to 30mph and therefore the 

visibility requirements, and lower vehicle speeds, 

thereby improving safety for all users. 

Access and egress from this site of 350 homes is high 

risk to pedestrians and vehicles, the road taking all the 

traffic from the development is not capable of taking the 

amount of traffic generated from this development. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Eccleston Parish Council objects to this application on 

the grounds of the access. The single vehicular 

entrance onto Park Hall Road is inadequate for the 

potential numbers of vehicle movements likely to be 

generated by the proposed development. 

Following submission of the Application and receipt of 

comments from the LHA and Eccleston Parish Council, 

the emergency vehicle access onto Park Hall Road was 

amended to a full secondary access, thereby fully 

addressing the Parish’s comment. 

I own Theme house and the planning applications show 

a house next to my property stopping access to all 

offices down the whole right side of the building 

including our carpark. If the access road for the new 

Following receipt of this comment, Story Homes spoke 

to the owner of Theme house in July 2025, explaining 

that the plans were indicative and will not be 

conditioned. This satisfied the owner. Story Homes also 
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houses was to run down the right side of Theme house 

with an additional 4.5m to 5m space left for access to 

offices and carpark I would have no objection. 

said that they are aware of the right of access to this 

unit and, at the time of a Reserved Matters application, 

they would be back in touch to show how they intend to 

develop the area. The detailed design would need to 

comply with aspect distances. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): With 1 singular access 

point into and out of the site, and the surrounding road 

infrastructure already inadequate and stretched, it is 

likely that highway safety will be significantly 

compromised in Charnock Richard, and in neighbouring 

villages such as Heskin and Eccleston by the significant 

increase in the volumes of traffic generated by the 

development. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The access road to the 

site is a small country lane leading in one direction 

towards Charnock Richard (no shops) the other 

direction towards Eccleston. At either end the lane 

terminates at a mini roundabout or a T junction to 

another country road. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): On the documents 

submitted their appear to be two points of 

entry/exit.  The first the existing one to Park Hall on 

Park Hall Road. This is likely to generate a dangerous 

junction. The second point of entry is shown as joining 

a footpath to  go on from there possibly three routes, in 

each case be disruption to the countryside and 

dangerous outlets to the present road system. 

The following access points will be provided: 

• Park Hall Road / Primary Site Access priority-

controlled junction (upgrade to existing 

junction) – access for all users; 

• Park Hall Road / Secondary Site Access 

priority-controlled junction (new junction) – 

access for all users; 

• Connection to Park Hall Road at far west of 

site frontage – access for pedestrians and 

cyclists; 

• Connection to PRoW at north-west of site – 

access for pedestrians and cyclists; and 

• Connection to PRoW at south-east of site – 

access for pedestrians. 

Please refer to above responses in respect of the 

vehicular accesses. 

The accesses either connect with the adopted highway 

or PRoW. A S106 contribution will be made to improve 

the PRoWs. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The development would 

create further unauthorised access onto and off the M6. 

Please refer to Section 2.4 of the TA for details of the 

existing Motorway Service Area (MSA) access. It is 

understood there are longstanding issues regarding 

non-permitted access. It is the responsibility of the MSA 

operator to ensure the MSA is secured and prevent 

unauthorised access. No access to the MSA is being 

proposed or encouraged. 

As detailed in Section 6.8 of the TA, there would be up 

to 12 and 7 two-way vehicle trips on M6 Junctions 27 

and 28, respectively. National Highways has agreed 

there would not be a severe impact on the Strategic 

Road Network, and no further assessment is required. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): It would appear from 

the plans that the only entrance and exit for vehicles 

would be Park Hall Road. Now lets be generous and 

estimate that there would be only 600 vehicles on the 

development, which is unlikely to say the least.   There 

is no way that the road structure would cope with the 

volume of traffic this would generate.   It's also a major 

issue relating to Motorway Access. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The access road, Park 

Hall Road is narrow with poor pedestrian pathways and 

lighting, and this number of additional cars could lead to 

serious traffic issues. 

Vegetation along Park Hall Road will be sensitively cut 

back to maximise effective footway widths. 

Street lighting is present and has not been raised by the 

LHA as being inadequate. 
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Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): there is just one main 

road running through from Heskin to Eccleston which 

has two primary/junior schools each situated on a bad 

bend in the road within yards from each other. There is 

a further primary/junior school down a narrow road 

further down on the left, again situated just before a 

bend where traffic gets snarled up and results in chaos 

in the mornings and afternoons at home time. 

Please refer to above responses. 

School travel can be influenced by operating a School 

Travel Plan, where the school and Council work 

together to encourage sustainable travel behaviour. 

Highways – Safety 

 

There is currently a hotel and industrial units on this 

site, these in themselves generate both cars and 

H.G.V. vehicles, add to this the increased numbers of 

vehicles to the new houses onto the one access road 

will significantly increase the chance of accidents. 

Please refer to above responses and Chapter 8 of the 

ES. 

Before any planning app.is considered CBC/Highways 

need to address the current issues that villagers report 

year after year and nothing is done, speeding traffic, 

using Charnock Richard services as a motorway 

access, new homes not going to local people! 

The Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road will 

reduce traffic speeds. 

Securing the MSA is the responsibility of the operator, 

not the LHA, National Highways or the Applicant. 

Park Hall Road and surrounding junctions are already 

hazardous, with speeding traffic and limited visibility. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Chisnall Ln through Withington Ln is a rat run, 

unfortunately passing a nursery, a school and residents 

with only on road parking on a narrow lane. This 

emerges at a junction on Wood lane, with lorries / 

buses overtaking vehicles parked outside a shop, a bus 

stop and pedestrians crossing. 

No proposed development traffic is expected to travel 

along this route. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Safety concerns 

regarding pedestrian safety and the capacity of roads to 

handle increased vehicle volume.  

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The Park Hall Road / 

Wood Lane junction has seen numerous accidents over 

the years including damage to residents’ property and 

parked vehicles. Many of these are not attended by 

police, if no personal injury is involved, so they are not 

regularly recorded officially. Other local roads, already 

used as shortcuts between the main roads, are narrow 

and unsuited to increased use. 

The road safety record at this junction was initially 

raised by the LHA. As a result, the Road Safety 

Scheme on Park Hall Road, and the Park Hall Road / 

Wood Lane junction improvement scheme were 

proposed, which have fully addressed the LHA’s initial 

concerns. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): My primary concern is 

the impact on traffic and road safety. Local streets are 

already busy, particularly during school runs and peak 

commuting times. Introducing hundreds of additional 

homes would worsen congestion and increase risks for 

pedestrians and children walking or cycling locally. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): For cyclists, Park Hall 

Road is a very dangerous route due to it’s existing 

limited width. There is only enough room for one vehicle 

in each carriageway. The road has a slow bend halfway 

along it’s length making visibility very difficult for 

approaching traffic.  Last week on one single cycle trip 

along this road the leader of our small group, in single 

file, was almost knocked off her bike twice by impatient 

motorists cutting in and forcing oncoming traffic to 

brake to a stop to avoid head-on crashes. 

Please refer to above responses in respect of the Road 

Safety Scheme along Park Hall Road. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Traffic and road safety 

are a particular concern for me. Busy roads and 

congestion make school runs, commuting, and 

everyday travel more stressful and less safe, especially 

when travelling with children. A development of this size 

would inevitably increase vehicle numbers and could 

significantly worsen these issues. 

Please refer to above responses. 
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Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The additional 

construction and long-term residential traffic generated 

by this development would significantly accelerate road 

deterioration, further increasing safety risks and 

maintenance demands. Given the acknowledged 

funding shortfall, there is no realistic prospect that the 

resulting damage could be adequately mitigated, 

rendering the proposal unsustainable. Existing 

residents are already experiencing increased 

congestion, worsening road conditions, and declining 

access to essential services.  

Construction traffic will be managed through a 

Construction Management Plan or Construction Method 

Statement. 

The operational phase of the proposed development 

would generate mostly light vehicles that would have a 

minimal impact on road condition. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): I am the parent of a 

child with Special Educational Needs. A calm, 

predictable, and low-traffic environment is essential for 

his wellbeing and development. Increased traffic, noise, 

and disruption would have a direct impact on his daily 

life and mental health. Planning policy places 

importance on inclusive communities and safeguarding 

vulnerable residents, and I ask that this be given 

appropriate weight in your consideration. It is also 

paramount that his safety is considered as his attention 

to danger is extremely poor. Being a parent of a child 

who can quite easily run into a road is a daily struggle. 

Added traffic from potentially thousands of more cars 

would make it an area that is no longer safe for my 

child.   

I also have to stress the safety of other children 

attending high school who often have to run across a 

busy main road to get to their designated bus stop. 

There aren't any controls out and this is during peak 

hours. It's only a matter of time before a young child is 

involved in a road traffic accident due to the flow of 

traffic entering our village.  

The Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road will lower 

the speed limit and reduce traffic speeds, which can 

also help to reduce traffic noise. The Scheme would 

therefore improve road safety for all users, particularly 

vulnerable road users. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): One of my main 

concerns is transport. Roads around Eccleston are 

already busy during peak times, and I often rely on 

public transport and cycling to get to work or college. 

Adding hundreds of new homes will increase traffic, 

making travel less safe and more stressful for 

everyone, especially younger people who may not drive 

yet. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Highways – Public Transport 

 

In previous application one bus stop to serve all routes 

in both directions was proposed with the buses entering 

the site and turning. This promotes sustainable travel 

and also is safer for bus users to wait in a more secure 

and heated shelter rather than the narrow footway on 

Park Hall Road. With the bus stops within the site this 

would allow alongside expansions to nearby primary 

schools with a primary school bus services to be run 

from the site. This is safer environment for vulnerable 

pedestrians and reduces vehicle movements at the 

drop off and collection times outside schools. Park Hall 

Road has waiting restrictions which were placed for the 

Theme Park and are now not needed for this change of 

use. Please can the developer, as part of the s278 or 

s106 agreements make a financial commitment to 

remove the TRO order and lines and signs on the 

highway. The provision for the primary school bus 

services would be delivered with the s106 agreement 

for a minimum of 5 years. 

The proposed Bus Interchange will provide a high 

quality and safe waiting environment within the Appeal 

Site. 

As part of the Road Safety Scheme on Park Hall Road, 

the existing TROs will be reviewed and amended as 

necessary. 
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With poor public transport and no motorway links, car 

use will be essential, contradicting sustainability targets. 

Please refer to the LCC Highways Post-Application 

Response for details of the Sustainable Transport 

Strategy. 

There are limited transport links to Park Hall area 

including no bus service on a Sunday, this would mean 

virtually every one of the 350 houses having at least 

one vehicle all coming out on to a B road. 

A S106 contribution will be made towards 

improvements to bus services. The draft S106 wording 

includes “extending start/end times and/or days of 

operation”. 

Public transport provision is minimal. Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Public Transport links 

are poor, limited, and infrequent. 

The draft S106 wording includes “enhancing service 

frequency”. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): There are local bus 

services running already - to Chorley, Southport, 

Ormskirk, Wigan and Preston via local villages. It’s rare 

to see large numbers of people on them, and these are 

usually pensioners. The majority of residents would still 

be more likely to use their cars to go out and about, just 

as they do now. 

Please refer to Section 4 of the Highways PoE. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): This site in particular is 

not well connected with public transport or walking 

routes, the nearest shop being a 45 min walk away 

increasing car use which goes against the governments 

own plan. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Public transport is 

inadequate. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Fb 2026): The site is not well-

served by public transport, relying heavily on private car 

use for access to employment, shops, schools, and 

services in larger centres like Chorley or Preston. This 

conflicts with strategic objectives in the Central 

Lancashire Local Plan for sustainable patterns of 

development, focusing growth in accessible locations 

that reduce car dependency and promote active travel. 

Adding hundreds of homes here would increase traffic 

on already busy local roads (including Park Hall Road) 

and exacerbate congestion on the nearby M6 corridor 

without sufficient mitigation. 

Please refer to above responses. 

PRoW and Walking Routes 

 

There is PROW footpath (FP0908004) off Park Hall 

Road nearly opposite the emergency access, please 

can a pedestrian route to link the site to the PROW 

network be done? 

This PRoW will be accessed as existing. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The footpath on Park 

Hall Road is in no way suitable for families to walk 

along into Heskin. For almost the entirety of its length 

up to the junction with Park Hall Road, the path can 

only be walked one abreast. At times in the spring and 

summer, walkers are forced into the road by the 

hedgerows. 

Please refer to above responses. 

The upgrading of the PROW network at the north end 

of the site into Back Lane/Red Lane is supported. By 

promoting cycles on the bridlepath encourages 

sustainable transport to the wider villages and to 

Euxton Balshaw Lane train station. 

Noted. 

The internal site has a pinch point at the front of the 

hotel, adjacent the large pond. It is suggested that a 

formal footway is installed with a wider carriageway to 

accommodate the vehicles to and from Parcel B. 

Please see Drawing 86409-CUR-XX-00-D-TP-03013, 

submitted as part of the ES, which provides an 

indicative design for the route. 

It is noted that the former one-way out on the easterly 

edge of the site is to remain closed and stay as a 

PROW. The junction at the start of the road requires 

some work to encourage cyclists and pedestrians to 

There are no proposals for the route to the east side of 

The Dam, which sits outside of the red line planning 

boundary. 

Part of this route is designated as a PRoW (Leisure 

Route) for pedestrians. A S106 contribution will be 



6 
 

use it. It is requested that this former road is changed to 

a bridleway to accommodate the cyclists. 

made towards PRoWs, which includes FP0908006. 

There are no proposals to convert this footpath to a 

bridleway. 

The PROW (FP0908006) which the former exit road 

leads onto is over the motorway and is in a poor state 

of repair. To encourage walking can a financial 

commitment to improve the bridge and install kissing 

gates be undertaken with a s278 or s106 agreement. 

This may require dialogue with National Highways. 

A S106 contribution will be made towards PRoWs, 

which includes FP0908006. There is no detailed 

scheme information at this stage. 

Local pavements in and out of this development are 

very narrow and not really suitable for pedestrians, the 

very nature of the location of this development means 

people would be very cut off and would need to own 

cars to be able to access any of the services they 

require. This is not really a good location for any 

housing development. 

Please refer to above responses. 

There are no through routes for pedestrians, which 

raises safety and accessibility concerns. 

The site will be highly permeable for pedestrians and 

cyclists, as demonstrated on the Movement Parameter 

Plan submitted as part of the Application. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The footpaths alongside 

these road are also narrow putting pedestrians very 

close to traffic. Because of the location of the site there 

is no possibility of widening either  the roads or the 

footpaths. 

Please refer to Section 4 of the Highways PoE. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Entrance to the site is 

on a long dark 40mph road with one narrow pavement 

meaning if a wheelchair user or pram was using the 

pavement, oncoming pedestrians would need to step 

into the road. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The footpath on Park 

Hall Road is in no way suitable for families to walk 

along into Heskin. For almost the entirety of its length 

up to the junction with Park Hall Road, the path can 

only be walked one abreast. At times in the spring and 

summer, walkers are forced into the road by the 

hedgerows. Park Hall Road has a 40mph limit with no 

speed limit enforcement. The downhill gradient all way 

to the junction with Stocks Lane is downhill and 

vehicles in this direction regularly exceed 50mph. When 

the M6 is closed due to accidents this road is incredibly 

busy with traffic diverting towards / from Leyland. The 

Framework Travel Plan for the site talks of improving 

existing PRoW to enable cycling into Heskin and 

Eccleston via Wood Lane and Back Lane. These 

footpaths flood regularly are undulating, covered in tree 

roots and very narrow at points. They would need 

substantive amendments to enable cycle travel for 

anyone not an off-road biker of decent experience. Can 

Story make clear how exactly they will achieve this? 

Without clear, intuitive signage it is known that 

prospective cyclists will not entertain modal shift, could 

Story guarantee this? 

Please refer to above responses. 

The draft S106 wording for the PRoW Contribution 

includes: “upgraded surfacing (bound gravel), lighting (if 

possible), removal of stiles and drainage improvements 

where required.” 

The works will also reclaim recorded widths (to a 

maximum of 1.5m for footpaths and 3m for bridleways) 

for the PRoWs. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): We have plenty of 

footpaths in this area and by the number of cyclists 

using our roads they don’t need more cycle lanes 

either! 

Noted. 

Highways – Congestion 

 

The extra volume of traffic this would cause would be 

detrimental to the people living, working and driving in 

this area. It would increase air pollution, noise and 

fumes in an already busy area and also cause an 

The impact of the Proposed Development on Air Quality 

and Noise is addressed in the respective assessments 

submitted as part of the Application. 
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increased accident risk as the traffic would run through 

already busy residential areas. 

The serving roads are not designed to handle the 

increased volume. 

Please refer to above responses. 

The M6 at junction 27 is already significantly impaired 

with the volume of current traffic before the proposed 

increase. 

Please refer to above responses. 

It does not take much to cause congestion. When 

Camelot was open, the increased traffic regularly 

caused congestion, particularly at closing time / evening 

commuting time - and that was only seasonal. This 

development would see more traffic generally - peak 

morning and evening commuting times - and at start 

and end of school day - permanently. Local bus 

services are limited. A list of projected walking and 

cycling times means nothing. The majority of residents 

would be still more likely to drive. 

Please refer to above responses. 

The traffic levels associated with the Proposed 

Development will be less than the former use as a 

theme park at its peak periods. 

The current local area infrastructure cannot sustain 

additional loading of the scale applied for, especially the 

local roads which will not cope with 350+ extra vehicles 

accessing the development especially through one 

access point, which together with traffic from other large 

already approved developments will overwhelm the 

existing network. 

Please refer to above responses. 

The roads in the surrounding area will not be able to 

cope with such a huge rise in the number of cars, and 

will cause problems for local residents due to the 

unacceptable increase in noise and air pollution. 

Please refer to above responses. 

There is also a current issue with traffic levels at school 

start and finish times. Cars park on double yellow lines, 

across junctions, on the pavement with no provisions 

for safe pedestrian access. Any more houses, 

particularly from an estate a couple of miles away will 

increase this issue. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Parking enforcement is the responsibility of the LHA 

and the Police. 

The road network cannot support any additional traffic, 

the junction of Park Hall Road and Wood Lane cannot 

cope with the current level of traffic. The same is also 

true of the junction between Mill Lane and Preston 

Road (A49). 

Please refer to above responses. 

The local road network is already under significant 

pressure. An influx of hundreds of new vehicles will 

worsen congestion, increase pollution, and pose safety 

risks to pedestrians, cyclists, and schoolchildren. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Our roads are already congested, particularly during 

peak hours. Adding hundreds of new homes will 

exacerbate traffic issues and increase the risk of 

accidents. 

Please refer to above responses. 

The local roads are getting incredibly busy with traffic 

not to mention how narrow the pavements are on Park 

Hall Road meaning the only access would need to be 

via car adding extra pressure onto the roads, increasing 

traffic and risk of accidents given this road is a 40mph. 

Please refer to above responses. 

The increased traffic associated with the development 

will have a catastrophic impact on the local road 

network leading to congestion, longer commuting and 

heightened risk of accident. Any improvements to the 

single access to the site are minimal and will have no 

impact own this issue. The substantially increased 

traffic will also have impact on surrounding areas and 

pose issues for pedestrians, particularly with regard to 

the narrow pavements on Park Hall Road. There are 

also air pollution issues. 

Please refer to above responses. 
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Local roads including the A6 and M6 are already 

congested. Adding hundreds of vehicles will worsen 

traffic, pollution, and safety concerns. No significant 

transport infrastructure improvements have been 

proposed. 

Please refer to above responses. 

The roads in the area are already extremely congested 

due to the motorway services not maintaining their 

restricted access. Does the application include a dual 

carriageway or other road scheme to cope with the 

additional traffic and alleviate the added congestion? 

Please refer to above responses. 

If this plan were to go ahead there is only one access 

road which is already under strain. There would be 

traffic build up around the access / exit and onto the 

main routes through Charnock Richard Eccleston and 

Heskin. The Service road to the M6 at the services will 

also cause problems. There are already numerous 

HGVs passing through Wood Land at speed causing 

safety concerns to local residents, pedestrians and 

cyclists. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Perception that the development will take 7 years to 

complete and concern regarding HGVs and increased 

traffic as a result. 

As per Section 5 of the TA, start on site is expected in 

September 2027, followed by first occupation a year 

later, and completion in 2034. 

There will be an increase in HGVs during the 

construction phase, but none are expected in the 

operational phase. 

Please refer to Chapter 8 of the ES, which contains an 

assessment of the traffic impact during the construction 

peak. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Transport modelling 

assumes limited cumulative effect and relies on 

thresholds of "not severe." However, outstanding 

highway authority matters were noted at submission 

stage. Updated cumulative modelling and school peak 

hour modelling should be required. 

The peak hours for assessment were agreed with the 

LHA to inform the Transport Assessment. Committed 

developments were also agreed with the LHA, and the 

ES Chapter considers a cumulative scenario. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Visual assessment is 

limited in geographic scope and does not include winter 

or lighting assessments. These should be provided. 

Please refer to the Landscape and Visual Written 

Statement by Mr Scott, of Stephenson Halliday, on 

behalf of the Appellant. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): An increase of this size 

would inevitably bring a significant rise in traffic, adding 

hundreds of extra car journeys each day, particularly 

during peak hours. Our local roads already struggle 

with congestion and the growing number of potholes, 

and I worry they are simply not designed to cope with 

this level of additional use. More traffic would not only 

mean longer journey times and frustration for residents, 

but also increased risks for elderly pedestrians, cyclists, 

and school children, especially around busy junctions 

and narrower roads. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Maximum cars per 

dwelling will lead to significantly increased congestion.  

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The traffic in the village 

is already quite busy and busier still if the M6 

northbound carriageway of the motorway is blocked for 

any reason. All northbound traffic tends to come 

through the village (depending where the motorway is 

blocked) and heads north to get back on the motorway 

further north. This is not good for residents. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Incidents on the Strategic Road Network do not 

represent typical traffic conditions that are considered 

for planning applications. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Most would probably 

have at least 2 cars and the congestion would be even 

more horrendous! 

Parking is a Reserved Matter that will be determined at 

a later stage with reference to local parking standards. 

As noted above, there will not be a significant or severe 

impact on the surrounding highway network. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): This proposed number 

of houses could lead to an additional  c420-600 cars in 

Please refer to above responses. 
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the community on roads that are not designed for this 

volume of traffic.  

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The schools, doctors 

and dentists are already past capacity. This means 

extra travel by car to outlying districts for these 

services. Therefore several hundred extra journeys per 

week will be required on already overloaded road 

systems. The roads into and out of this site are very 

narrow and already cause traffic tailbacks at school 

and   peak times. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): There is currently a 

major congestion when I am travelling to work. I foresee 

this only become worse as there will be more residents 

commuting. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The roads can't take 

anymore traffic 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Impact on neighbouring 

villages due to huge increase in traffic (namely Standish 

and Heskin). These areas are already severely 

congested. This could potentially be mitigated by an 

additional motorway junction being introduced but this 

is highly unlikely. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Lancashire County Council and Wigan Council as the 

respective LHAs for Heskin and Standish have agreed 

there will be no significant or severe traffic impacts on 

these areas. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The B5250/A581 

junction, is already a serious bottle-neck at certain 

times during any given day, as is the junction between 

New Lane and the A581. The Park Hall Road junction 

with the A49, provides a similar situation. The M6 

Junction No. 27 provides yet another bottleneck, where 

the B5250, at Wrightington, meets the A 5209.  On the 

occasions when M6 incidents cause motorway 

closures, it is impossible to get in or out of Eccleston 

village, due to the fact that the main road through the 

village becomes an M6 diversion option. 

The state of the local roads is already disgraceful, with 

some sections, especially the stretch of the B5250 

(Towngate) between the Farmers Arms and Eccleston 

bridge being in need of complete resurfacing; yet more 

through-traffic is not going to help that situation very 

much. Is there any intent, on the part of the developers, 

or the County Council, to recognize and/or amend the 

current unofficial M6 access, via Charnock Richard 

Services, from Mill Lane, or is that irrelevant? 

Please refer to above responses. 

Maintenance of the local highway network is the 

responsibility of the LHA. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The traffic at the 

moment is horrendous with developers building in the 

next local villages. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The Parish Council also 

object to the proposals on highway safety grounds. As 

already stated public transport links are poor at best, 

and there is no evidence in the proposals that the 

transport infrastructure will be improved to 

accommodate the development.  Therefore, residents 

of the development will need to use cars.  With 350 

houses, this would mean an additional 700 vehicular 

movements out of the site, and back into the site, every 

day, assuming that each vehicle only makes one trip.  

However, in reality it is more likely that there will be 2 

cars, possibly more, per household.  This equates to a 

minimum of 1400 vehicle movements per day, both out 

of and into the site, assuming they only leave and 

return once each day. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): This latest proposed 

development would see more traffic generally - peak 

morning and evening commuting times - and at start 

Please refer to above responses. 
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and end of school day - permanently. Imagining that 

parents are going to start walking or using cycles to get 

their children to school is unrealistic when the schools 

are some distance away. You only have to look at the 

number of cars parked near the schools in Eccleston, or 

dropping off / picking up nearby, to realise that the car 

is always the first option. A list of projected walking and 

cycling times means nothing. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The traffic on the main 

road (The Green) has increased since the new 

developments to such extent that it is almost impossible 

to cross the road or to exit Doctors lane or Lawrence 

lane. So much so that an application has been made to 

Lancashire County Council to consider installing traffic 

lights at the aforementioned junction. That’s before any 

further increase in traffic. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The surrounding 

highway network already experiences congestion and 

safety concerns. The cumulative traffic impacts have 

not been convincingly addressed and there is a real risk 

that residual impacts would be severe. The proposals 

therefore fails to demonstrate compliance with national 

transport policy.  

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The local road network 

already experiences congestion, particularly during 

peak hours. The proposed development would 

significantly increase vehicle movements, placing 

further strain on surrounding junctions and residential 

streets. This raises concerns regarding road safety, 

emergency access and the overall capacity of the 

infrastructure to cope with additional demand. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The surrounding road 

network already experiences congestion and safety 

concerns. Additional vehicle movements would 

exacerbate traffic pressures.  

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): On the documents 

submitted their appear to be two points of 

entry/exit.  The first the existing one to Park Hall on 

Park Hall Road. This is likely to generate a dangerous 

junction. The second point of entry is shown as joining 

a footpath to go on from there possibly three routes, in 

each case be disruption to the countryside and 

dangerous outlets to the present road system. The 

number of vehicles that would access through the 

private gates at the M6 Services would be increased. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The main road through 

Heskin is already busy, with people using the road to 

get to leyland/preston without using the M6. With over 

300 more houses, with possibly 2 cars to each house 

the traffic alone will make a huge and significant impact 

not only on traffic footfall but the impact on our carbon 

monoxide footprint. With all our beautiful public 

footpaths and country lanes, we have alot of walkers, 

children on bikes, dog walkers and cyclists. The extra 

traffic will make our roads even more dangerous and no 

doubt we will see a significant increase in road traffic 

accidents.   

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): There are several new 

and under construction sites within a 5 mile radius 

which are already putting strain on local services and 

roads. 

Committed developments (planning applications which 

have already been consented and will have an impact 

on the study area) have been considered as part of the 

traffic impact assessment in Section 7 of the TA, which 

concluded there will be no significant or severe impacts. 



11 
 

Chapter 8 of the ES also included a cumulative 

assessment, with an overall conclusion that the impacts 

are Not Significant. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The development would 

lead to traffic congestion - the existing road 

infrastructure cannot cope. There are already problems 

at the junction with Mill Lane and the A49. The 

development would create adverse impact on the 

Heskin village community - Wood Lane and Carr House 

Lane would be used by the residents as routes to the 

M6, making accidents and congestion likely. The 

development will create ‘rat runs’ and use of roads as 

short cuts. 195 houses (2 x car family) = 390 cars The 

families living in the proposed development will be car 

dependent It is likely that the 'unofficial' access to the 

M6 via the services will have to be closed due to the 

increased/excessive demand. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): In terms of congestion 

and damage to minor roads in order to reach motorway 

junctions to the north at Leyland through Euxton via 

Preston Road, and to the south in particular at Standish 

via Mossy Lea / Wrightington. The latter road in 

particular is narrowed by parked vehicles and already in 

need of repair. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Local roads, including 

the junction at Heskin and the roundabout by Charnock 

Richard Services, already experience significant 

congestion. Additional vehicles—especially where 

multiple-car households are common—will exacerbate 

delays, pollution, and safety risks for pedestrians, 

cyclists, and schoolchildren. Plus theres also the issue 

of cars from the proposed development using the slip 

road of the M6, which already causes issues. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026: The road system which 

is generally clogged at certain times of the day even 

now without the additional traffic this site would 

encourage. 

The owners/operators of Charnock Richard Services 

have for a number of years failed to maintain local 

access to the M6 which encourages increased traffic in 

the local area. Should the planning be approved, it 

would only lead to queuing on the M6 and gridlock of 

the local area. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The lanes around 

Heskin and Charnock Richard will be unable to cope 

with the extra traffic from 350 houses. The only exit 

from this development is into Park Hall Road. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Routes from Eccleston 

towards key motorway connections are already heavily 

used at peak times and frequently experience 

congestion. Residents rely on a limited number of main 

routes to access the wider strategic road network, and 

these corridors currently operate close to capacity 

during school and commuter hours. 

A development of this size would inevitably generate a 

substantial increase in vehicle movements. Without 

significant and clearly deliverable highway 

improvements, this additional traffic would place further 

strain on junctions, increase journey times, and 

potentially compromise road safety. The cumulative 

impact on surrounding villages and connecting routes 

should be carefully assessed, particularly given existing 

congestion levels. 

Please refer to above responses. 
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Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Since the original 

application in 2014 there has been a significant 

increase in the amount of traffic due to current new 

developments in the area. The roads in the surrounding 

area will be unable to cope with the number of 

additional cars which will have to be used to access the 

new properties planned for 

Camelot. Park Hall Road is a minor country road with 

only one small footpath. 

As detailed in Section 6 of the TA, the traffic levels 

recorded in 2024 were lower than in 2015. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): An additional 

development of up to 350 homes would inevitably 

increase traffic volumes, leading to further delays, 

reduced road safety, and a deterioration in daily life for 

residents who rely on these routes. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Our local roads are 

already busy during peak times, and adding hundreds 

of new homes nearby would substantially increase 

traffic volumes. This would create greater congestion, 

raise safety risks, and increase noise and air pollution 

in areas used daily by residents of Adlington. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The area’s roads are 

already heavily used, and adding up to 350 homes 

would increase congestion on routes connecting 

Eccleston with Buckshaw Village. This would affect 

daily commutes, school runs, and overall safety for 

drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The traffic situation will 

be chaotic.  

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The extra traffic on 

what is still a country lane just from construction 

vehicles is unthinkable and even if each household only 

had one car it will be impossible to use that road. The 

roads in this area are already in a disgraceful state so 

we definitely don’t need the extra traffic. It’s bad enough 

trying to cross the roads in this area now and I’m sure I 

could cross the M6 with more safety at peak times! 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Standish already 

experiences significant traffic congestion, particularly 

along the A49 corridor and through the village centre at 

peak commuting and school times. Queues are a daily 

occurrence and junction capacity is frequently 

stretched. A development of 350 dwellings could 

realistically generate several hundred additional 

vehicles. Even a conservative estimate of two cars per 

household would introduce substantial additional traffic 

movements. Given the limited access routes and 

existing bottlenecks, this would materially worsen 

congestion, increase journey times, and negatively 

affect road safety for pedestrians and cyclists. There is 

also concern that traffic modelling often underestimates 

real world conditions, particularly cumulative impacts 

from other developments in the 

wider area. The road network through Standish was not 

designed to accommodate this scale of residential 

growth without significant and demonstrable 

infrastructure upgrades. Without clear, funded, and 

deliverable highway improvements that are 

proportionate to the scale of development, the proposal 

would result in severe residual cumulative impacts on 

the local road network. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The roads around the 

site, leading to Eccleston, Heskin and Charnock 

Richard are no more than narrow lanes. The potential 

Please refer to above responses. 
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number of cars from these new houses will be anything 

from 350 to 700 - all trying to get out onto the lanes, the 

A49 with the mini roundabout at the end of Mill Lane. 

Park Hall road in particular is in bad condition and 

floods in heavy rain. The road through Welch Whittle is 

a danger even now - before it becomes a rat run for the 

new occupants. There isn’t enough room in local  

primary schools - secondary school pupils will need 

transport to schools a good distance away (Chorley, 

Standish, Croston) There are no shops in Charnock 

Richard so increased traffic to the convenience store in 

Heskin and the shops in Eccleston will cause so much 

congestion. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The existing road 

network is already under pressure, particularly at peak 

times. An additional development of this scale would 

significantly increase traffic congestion, worsen road 

safety, and place further strain on local services that 

are already stretched. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Traffic levels in the 

village are already high, and the addition of 350 homes 

would worsen congestion, increase noise, and create 

safety risks for all road users and us elderly who travel 

by public transport. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Such a significant 

increase in housing would place unsustainable 

pressure on local infrastructure, particularly the road 

network, which has already become noticeably busier 

over the years. Increased traffic would not only worsen 

congestion but also raise serious concerns regarding 

road safety for residents, pedestrians, and cyclists. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The traffic congestion in 

the local areas would be extremely severe as each new 

house would probably have 2 cars on average – some 

3 cars which is unsustainable, there is insufficient 

capacity in the local doctors, dentists, other health care 

services and schools to accommodate 350 new homes. 

The existing road networks in place would be 

completely inadequate to cope with a development of 

this scale. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Our villages simply 

cannot absorb a development of this magnitude. An 

additional 350 homes is likely to result in at least 600 

extra vehicles, placing intolerable pressure on already 

congested rural roads that were never designed to 

accommodate such volumes of traffic. Increased 

congestion will inevitably lead to heightened safety 

risks, longer journey times, and a significant 

deterioration in air quality. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The roads are already 

at gridlock around school drop off/pick up times and our 

villages simply cannot accommodate this extra 

pressure. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): This area cannot 

sustain this sort of scale of build and the traffic and the 

traffic created through the services is difficult enough. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The local road network, 

including Park Hall Road and surrounding routes 

through Eccleston, Heskin and Charnock Richard, is 

already operating under significant strain. Congestion is 

frequent, particularly at peak times, with increasing 

pressure on M6 Junctions 27 and 28. 

Please refer to above responses. 
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Two recent major housing developments have already 

added substantial traffic, yet no meaningful 

improvements have been delivered to local road 

capacity or infrastructure. As a result, congestion has 

worsened, journey times have increased, and road 

safety has deteriorated. 

This development would generate a substantial 

increase in daily vehicle movements, resulting in: 

Severe additional congestion 

Increased accident risk 

Unsafe conditions for pedestrians and cyclists 

Increased rat-running through residential streets 

The cumulative traffic impact would result in severe 

residual harm to highway safety and network capacity, 

contrary to sustainable transport policy. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Traffic is a significant 

issue. I’ve noticed that roads can become congested 

quickly. Adding several hundred homes will only make 

this worse, impacting commuting, cycling, and walking 

safety. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Traffic and road safety 

are significant concerns. Local streets are already busy 

during peak hours, and introducing so many additional 

homes would likely increase congestion and accidents. 

Noise and air pollution would also rise, affecting the 

quality of life for all residents. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Roads around 

Eccleston are already busy during peak times, and I 

often rely on public transport and cycling to get to work 

or college. Adding hundreds of new homes will increase 

traffic, making travel less safe and more stressful for 

everyone, especially younger people who may not drive 

yet. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Local roads are already 

heavily used, and congestion is frequent, particularly 

during peak periods. Adding up to 350 new homes 

would dramatically increase traffic volumes, heightening 

congestion, noise, and safety risks for both residents 

and those passing through the area. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The surrounding roads 

are narrow, rural routes that are already heavily used 

and not designed to accommodate a substantial 

increase in traffic. Increased congestion, construction 

vehicles, and daily commuting traffic would raise 

serious safety concerns, particularly for pedestrians, 

cyclists, and school transport users. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Significant worsening of 

traffic congestion creating increased road safety issues. 

The proposed development empties onto a "B" road not 

appropriate for the increased traffic numbers forecast. 

Owing to the extreme congestion on roads surrounding 

this proposed development access for emergency 

vehicles will affected. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): 350 homes will bring a 

large increase in vehicle movements onto an already 

busy local road. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): The proposed 

development sits just over 2 miles from the village and 

0.7miles from Heskin and a very short distance from 

Croston village. The main thoroughfare 

for new residents to access the M6/J27, A59, A565 and 

M58 routes is through the historic centre s of Eccleston 

and Heskin. Our village roads were not designed to 

Please refer to above responses. 

The impacts on road safety were considered in Section 

2 of the TA and Chapter 8 of the ES. The proposed off-

site highway improvements would improve road safety 

on the local highway network. 
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accommodate the volume of traffic generated by an 

additional 300+ households (estimated at over 600 

vehicles). This will lead to: 

- Increased traffic congestion especially worse a

t peak times 6:30 am- 9:30 am &3 :0 0pm –

6:30 pm, with issues at specific 

junctions, school areas and through The 

Green. 

- Significant safety risks for pedestrians and 

cyclists on many of the "blind corners ", 

particularly near St Marys Primary School and 

The Carrington Centre (Eccleston) and also, 

Eccleston Primary and Pemberton COE 

(Heskin) Schools, which need to be 

considered. 

Appeal Comment (Feb 2026): Damage to the 

character and structural integrity of the village 

centre and Eccleston Bridge, Increased vehicle traffic 

passing through a village causes significant harm to the 

local environment, community cohesion, and the safety 

of residents. The primary negative impacts include 

heightened noise, poor air quality, safety risks, and the 

disruption of social and economic life. 

Please refer to above responses. 

Table D1 – Response to Third Party Comments 
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Policy Extracts 
 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Section 9 – Promoting sustainable transport 

1. Paragraph 110 of the NPPF states: 

“The planning system should actively manage patterns of growth in support of these 

objectives. Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can 

be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice 

of transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and emissions, and improve 

air quality and public health. However, opportunities to maximise sustainable transport 

solutions will vary between urban and rural areas, and this should be taken into account 

in both plan-making and decision-making.” 

2. Paragraph 115 of the NPPF states: 

“In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific 

applications for development, it should be ensured that: 

a) sustainable transport modes are prioritised taking account of the vision for the site, 

the type of development and its location; 

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; 

c) the design of streets, parking areas, other transport elements and the content of 

associated standards reflects current national guidance, including the National Design 

Guide and the National Model Design Code48; and 

d) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of 

capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an 

acceptable degree through a vision-led approach.” 

3. Paragraph 116 of the NPPF states: 

“Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would 

be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on 

the road network, following mitigation, would be severe, taking into account all 

reasonable future scenarios.” 
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4. Paragraph 117 of the NPPF states: 

“Within this context, applications for development should: 

a) give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme and 

with neighbouring areas; and second – so far as possible – to facilitating access to high 

quality public transport, with layouts that maximise the catchment area for bus or other 

public transport services, and appropriate facilities that encourage public transport use; 

b) address the needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation to all 

modes of transport; 

c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope for 

conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary street clutter, 

and respond to local character and design standards; 

d) allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service and emergency 

vehicles; and 

e) be designed to enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles in 

safe, accessible and convenient locations.” 

5. Paragraph 156(c) of the NPPF states: 

“New residents should be able to access good quality green spaces within a short walk 

of their home, whether through onsite provision or through access to offsite spaces.” 

6. Paragraph 155 of the NPPF states: 

“The development of homes, commercial and other development in the Green Belt 

should also not be regarded as inappropriate where: 

… 

c. The development would be in a sustainable location, with particular reference to 

paragraphs 110 and 115 of this Framework…” 

Central Lancashire Core Strategy 

7. There are two Strategic Objectives pertaining to Sustainable Travel in the adopted Core 

Strategy: 

“SO 3 To reduce the need to travel, manage car use, promote more sustainable modes 

of transport and improve the road network to the north and south of Preston. 
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SO 4 To enable easier journeys into and out of Preston City Centre and east/west trips 

across South Ribble, improve movement around Chorley, as well as safeguard rural 

accessibility, especially for mobility impaired people.” 

8. 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.” 

Chorley Local Plan 

9. Policy ST1 states: 

“New development and highway and traffic management schemes will not be permitted 

unless they include appropriate facilities for pedestrians, cycle parking facilities, and/or 

cycle routes. Proposals should provide for: 

i) The retention or appropriate diversion of existing footpath and cycleway links; 

ii) Facilities for pedestrians and cyclists to facilitate access on foot and by bicycle 

to nearby residential, commercial, retail, educational and leisure areas, where 

appropriate; 

iii) Additional footpaths, bridleways and cycleway routes between the countryside 

and built up areas where appropriate. 

Proposals to improve, extend or add to the existing footpath, cycleway and bridleway 

network in the Borough and in new development will be supported providing they: 

a) Are integrated with existing routes to facilitate access on foot, by bicycle and 

by horse; 

b) Where appropriate, identify gaps in the existing network and map potential new 

link routes, particularly in areas where there is a high level of demand; 

c) Do not harm residential amenities; 

d) Do not harm nature conservation interests; 

e) Take into account the needs of agriculture; 
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f) Are located and designed to minimise the risk of crime; 

g) Have regard to the needs of people with impaired mobility; and 

h) Have regard to other users of the route and vehicular traffic.” 
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Emerging Policy 
 

National Planning Policy Framework 
1. A consultation draft on a revised NPPF was published in December 2025. The draft transport-

related policies are provided in Chapter 15: promoting sustainable transport. A vision-led 

approach is a central objective to “embed the role that transport infrastructure and choices can 

play in creating well-designed, sustainable, inclusive and popular places”. 

2. Policies TR1 and TR2 (plan-making policies), TR5 (roadside facilities), and TR7 (Marine Ports, 

Airports and General Aviation Facilities) are not directly relevant to the Application. 

3. Policy TR3 is titled ‘locating development in sustainable locations’. This policy revises elements 

of current NPPF paragraphs 109 and 110. It promotes similar principles to the current NPPF 

around locating development in sustainable locations, with additional reference to density, 

environmental gains such as reductions in air pollution, opportunities in rural areas, and use of 

the DfT’s Connectivity Tool. 

4. Responding to these points, the sustainability of the Appeal Site is already considered in detail 

in Sections 2 and 3 of the Transport and Highways PoE. The density of the Proposed 

Development is sufficient to support the Sustainable Transport Strategy, which comprises a 

range of on- and off-site infrastructure, S106 contributions and Travel Plan measures. The 

impact of the Proposed Development on air quality is addressed in the respective assessment 

submitted as part of the Application. 

5. Regarding opportunities in rural areas, Policy TR3 (1d) notes the following: 

“In rural areas, opportunities to improve wheeling, cycling and public transport and 

enhance the connectivity of an area should be taken where they exist and can be 

supported by the development proposed.” 

6. The Transport and Highways PoE acknowledges the semi-rural context of the Appeal Site, and 

the Sustainable Transport Strategy clearly aligns with this policy, where opportunities have 

been taken to enhance connectivity. 

7. Regarding the DfT’s Connectivity Tool, Policy TR3 (2) notes that: 

“The Connectivity Tool (Connectivity Tool - GOV.UK) should be used alongside other 

relevant evidence in assessing the connectivity of particular locations proposed for 

development.” 
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8. In this case, the ‘other relevant evidence’ comprises the transport-related Application and 

appeal documents, notably the TA, FTP, post-application response notes, the ES, SoCG, and 

the Transport and Highways PoE. 

9. The Connectivity Tool was published in June 2025. The Connectivity Tool Lite is publicly 

available online and provides coloured mapping denoting the connectivity score and Local 

Authority band, as a Beta version of the new service. The Tool is based on a Connectivity metric 

that considers access to education, leisure, health, shopping, residential, and workplace 

destinations by walking, cycling, public transport, and driving, as well as all modes (except 

driving), based on a 1-hour travel time. The DfT’s guidance1 explains the following: 

“The Connectivity metric measures someone’s ability to get where they want to go. It 

measures opportunity to travel to employment, services and for social reasons, 

weighted by people's overall proclivity to take those options. It aims to capture as the 

most common modes of travel and destination types, the time required to reach these 

destinations, the value presented by the destinations, and people's travel preferences.” 

10. When interpreting the data, the DfT’s guidance2 notes the following: 

“All connectivity scores (overall, and for each mode of transport and type of destination) 

are expressed as a percentage of the most connected location in the country. Because 

of this, scores cannot be compared either between modes or between destination 

types. In particular, you cannot use the connectivity score to compare how well a 

location is served by one mode versus another.” 

11. The use of the (Beta version of the) Tool is still in its early stages. This is consistent with the 

draft status of the revised NPPF, and that updated planning practice guidance is expected 

soon.3 On this basis, it is my professional opinion that there is currently no standard industry 

practice on how to apply the Tool and consider its findings in the context of proposed 

development sites. 

12. The DfT’s guidance continues that: 

“The overall connectivity score is the primary guide to understanding how connected a 

particular place or development site is. This takes into account access to all 

destinations included in the connectivity score by public transport, walking and cycling.” 

13. Based on the above guidance, I have considered the overall connectivity scores within the 

Local Authority area of Chorley to provide local context for the Proposed Development. 

 
1 https://connectivity-tool-lite.dft.gov.uk/help/understand-the-data 
2 https://connectivity-tool-lite.dft.gov.uk/help/applying-connectivity-tool 
3 As reported in the March/April 2026 edition of CIHT’s Transportation Professional. 
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14. The extract below from the Tool (Figure F1) shows the Local Authority bands from A (most 

accessible, warmer colours) to J (least accessible, colder colours) in the Local Authority view 

for Chorley: 

 

Figure F1 – Local Authority Bands for Chorley 

15. The additional extract below (Figure F2) provides the local context in the vicinity of the Appeal 

Site (the grid square highlighted is the primary access junction on Park Hall Road): 

APPEAL SITE 
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Figure F2 – Local Authority Bands for Chorley 

16. I observe the following key points from the Tool: 

• The most connected locations in Chorley are the main urban centres, including Chorley 

and Coppull shown above, that demonstrate the highest connectivity band A. 

• Local centres also score highly, with Eccleston, Heskin, and Charnock Richard 

demonstrating connectivity bands B and C. 

• The routes between these urban centres, including Park Hall Road, benefit from good 

levels of connectivity, with the primary access junction on Park Hall Road 

demonstrating connectivity band C, which is the same band as large parts of Eccleston, 

Heskin, and Charnock Richard. 

• The bands decrease to moderate and lower levels of connectivity further away from the 

urban centres and the routes between urban centres. Accessibility within the Appeal 

Site is considered in detail in Sections 2 and 3 of the Transport and Highways PoE. 

• The bands are based on existing connectivity metrics and do not account for the 

additional facilities proposed as part of the Community Hub, or the bus stop and service 

improvements, that are designed to enhance connectivity to key facilities and services 

and the overall accessibility of the Appeal Site. 

17. Overall, I conclude that the Appeal Site is relatively well-located within the Chorley Local 

Authority area, with a high local authority band on Park Hall Road and a comprehensive 

Sustainable Transport Strategy to enhance connectivity and multi-modal accessibility to, from, 

and within the Appeal Site. 
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18. Policy TR4 is titled ‘street design, access and parking’. It redrafts parts of current NPPF 

paragraphs 109 and 117. It promotes similar principles to the current NPPF by first giving 

priority to pedestrian and cycle movements, creating places that are safe and attractive, and 

allowing for the efficient delivery of goods. 

19. Parts 1a and 1b raise the importance of “easy access to high quality public transport”, provision 

of “continuous footways”, and “good quality waiting facilities for public transport”, all of which 

the Proposed Development satisfies. 

20. Part 1b also refers to “segregated cycleways”. The internal active travel strategy is outlined in 

Section 4.3 of the Transport and Highways PoE, including dedicated active travel routes and 

facilities. 

21. Part 1e relates to parking, which is a Reserved Matter. Notwithstanding, as noted in Section 

7.6 of the FTP, it is expected that an electric vehicle charger would be provided for all houses 

in line with Building Regulations, and some of the parking spaces at the Community Hub will 

be equipped with EV chargers to promote to ultra-low and zero emission vehicles. 

22. Policy TR6 is the main policy for assessing the transport impact of developments, expanding 

on paragraphs 116 and 118 of the current NPPF. It consolidates paragraphs 115, 116, and 118 

of the current NPPF and broadens the definition of ‘severe adverse impacts’ to the transport 

network, not just highways. It also refers to the transport vision to achieve expected outcomes, 

including fallback options. 

23. The TA and transport chapter of the ES provide a comprehensive assessment of transport 

impacts based on current guidance. The Proposed Development is also supported by a detailed 

Sustainable Transport Strategy and FTP. 

24. Responding to emerging policy position to realise the transport vision and identifying fallback 

options “if initial measures do not deliver the expected outcomes”,4 the FTP notes at paragraph 

9.4.3 that: 

“Where targets are not met, remedial actions will be proposed, agreed, and then 

monitored for effect.” 

25. Additionally, Section 7 of the FTP includes proposed Travel Plan initiatives, and additional 

measures that could be considered for the Appeal Site. Together with the S106 contributions 

for Travel Plan support from the LHA and traffic monitoring at off-site junctions, this 

demonstrates a commitment to monitoring transport impacts and responding to the findings, to 

support sustainable development at the Appeal Site. 

 
4 NPPF Consultation Draft, Policy TR6 part 2. 
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26. Policy TR8 is titled ‘public rights of way’ and seeks to maintain and improve the PRoW network, 

which the Proposed Development evidently achieves. 

27. I therefore conclude that the Proposed Development complies with emerging NPPF Policies 

TR3, TR4, TR6, and TR8. 

Emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan 
28. The Regulation 19 Publication Version of the emerging Central Lancashire Local Plan (CLLP) 

has three Sustainable Travel policies: 

• Policy ST1 (Strategic Policy): Strategic Transport Priorities 

• Policy ST2: Sustainable and Active Travel 

• Policy ST3: Parking Standards 

29. Emerging Policy ST1 states that the Central Lancashire Authorities (Chorley, Preston, and 

South Ribble Councils) will support the provision of identified transport infrastructure, 

development proposals should not compromise the delivery of such infrastructure, land may be 

safeguarded for such infrastructure, and contributions may be sought from developments to 

support the implementation of such infrastructure. 

30. This is similar to adopted Policies ST1-ST3 of the Site Allocations and Development 

Management policies in the Chorley Local Plan, which relate to walking and cycling routes, rail, 

and roads, respectively, and are responded to in Section 7 of the Transport and Highways PoE. 

The emerging policy adds reference to contributions. 

31. The Proposed Development does not prejudice the delivery of any identified transport schemes, 

and S106 contributions will be made to support the Proposed Development. 

32. Emerging Policy ST2 emphasises contributions towards delivery of a sustainable transport 

network, both prioritising and creating opportunities for active travel. It also refers to cycle 

parking and contributions. 

33. The Proposed Development will retain and improve the existing active travel network (PRoW 

and footways alongside roads), and provide new routes through the Appeal Site, which will link 

to existing routes, the proposed Bus Interchange, and the Community Hub. S106 contributions 

will also be made to support the Proposed Development. 

34. Cycle parking is a Reserved Matter, so not relevant to this Application. Notwithstanding, cycle 

parking will be provided for all dwellings and at the Bus Interchange and Community Hub. 

35. Emerging Policy ST2 also covers highways, in terms of facilitating the safe and efficient 

movement of vehicles, mitigating any detrimental or adverse impacts, catering for public 
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transport access, and providing for the needs of disabled people. It also refers to relevant 

national design guidance. 

36. The transport submission for the Application concludes that the Proposed Development will 

provide safe and suitable access for all users. It has been agreed with the LHA that there would 

be no detrimental impact upon the highway network, subject to the agreed Transport Strategy 

(including contributions and conditions). 

37. Bus access will be provided into the Appeal Site – to the Bus Interchange – and new stops will 

be provided on Park Hall Road, to minimise walking distances from all dwellings whilst 

minimising the impact on the operation of the bus services. The Internal Link Road will be 

designed to accommodate buses to future-proof the Appeal Site in case bus operators decide 

to route services through to Parcel B in the future. 

38. Routes within the Appeal Site will be accessible for all users, including the disabled, and a 

contribution will be made towards supporting the operation of community transport services. 

39. Emerging Policy ST2 also sets out the requirements for Transport Assessments, Travel Plans 

and Construction Management Plans, and notes (at part 7) that “contributions may be sought 

towards mitigation projects”. 

40. The Application has been supported by a TA and FTP, along with further transport-related 

documents, and a planning condition will require a Construction Management Plan or 

Construction Method Statement. 

41. Emerging Policy ST3 relates to parking, which is a Reserved Matter, so is not relevant to the 

Application. This would replace Policy ST4 of the adopted Chorley Local Plan. 

42. Overall, I conclude that the Proposed Development is compliant with the Sustainable Travel 

Policies ST1-ST3 of the emerging CLLP. 
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