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Statement of objection on behalf of Heskin Parish council against the outline application the 
redevelopment of the former Camelot Theme Park, Park Road, Charnock Richard  

 

Application reference 25/00577/OUTMAJ 

Application description Outline planning application (with all matters reserved save for the principal 
means of access) for a residential development of up to 350 homes (Use Class C3) and a 186.9 sqm (2,012 
sqft) community hub (Use Classes C3, E and F), with associated habitat creation, landscaping, open space, 
parking, footpaths/cycleways, drainage and other infrastructure. 

 

 

Introduction 

This submission is made on behalf of Heskin Parish Council, who wish to object to the current outline 
planning application. 

The proposal is in outline with all matters reserved except access. Access has always existed to the 
application site, whether it forms access for the Hotel, Nightclub, commercial buildings or previous not 
defunct uses such as the former theme park. Its is long established and in itself is not in dispute. 

Green Belt. 

This is the first issue that the Parish Council wishes to comment upon. At present the site lies in the Green 
Belt as defined by the Chorley Local Plan. Development in or the redevelopment of a site in the Green Belt is  
to be addressed against the policies in the National Planning Policy framework (NPPF) The relevant sections 
are as follows: 

153. When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial 
weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt, including harm to its openness 

. Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except 
in very special circumstances. ‘Very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the 
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations. 

154. Development in the Green Belt is inappropriate unless one of the following exceptions apply: 

a) buildings for agriculture and forestry. 
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b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a change of use), 
including buildings, for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and allotments as 
long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of 
including land within it. 

c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over 
and above the size of the original building. 

d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially larger than 
the one it replaces. 

e) limited infilling in villages. 

f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the development plan 
(including policies for rural exception sites); and 

g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land (including a 
material change of use to residential or mixed use including residential), whether redundant or in continuing 
use (excluding temporary buildings), which would not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green 
Belt. 

h) other forms of development provided they preserve its openness and do not conflict with the purposes of 
including land within it. These are: 

i. mineral extraction. 

ii. engineering operations. 

iii. local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location. 

iv. the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and substantial construction. 

v. material changes in the use of land (such as changes of use for outdoor sport or recreation, or for 
cemeteries and burial grounds); and 

vi. development, including buildings, brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order or 
Neighbourhood Development Order. 

155 The development of homes, commercial and other development in the Green Belt should also not 
be regarded as inappropriate where all the following apply: 

a. The development would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally undermine the purposes 
(taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area of the plan. 

b. There is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed56. 

c. The development would be in a sustainable location, with particular reference to paragraphs 110 and 115 
of this Framework57; and 

56 Which, in the case of applications involving the provision of housing, means the lack of a five year supply 
of deliverable housing sites, including the relevant buffer where applicable, or where the Housing Delivery 
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Tests was below 75% of the housing requirement over the previous three years; and in the case of traveller 
sites means the lack of a five year supply of deliverable traveller sites assessed in line with Planning Policy for 

d. Where applicable the development proposed meets the ‘Golden Rules’ requirements set out in 
paragraphs 156-157 below. 

156 Where major development involving the provision of housing is proposed on land released from the 
Green Belt through plan preparation or review58, or on sites in the Green Belt subject to a planning 
application59, the following contributions (‘Golden Rules’) should be made: 

a. affordable housing which reflects either: (i) development plan policies produced in accordance with 
paragraphs 67-68 of this Framework; or (ii) until such policies are in place, the policy set out in paragraph 
157 below. 

b. necessary improvements to local or national infrastructure; and 

c. the provision of new, or improvements to existing, green spaces that are accessible to the public. New 
residents should be able to access good quality green spaces within a short walk of their home, whether 
through onsite provision or through access to offsite spaces. 

157 Before development plan policies for affordable housing are updated in line with paragraphs 67-68 
of this Framework, the affordable housing contribution required to satisfy the Golden Rules is 15 percentage 
points above the highest existing affordable housing requirement which would otherwise apply to the 
development, subject to a cap of 50%60. In the absence of a pre-existing requirement for affordable 
housing, a 50% affordable housing contribution should apply by default. The use of site-specific viability 
assessment for land within or released from the Green Belt should be subject to the approach set out in 
national planning practice guidance on viability. 

158 A development which complies with the Golden Rules should be given significant weight in favour of 
the grant of permission. 

159 The improvements to green spaces required as part of the Golden Rules should contribute positively 
to the landscape setting of the development, support nature recovery and meet local standards for green 
space provision where these exist in the development plan. Where no locally specific standards exist, 
development proposals should meet national standards relevant to the development (these include Natural 
England standards on accessible green space and urban greening factor and Green Flag criteria). Where land 
has been identified as having particular potential for habitat creation or nature recovery within Local Nature 
Recovery 

Strategies, proposals should contribute towards these outcomes. 

Assessment 

By submitting an outline application with all matters except access being reserved, the applicants have by -
passed Paragraph 154 (g) an assessment of whether the redevelopment of the site (partial or complete) 
would cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt or not. 
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Instead, they appear to be relying on a strategy of arguing that the proposed scheme meets the ‘golden 
rules’ criteria, all of them, and a such significant weight should be given to this in the determination of the 
application. 

This very much follows their approach in the 2017 application which was refused permission, although they 
at least tried to make a case on special grounds in the 2014 application, which was also refused permission. 

The wording of paragraph 154 (g) has changed since ethe previous applications on this site were determined 
and the assessment now has to address the wording of “substantial ‘harm which is much higher bar that 
previously. However, it is still a requirement to make an assessment between what is there no and what is 
proposed. 

What is there now is effectively nothing above ground level. There are some old, dilapidated buildings and 
parts of buildings still dotted around the site, which can be seen from aerial photographs, but essentially 
most of the former theme park has been removed or has started to blend into the landscape. Indeed, an 
application for prior determination was submitted and approved for the demolition of some buildings in 
2020 and another one for the same purposes was submitted and approved in 2021. 

The assessment of whether something does or does not cause harm to the openness of the green belt has, 
however, not changed, and this still requires a visual and spatial assessment. The problem for the applicants 
is that they have not submitted any spatial evidence to support their case under paragraph 154 (g) As such 
no such robust assessment can be made.   At least previous applications tried to make a case for there being 
no adverse harm to openness, this application does not even try to. 

The scheme therefore fails paragraph 155 a as well. 

The application should be refused on those grounds alone. 

On the issue of the five-year housing land supply the 2024 figures show only a 2.9-year supply so the case for 
the application could be made previously on those grounds. However, the site still remains in an area which 
is not identified in the Central Lancashire Core Strategy as being one for growth. The determination of the 
2017-application considered this in some detail, and resulted in the following reasons for refusal: 

2. The site lies in an area not identified for growth within policy 1 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy, 
which seeks to direct growth and investment towards the most sustainable locations. The proposed 
development is not small scale or limited to appropriate infilling, conversion of buildings or meeting local 
need. The benefits associated with the proposed development do not amount to exceptional reasons for the 
larger scale redevelopment proposed and the development is, therefore, contrary to policy 1 of the Central 
Lancashire Core Strategy and the spatial vision that underlies it. The presumption in favour of sustainable 
development set out at paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework does not, therefore, apply 
to the proposed development. 

3. The proposed development would be in an area not identified for growth within policy 1 of the Central 
Lancashire Core Strategy. The Council has in excess of a five-year housing land supply and there are no 
exceptional circumstances to justify the provision of new housing in this location. The proposed 
development is, therefore, contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework and conflicts with policy 1 of 
the Central Lancashire Core Strategy. The presumption in favour of sustainable development set out at 
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paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework does not, therefore, apply to the proposed 
development. 

The Parish Council considers that the first of these principles still apply today, and do so until the site’s 
allocation is changed, if indeed it ever is. 

Housing Land Supply 

The Parish Council accept that the Borough Council cannot demonstrate a five-year housing land supply. It is 
also acknowledged that the site is considered favourably within the preferred options paper produced for 
Central Lancashire. However, that process still must play out, and the paper makes it clear that there are 
several factors that need to be addressed before any permission could be granted on this site.  

Highways 

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.  

Flooding  

Whilst this is an outline application, an outline application establishes the principle of development, as such 
if permission is granted there is no going back for the planning authority, residents and anyone else who 
may be affected by the scheme. The LLFA seem to be saying that they have no objection now but wish to 
discuss specifics in the future. That’s too late, either they have before them sufficient information to make a 
robust assessment, or they do not, and as the scheme does not even have an indicative layout, they cannot 
make any robust assessment. 

Conclusions 

The Parish Council consider that the application is premature. As such it still has to be addressed against all 
the Green Belt polices currently in situ, and that the proposals are not in accordance with those policies. In 
addition, there are significant concerns relating to highways and flooding neither of which have been 
adequately addressed in this submission. 
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