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CASE OFFICER 
 
Mr. M. Shaw 
 
BLACKPOOL COUNCIL PLAN 2015 -2020 
 
This application accords with Priority Two of the Plan - Communities: Creating stronger 
communities and increasing resilience  
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
The application seeks outline planning permission with all matters reserved for the 
development of up to 176 new dwellings with associated public open space. This would make 
a significant quantitative contribution towards meeting the borough’s identified housing need 
and this weighs heavily in favour of the application. The application also involves the re-
location of the Air Cadet Corps building within the curtilage of the former school from the 
Bispham Road frontage to the Kylemore Avenue frontage.   
 
The application site is surrounded on three sides by residential property and is within a 
sustainable residential suburb of Blackpool and therefore residential development on the site 
is considered to be acceptable, subject to a range of conditions which will be included within 
the Update Note, including compensation for the loss of the former school playing fields with 
a replacement all weather full size 3G football pitch at Stanley Park. It is considered that 



appropriate vehicle access points can be provided into the site from Bispham Road and 
Regency Gardens and that a quality sustainable development can be secured at reserved 
matters stage. As such, Members are respectfully recommended to grant planning 
permission.  
 
The recommendation for approval assumes that the proposed replacement sports facility at 
Stanley Park will satisfy Sport England sufficiently for them to withdraw their current 
objection to the application before the meeting. Any change in Sport England's position will 
be reported through the Update Note. In the absence of such confirmation from Sport 
England, it is recommended that the application be deferred for further possible discussion 
and then consideration by the Committee at a later meeting. 
 
The Committee should note that, in the event that Sport England do not withdraw their 
objection and Members are minded to support the scheme, the Council would not be 
lawfully entitled to make a determination without first referring the application to the 
Secretary of State to give him the opportunity to call the application in for his own 
consideration and determination.  
 
Please also note that it has not been possible to prepare a list of conditions in time for 
inclusion in this report.  A full list of conditions will be made available through the Update 
Note.  
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
The application site is 9.13 hectares in area and comprises the 5.1 hectare site of the former 
Bispham High School site fronting Bispham Road with a secondary access onto Kylemore 
Avenue. Within the grounds of the former school is an Air Cadet Training Corps building also 
fronting Bispham Road. The former school site is designated under Policy BH7 of the 
Blackpool Local Plan as 'Playing Fields and Sports Grounds' and includes the site of the former 
school buildings, which have now been cleared, and the former school playing fields which 
are enclosed with fencing and overgrown. The application site also includes the adjoining 
playing field immediately to the rear (west) of the former school designated under Policy BH5 
of the Local Plan as 'Protection of Public Open Space'. This playing field is accessed from Inver 
Road and includes a children's play area abutting the Rock Gardens to its west providing 
additional pedestrian access points. The third plot of land within the application site is a 
vacant area of land adjoining the residential estate immediately to the south accessed from 
Leys Road with the 'Water Tower' at its entrance.  This third plot of land is unallocated on the 
Proposals Map of the Blackpool Local Plan. On the approved layout for the Leys Road housing 
estate reference: 99/0927 for 105 dwellings, which now includes Regency Gardens and Tower 
View, this third plot of land was indicated as a potential phase 2 of this development with a 
vehicle and pedestrian access point from Regency Gardens. There is a significant drop in site 
levels from the western boundary with the Rock Gardens to the former school playing fields in 
the centre of the site of over 5 metres  
 
To the north and east of the application site is mainly residential in character with a number 
of residential cul-de-sacs abutting the northern boundary. To the north east of the application 



site is a local centre designated within the Blackpool Local Plan including locally listed Squirrel 
Public House. Situated to the south of the application site is the Department for Work and 
Pensions complex and the housing estate including Regency Gardens running up to the 
southern boundary of the application site. To the west of the application site are locally listed 
Rock Gardens protected under Policy BH5 of the Local Plan 'Protection of Public Open Space' 
The application is within Flood Zone 1 and there is a watercourse running along the south 
eastern boundary of the site and to the rear of houses fronting Bispham Road.     
 
DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 
 
This hybrid planning application seeks outline planning permission for up to 176 dwellings and 
associated public open space with all matters (namely Layout, Scale, Appearance, Access and 
Landscaping) to be reserved for subsequent approval. In addition to the proposed residential 
development this application also seeks detailed planning permission to re-locate the existing 
Air Training Corps building from its present Bispham Road location onto Kylemore Avenue 
within its own enclosed curtilage and vehicle/ pedestrian access. 
 
A parameters plan submitted with the application includes an indication of the approximate 
location of the three housing areas, one area served from Bispham Road and two smaller 
areas accessed from Regency Gardens. This indicative plan also shows public open space onto 
Bispham Road and also located between the three proposed residential areas. The existing 
public open space accessed from Inver Road is also shown for retention. A sewer easement is 
shown on the parameters plan running across the site from Kylemore Avenue and onto 
Meadow Close to the south of the application site. Indicatively the proposed houses would be 
split evenly between the eastern side (Bispham Road) and western side (Regency Gardens) 
with connecting public open space and pedestrian links but separate in terms of vehicular 
access. 
 
The existing Air Training Corps building which is single storey, section built and has a 
functional appearance will be dismantled and re-erected in its new location with associated 
vehicle and pedestrian access and  a 21 space car park and cycle parking.     
 
The application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment, a Design and Access Statement, 
an Interim Travel Plan, a Planning Statement, a Transport Assessment, a Tree Survey, an 
Environmental Risk Assessment, and Ecological Impact Assessment and a Heritage 
Assessment.  
 
MAIN PLANNING ISSUES 
 
The main planning issues are considered to be:  
 
Principle of Residential Development/ Re-Location of the Air Cadet Building 
Means of Access/ Highway Safety 
Replacement of Sports Pitch/ Public Open Space Provision 
Landscaping/ Ecology 
Impact on Residential Amenity 



Flood risk/ Drainage 
Sustainability and Planning Balance Appraisal 
 
Other Issues 
 
These issues will be discussed in the assessment section of this report.  
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
Environment Agency: No comments have been received at the time of preparing this report. 
Any comments that are received before the Committee meeting will be reported in the 
Update Note.  
 
Built Heritage Manager: The proposed layout of dwellings includes a green buffer zone to the 
east of Devonshire Road Rock Gardens.  However the layout shows buildings in the south 
west corner very close to the boundary which will create enclosure in that area. I would 
prefer if the buffer zone is extended south to preserve the setting of the gardens.  The area 
immediately to the north east of the proposed development adjacent to the new Cadet Hut 
was originally the site of Moorfield House so there is some potential for incidental finds.  As a 
precaution I would suggest seeking advice from County Archaeologist regarding a watching 
brief.  
 
Blackpool Civic Trust: support this application however on street parking should be restricted. 
 
Highways and Traffic Division:  The application reserves all matters.  The comments are 
provided on that basis. I have not addressed the internal layout to any degree but it 
demonstrates that the proposed number of dwellings can be accommodated with a 
conventional highway infrastructure. It would be helpful for the “layout” or “access” matters 
to not be reserved.  At this level of detail I would not take issue with the layout.  The access 
issues are broadly acceptable although the junction design at Bispham Road is not. 
 
The calculations and assumptions in the Transport Assessment are acceptable.  I would prefer 
the junction design to be set aside (it is reserved anyway) as simply an illustration that access 
is achievable. 
 
The results and conclusions demonstrate that the site may be developed with the proposed 
number of houses split evenly between the two access points. 
 

 Access to Bispham Road is straightforward using a priority junction, although not as 
drawn. 

 Access to Leys Road is via Regency Gardens which is part of an estate developed on 
the lines of collector roads and access ways.  The design capacity of such a layout 
would typically be limited to about 200 dwellings – which would not be exceeded in 
this case. 

 



The results also demonstrate that the flows at two junctions on Bispham Road (Moor Park 
Avenue and Low Moor Road) are marginally above theoretical capacity in the design year of 
2024.  However, this results as much from traffic growth as from development traffic and 
does not indicate that the development should fund major improvements.  It should be noted 
that the flows would be most unlikely to trigger a requirement for any works if considered in 
an appeal situation. The conclusions should, in any event, be revisited in the Reserved 
Matters application when details of access and layouts are clearer. 
 
In the pre-application discussion it was made clear that we would not want to retain the 
existing school access junction layout on Bispham Road and that the detail of the highway in 
this area was related to the school's demands on it.  It was suggested that the loop could be 
dispensed with, subject to preserving access to the existing houses on the southern end of it. 
There is a refuge to the north of the access which would be better moved or replicated closer 
to the access.  A second refuge to the south would be advantageous. There is a northbound 
bus stop but no southbound bus stop. Adding the two issues – pedestrian movements would 
be simpler with a second refuge and bus stop.  This would resolve some problems at the Low 
Moor Road junction.  A hatched right turn lane between refuges would also be advantageous. 
Subsequent to the agreement of a junction design it will be necessary to revisit waiting 
restrictions. Off-site works would require a highways agreement. The type of layout envisaged 
would be acceptable for adoption and a highways agreement would be required for that. 
 
Drainage- I note that all matters are reserved.  The submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) is 
acceptable for outline purposes. Notwithstanding this position it will be a requirement that 
the development complies fully with prevailing SuDS standards in respect of run-off quality 
and quantity.  We would expect the site to integrate measures into landscape areas rather 
than simply adopt a pipe/tank-based approach. The sources of inflow to the small areas of 
flooding noted in 5.3 of the FRA should be identified and dealt with in future documentation 
at the reserved matters stage. We note from the FRA it is the view of United Utilities that “… 
surface water should not be connected to the public sewer network.” This point also needs to 
be covered fully at the reserved matters stage. 
 
Environmental Protection Manager: No comments have been received at the time of 
preparing this report. Any comments that are received before the Committee meeting will be 
reported in the Update Note.  
 
United Utilities (Water): With regards to the above development proposal, United Utilities 
Water Limited ('United Utilities') wishes to provide the following comments. 
 
Drainage- In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), the site should be drained on a separate system 
with foul water draining to the public sewer and surface water draining in the most 
sustainable way. We request the following drainage conditions are attached to any 
subsequent approval to reflect the above approach detailed above: 
 



Condition 1 -Surface water- no development shall commence until a surface water drainage 
scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
drainage scheme must include: 
 

(i) An investigation of the hierarchy of drainage options in the National Planning Practice 
Guidance (or any subsequent amendment thereof). This investigation shall include 
evidence of an assessment of ground conditions and the potential for infiltration 
of surface water; 

(ii) A restricted rate of discharge of surface water agreed with the local planning authority 
(if it is agreed that infiltration is discounted by the investigations); and 

(iii) A timetable for its implementation. 
 

The approved scheme shall also be in accordance with the Non-Statutory Technical Standards 
for Sustainable Drainage Systems (March 2015) or any subsequent replacement national 
standards. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out only in accordance with 
the approved drainage scheme. 
 
Reason: To promote sustainable development, secure proper drainage and to manage the risk 
of flooding and pollution. 
 
Condition 2 -Foul water- Foul and surface water shall be drained on separate systems. 
Reason: To secure proper drainage and to manage the risk of flooding and pollution. 
 
United Utilities are not responsible for advising on rates of discharge to the local watercourse 
system. This is a matter for discussion with the Lead Local Flood Authority and / or the 
Environment Agency (if the watercourse is classified as main river). If the applicant intends to 
offer wastewater assets forward for adoption by United Utilities, the proposed detailed 
design will be subject to a technical appraisal by an Adoptions Engineer as we need to be sure 
that the proposal meets the requirements of Sewers for Adoption and United Utilities' Asset 
Standards. The detailed layout should be prepared with consideration of what is necessary to 
secure a development to an adoptable standard. This is important as drainage design can be a 
key determining factor of site levels and layout. The proposed design should give 
consideration to long term operability and give United Utilities a cost effective proposal for 
the life of the assets. Therefore, should this application be approved and the applicant wishes 
to progress a Section 104 agreement, we strongly recommend that no construction 
commences until the detailed drainage design, submitted as part of the Section 104 
agreement, has been assessed and accepted in writing by United Utilities. Any works carried 
out prior to the technical assessment being approved is done entirely at the developers own 
risk and could be subject to change. 
 
Management and Maintenance of Sustainable Drainage Systems- Without effective 
management and maintenance, sustainable drainage systems can fail or become ineffective. 
As a provider of wastewater services, we believe we have a duty to advise the Local Planning 
Authority of this potential risk to ensure the longevity of the surface water drainage system 
and the service it provides. We also wish to minimise the risk of a sustainable drainage system 
having a detrimental impact on the public sewer network should the two systems interact. 



We therefore recommend the Local Planning Authority include a condition in their Decision 
Notice regarding a management and maintenance regime for any sustainable drainage 
system that is included as part of the proposed development. 
 
For schemes of 10 or more units and other major development, we recommend the Local 
Planning Authority consults with the Lead Local Flood Authority. You may find the below a 
useful example: 
 
Prior to occupation of the development a sustainable drainage management and 
maintenance plan for the lifetime of the development shall be submitted to the local planning 
authority and agreed in writing. The sustainable drainage management and maintenance plan 
shall include as a minimum: 
 

a. Arrangements for adoption by an appropriate public body or statutory undertaker, or, 
management and maintenance by a resident's management company; and 

b. Arrangements for inspection and ongoing maintenance of all elements of the 
sustainable drainage system to secure the operation of the surface water drainage 
scheme throughout its lifetime. 
 

The development shall subsequently be completed, maintained and managed in accordance 
with the approved plan. 
 
Reason: To ensure that management arrangements are in place for the sustainable drainage 
system in order to manage the risk of flooding and pollution during the lifetime of the 
development. 
 
Water Supply- Our water mains may need extending to serve any development on this site 
and the applicant may be required to pay a contribution. If the applicant intends to obtain a 
water supply from United Utilities for the proposed development, we strongly recommend 
they engage with us at the earliest opportunity. If reinforcement of the water network is 
required to meet the demand, this could be a significant project and the design and 
construction period should be accounted for. 
 
United Utilities' Property, Assets and Infrastructure- According to our records there is an 
easement crossing the proposed development site which is in addition to our statutory rights 
for inspection, maintenance and repair. The easement has restrictive covenants that must be 
adhered to. It is the responsibility of the developer to obtain a copy of the document and to 
comply to the provisions stated within the document. Under no circumstances should 
anything be stored, planted or erected on the easement width. Nor should anything occur 
that may affect the integrity of the pipe or United Utilities legal right to 24 hour access. A 
public sewer crosses this site and we will not permit building over it. We will require an access 
strip width of six metres, three metres either side of the centre line of the sewer which is in 
accordance with the minimum distances specified in the current issue of "Sewers for 
Adoption", for maintenance or replacement. Therefore a modification of the site layout, or a 
diversion of the affected public sewer at the applicant's expense, may be necessary.  Deep 
rooted shrubs and trees should not be planted in the vicinity of the public sewer and overflow 



systems. Where United Utilities' assets exist, the level of cover to the water mains and public 
sewers must not be compromised either during or after construction. 
 
It is the applicant's responsibility to investigate the possibility of any United Utilities' assets 
potentially impacted by their proposals and to demonstrate the exact relationship between 
any United Utilities' assets and the proposed development. Due to the public sewer transfer 
in 2011, not all sewers are currently shown on the statutory sewer records and we do not 
always show private pipes on our plans.   
 
Education - Property and Development Officer: No comments have been received at the 
time of preparing this report. Any comments that are received before the Committee meeting 
will be reported in the Update Note.  
 
Greater Manchester Ecology Unit: No comments have been received at the time of preparing 
this report. Any comments that are received before the Committee meeting will be reported 
in the Update Note.  
 
Ramblers Association: No comments have been received at the time of preparing this report. 
Any comments that are received before the Committee meeting will be reported in the 
Update Note.  
 
Contaminated Land Officer: No comments. 
 
Parks and Green Environment: The Updated Blackpool Playing Pitch Strategy dated August 
2019 highlights we are short of 2.5 matches per week for small sided football and a shortfall 
of two full size 3G pitches within our current provision. 
 
We are aware that there are planned developments at the former Bispham High School, the 
former Grange Park School and Blackpool Enterprise Zone (Common Edge) all of which have a 
sports pitch(es) attached. 
 
Our proposals are to compensate the loss of Bispham High and Grange Park with the 
replacement of the sand dressed hockey pitch at Stanley Park to a full size 3G football pitch. 
Discussions have already started with the Lancashire Football Association and Football 
Foundation. We are aiming for a January 2020 bid submission with a spring build. Discussions 
are ongoing around the replacement of the football pitches at Common Edge with at least six 
full six grass pitches and two full size 3G football pitches (one to have a rugby shock pad). We 
feel with these proposals we will be able to accommodate the requirement for today's needs 
as well to cater for future growth 
  
Sport England: Object to this proposal because it does not meet any of the requirements of 
paragraph 97 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Exceptions to Sport 
England's Playing Fields Policy.  An assessment of the proposal and a possible resolution is set 
out below. 
 



It is understood that the proposal prejudices the use, or leads to the loss of use, of land being 
used as a playing field or has been used as a playing field in the last five years, as defined in 
the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 
2015. The consultation with Sport England is therefore a statutory requirement. Sport 
England has considered the application in light of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) (particularly paragraph 97) and Sport England’s Playing Fields Policy, which is 
presented within its ‘Playing Fields Policy and Guidance Document. Sport England’s policy is 
to oppose the granting of planning permission for any development which would lead to the 
loss of, or prejudice the use of, all/part of a playing field, unless one or more of the five 
exceptions stated in its policy apply. 
 
Exceptions – 
 
1) A robust and up to date assessment has demonstrated, to the satisfaction of Sport England, 
that there is an excess of playing field provision in the catchment, which will remain the case 
should the development be permitted, and the site has no special significance to the interests 
of sport. 
 
2) The proposed development is for ancillary facilities supporting the principal use of the site 
as a playing field and does not affect the quantity or quality of playing pitches or otherwise 
adversely affect their use. 
 
3) The proposed development affects only land incapable of forming part of a playing pitch 
and does not:  
 

 reduce the size of any playing pitch; 

 result in the inability to use any playing pitch (including the maintenance of adequate 
safety margins and run-off areas);  

 reduce the sporting capacity of the playing field to accommodate playing pitches or 
the capability to rotate or reposition playing pitches to maintain their quality;  

 result in the loss of other sporting provision or ancillary facilities on the site; or 

 prejudice the use of any remaining areas of playing field on the site. 
 
4) The area of playing field to be lost as a result of the proposed development will be 
replaced, prior to the commencement of development, by a new area of playing field:  
 

 of equivalent or better quality, and 

 of equivalent or greater quantity, and 

 in a suitable location, and 

 subject to equivalent or better accessibility and management arrangements. 
 
5) The proposed development is for an indoor or outdoor facility for sport, the provision of 
which would be of sufficient benefit to the development of sport as to outweigh the 
detriment caused by the loss, or prejudice to the use, of the area of playing field.  
 



It should be noted that neither paragraph 97 of the NPPF nor Sport England’s Policy makes 
any distinction between private and publicly owned sites.  Both policies are applied equally 
irrespective of the ownership. 
  
The Proposal and Impact on Playing Field - The site extends to 9.4 hectares, comprises 
former high school buildings, car parking, school playing fields, open space, and an Air Cadet 
building. The Town and Country Planning (DMP) Order 2015 defines a playing field as ‘the 
whole of a site which encompasses at least one playing pitch’.  This definition is also provided 
within the glossary to the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).The 
definition refers to the whole of a site and therefore does not just cover land which is 
currently laid out as pitches. It also does not differentiate between different types of 
ownership e.g. public, private or educational ownership.  The 2015 Order defines a playing 
pitch as ‘a delineated area which, together with any run-off area, is of 0.2 hectares or more, 
and which is used for association football, American football, rugby, cricket, hockey, lacrosse, 
rounders, baseball, softball, Australian football, Gaelic football, shinty, hurling, polo or cycle 
polo.’  A playing pitch may have a natural or artificial surface. While other sports facilities, 
such as tennis courts and bowling greens, are not included in the definition of a playing pitch, 
Sport England considers that they will be included in an area defined as a playing field if, in 
physical or functional terms, they form part of an overall playing field site. Even where wider 
sports facilities fall outside the definition of a playing field, they are afforded protection 
through the planning system under the provisions of paragraph 97 of the NPPF (see 
paragraph 17). Redevelopment of the site will lead to loss of playing fields. 
  
Assessment against Sport England Policy/National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) - This 
proposal prejudices the use of land being used as a playing field. The extent of playing fields 
used as such in the last five years is considered to extend to circa 4.9 hectares.   
 
Sport England disagrees with the extent of playing field as set out in the Planning Statement 
and identified by areas A – C. Sport England consider that a substantial part of Area A and 
Area B comprise the playing field. One of the core planning principles of the NPPF is to 
improve health, social and cultural wellbeing for all, and deliver sufficient community and 
cultural facilities and services to meet local needs. Section 8 of the NPPF deals specifically 
with the topic of healthy communities. Paragraph 97 sets out the importance of access to 
high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation that can make an 
important contribution to the health and well-being of communities. Paragraphs 96 and 97 of 
the NPPF discuss assessments and the protection of existing open space, sports and 
recreational buildings and land, including playing fields. Paragraph 96 is particularly relevant 
to establishing sound planning policies based on robust needs assessments. 
 
Paragraph 97 states: Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including 
playing fields, should not be built on unless:  
 

a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings 
or land to be surplus to requirements; or  

b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 
better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or  



c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of 
which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use. 
 

The NPPF does not solely relate to land, but also to buildings; and states that these should not 
be built on unless an up to date robust assessment of need that demonstrates the need for 
the sports building is surplus requirements.  It should be noted that surplus to requirement is 
not in the context of the owners current requirements but must be determined by an up to 
date Needs Assessment as required by paragraph 97(a) of the NPPF and Sport England Policy 
Exception E1. A Needs Assessment will identify whether there is a need for the sports facility 
to meet a deficiency in sports facilities derived from the local sports community.  The 
evidence base needs to provide clear evidence that the playing field is surplus to both current 
and future sporting needs. This would not just be for football but for all pitch sport that can 
be accommodated on the site. 
 
The 2016 Blackpool Playing Pitch Strategy demonstrates deficiencies of pitches, and therefore 
these playing fields could be used to contribute to that deficiency.  Any assessment would 
also need to consider the likely housing growth to be accommodated in Blackpool through the 
Local Plan.  Sport England do not consider that the Blackpool Council evidence base is robust 
enough at this time to demonstrate that the playing fields at this site are surplus, to justify 
their development for residential purposes in accordance with either NPPF Paragraph 97, or 
Sport England Playing Fields Policy Exception E1. Therefore the playing fields lost at this site 
through development are not considered surplus and need to be replaced in accordance with 
paragraph 97 of the NPPF and Sport England Policy Exception E4.  
  
Additional Demand for Sport Arising from Housing Development - The occupiers of new 
development, especially residential, will generate demand for sporting provision. The existing 
provision within an area may not be able to accommodate this increased demand without 
exacerbating existing and/or predicted future deficiencies. Therefore, Sport England considers 
that new developments should contribute towards meeting the demand that they generate 
through the provision of on-site facilities and/or providing additional capacity off-site. The 
level and nature of any provision should be informed by a robust evidence base such as an up 
to date Sports Facilities Strategy, Playing Pitch Strategy or other relevant needs assessment. 
Retention of the playing fields and courts could meet the current and future demand from the 
local community and new residents of the housing development. 
  
Earlier this year Sport England was consulted on the Blackpool Local Plan Part 2: Draft Site 
Allocations and Development Management Policies and provided the following response on 
19 February 2019: 
  
“Former Bispham High School, Bispham Road, Blackpool - This allocation includes school 
playing fields and multiple courts. The school was not demolished until January 2017. 
Therefore, Sport England would be a statutory consultee on any application which includes the 
playing fields and would assess the proposals against our playing field policy. The site appears 
 
 
 



to be referenced within the Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) Action Plan, which states: 
  
The PPS shows lack of capacity for football, RFL and 3G pitches. Therefore, the PPS does not 
demonstrate this site (or part of a site), is clearly surplus to requirements therefore retention 
and protection or replacement of the sites (or part of a site) will be required to comply with 
Sport England policy exception E4. 
  
There appears to be no justification for the allocation of this playing field site for housing and 
therefore Sport England OBJECT to this allocation.”  
  
Conclusion and Possible Resolution-In consideration of the above, Sport England objects to 
the application because it is not considered to accord with any of the exceptions to Sport 
England’s Playing Fields Policy or with Paragraph 97 of the NPPF. In order to withdraw Sport 
England’s objection the applicant will need to: 
 

1. Provide a robust up to date needs assessment that demonstrates that the playing 
fields and courts are clearly surplus to community sports needs within the borough; or 

2. Provide replacement to an equivalent or greater quantity; and equivalent or better 
quality within the locality. 

  
Should the local planning authority be minded to grant planning permission for the 
proposal, contrary to Sport England’s objection then in accordance with The Town and 
Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2009, the application should be 
referred to the Secretary of State, via the National Planning Casework Unit.  
 
County Archaeologist Lancashire County Council -The above development site includes the 
site of the now demolished school (1960s-2017) and its playing fields. It appears to have been 
open land before this, with the only significant features noted within the site on 19th Century 
mapping being a pond, possibly former clay-or marl pit, located to the south of the site of the 
school buildings. Two more such ponds were sited just to the north of the site boundary at 
the heads of Lorne Road and Headfort Close. All of these ponds have since been backfilled. A 
number of farmstead sites are mapped around the site in 1847, the closest being Knowle 
Farm, formerly located just north of The Rock Garden, and Leys Farm, located at Waterside to 
the south, both of which have since been cleared away. A number of peat basins are also 
identified on the Historic Environment Record in the immediate vicinity of the site, the closest 
being within the adjoining Dept of Work and Pensions site. Others are located just to the west 
of the hospice on Low Moor Road and at the north east corner of the North Shore Golf 
Course. A watching brief undertaken on a cable trench through the latter in 1999 revealed 
evidence of human activity, including worked timbers. It was in such a peat basin off 
Blackpool Old Road, only 1km east of the site, that the skeleton of the well-known Palaeolithic 
'Poulton Elk' was found, complete with two barbed bone spear points that had been used 
(unsuccessfully) to hunt it. About 500m further west, on the former Briarfields Nursery site, 
an Iron Age skull was discovered during development. This skull does not appear to have been 
buried, but to have become accidentally trapped in a beaver dam which subsequently 
developed into another small peat basin. The presence of these finds in the peat basins 
indicates that there has been human activity hereabouts since the early prehistoric period 



and suggests that there could be remains within the former school site on the fringes of these 
basins. The immediate area of the former school buildings has however probably been so 
disturbed that no remains are likely and aerial photography in 2000 suggests that the central 
area of the former playing fields has also been disturbed for a construction compound or 
similar. Elsewhere the proposed development site appears to retain potential for early 
remains to survive. It is recommended therefore that any consent which is granted to this 
application includes a condition requiring a scheme of archaeological works to be undertaken. 
This scheme should be phased, with the first phase being investigative seeking to determine 
the extent of the undisturbed ground and testing its archaeological potential. Should remains 
be encountered a second phase of archaeological recording may well be required. The 
following condition wording is suggested: 
 
Condition: No development, site clearance/preparation, or demolition shall commence until 
the applicant or their agent or successors in title has secured the implementation of a 
programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of investigation, 
which shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The 
programme of works shall include an initial phase of survey and trial trenching, as well as the 
compilation of a report on the work undertaken and the results obtained. These works should 
aim to establish the presence or absence of buried archaeological remains and their nature, 
date, extent and significance. If remains are encountered then subsequent phase of impact 
mitigation (which may include preservation in situ by the appropriate design or siting of new 
roads, structures and buildings, formal excavation of remains or other actions) and a phase of 
appropriate analysis, reporting and publication shall be developed and a further written 
scheme of investigation submitted to and agreed with the local planning authority before 
development commences. All archaeological works shall be undertaken by inappropriately 
qualified and experienced professional archaeological contractor and comply with the 
standards and guidance set out by the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA). The 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the agreed details. 
 
Reason: To ensure and safeguard the investigation and recording of matters of 
archaeological/historical importance associated with the development. 
 
This is in accordance with National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 199: "Local planning 
authorities should require developers to record and advance understanding of the 
significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate to 
their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence (and any archive generated) 
publicly accessible". 
 
PUBLICITY AND REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Press notice published: 21 May 2019  
10 x site notices displayed: 20 May 2019  
Neighbours notified: 14 May 2019 
 
 
 



52 Leys Road, - Objects 
 
4 Waterside - The following points are the reasons for objecting to the proposed 
development for the 50% of the development directly behind the Rock Gardens which is 
proposed to be accessed via Leys Road and the Regency Gardens estate. The other 50% of the 
proposed development on the previous school site/footprint makes sense and I do not object 
to that. 
 
-  Adverse effect on the residential amenity of neighbours, by reason of (among other 

factors) noise, disturbance, overlooking, loss of privacy, overshadowing. 
- Unacceptably high density/over-development of the site, especially as it involves loss 

of garden land and the open aspect of the neighbourhood ('garden grabbing'). Once 
the green space is lost it is lost forever and any opportunity for future generations to 
expand the area behind the Rock Gardens into a green and environmentally friendly 
space will be lost forever. 

- Visual impact of the development. 
- Effect of the development on the character of the neighbourhood including the 

current Regency Gardens estate which is a unique 'oasis' which the town should be 
proud of and maintain as is. 

-  The proposed development is over-bearing, out-of-scale and out of character in terms 
of its appearance compared with existing development in the vicinity - i.e. the current 
Regency Gardens estate. 

- The loss of existing views from neighbouring properties would adversely affect the 
residential amenity of neighbouring owners. 

- The development would adversely affect highway safety and the convenience of road 
users. 

 
Finally, various wildlife is doing well within the Regency Gardens estate which is no doubt in 
part due to the area of green space behind the Rock Gardens as well as the Rock Gardens 
itself. It would be a crying shame if there was an inevitable reduction of the wildlife in the 
Regency Gardens estate especially within the wider Blackpool context.  
 
12 Tower View - I would like to formally object to the proposed development at the former 
Bispham High School, primarily the phase 2 which is the area behind my property on Tower 
View. 
 
My reasons are the access to this phase would mean opening up the access point at the 
bottom of Regency Gardens which in effect would cause a huge increase of traffic through the 
estate which has a small park used by children which currently has a very safe feel due to low 
traffic numbers. When you consider the amount of HGV traffic going through our small estate 
to build this development which comprises a small, narrow road with speed bumps and twists 
its way down to the access point, the disruption and logistics of the project is really not 
acceptable to the residents who live here. I have no problem with phase 1 which is served by 
the Bispham Road access point as it is a major road and would not negatively affect any 
householders who live there. 
 



Finally I bought my house five years ago as I loved the quiet oasis that the Regency Gardens 
development offered me, building houses on the land by the Rock Gardens is not something 
that I envisaged would happen, and it has a detrimental effect of the nature conservation and 
appearance of the whole area which I strongly object to. The roads are not fit for firstly 
transporting all the building materials and then the extra traffic our estate would suffer from 
once its built is unacceptable. Please consider the sensible option which is to access phase 
two through phase one off the main Bispham road which affects nobody.  
 
15 Leys Road - like other residents I have concerns on the proposal.   
 
Access - The proposal would increase traffic to Leys Road which is already used as a cut 
through and at times very busy. I appreciate the Council has put access only signs up at the 
ends of Leys Road however this has not worked to reduce the amount of cut through traffic 
and the ongoing issue of parking by DWP staff. In determining this application please consider 
traffic control measures (e.g. speed bumps, give way road layouts etc).  
 
The main route out of Regency Gardens has a blind corner as you approach up the hill to the 
mini roundabout on Leys Road. The increased traffic would make this even more treacherous. 
It is not clear why the applicant has proposed to use such a difficult access point when the site 
can be accessed better from main roads and roads with no visible blind spots such as; 
Bispham Road, Kylemore Avenue, Ardmore Road and Corrib Road.  
 
Surface water management / Foul Sewer- The proposal states it will use a SUDs (sustainable 
drainage system) however the site topography would only direct surface/ground water 
towards the bottom of Meadow Close/Regency Gardens which is already on the Environment 
Agency flood maps at high risk of flooding from surface water. The proposal does not explain 
how foul water will be managed. It is states that drainage will connect to the existing sewer 
however this will have been modelled at the time to cope with the current amount of sewage 
from Regency Gardens. The main foul sewer runs from Regency Gardens to Kylemore Avenue 
through the proposed development site and would need to be protected/altered if the 
proposal was to go ahead.  
 
56 Leys Road –  
 

1. the title mentions "Former Bispham High School" but not the larger green area that is 
also included in the application, and it seems the objections so far indicate that this is 
the most controversial aspect of the plan. 

 
2. Wildlife: The green area is an important natural habitat to a wide variety of species. 

The development of this area would not only obviously negatively impact the 
environment, but it would also remove a source of enjoyment and scenic beauty for 
the nearby residents. 

 
3. Access: It appears that the only planned vehicle access for some of the dwellings is via 

Regency Gardens. The road network between Leys Road and Regency Gardens is 
narrow, winding and contains a mini roundabout with a tight turn and is clearly not 



designed for heavy traffic. The aforementioned problem could have potential safety 
implications should there be a large rise in the number of residents, and also it could 
cause serious issues if the area were accessed by the proposed site construction 
vehicles this way. 

 
4. Parking: I understand that the "Former Bispham High School" site currently provides 

parking for the DWP. If the DWP doesn't have the necessary capacity to cover lost 
spaces caused by the removal of this area, then any disruption is likely to be passed to 
residents in the vicinity.  

 
14 Regency Gardens - I would like to raise my concerns relating to a number of issues relating 
to this application. I have no objection to the new houses being built but I am concerned that 
the land being used will have an adverse effect on the wildlife, the field behind Regency 
Gardens is home to a number of species of insects and wild flowers and grass. In addition to 
this I have witnessed foxes and badgers in this area. The use of the school site is fine because 
it has been used for another purpose before and as such is not a current habitat so nothing is 
displaced. 
 
Access to the site through Regency Gardens, the access from Leys Road is serviced by a mini 
roundabout which is dangerous enough when two cars are traversing round at the same time 
never mind a supply wagon and just past this roundabout we have a blind bend which takes 
care to traverse. At the side of Regency Gardens there is a field used by children playing with 
a crossing point from the copse to the field, children often cross here running and on bikes, in 
addition to this children play ball and kerb games along the flat stretch at the bottom of 
Regency Gardens and again a clear line of site for traffic is obscured on the corner. 
 
I have lived on Regency Gardens since they were built and I know of two dogs being killed on 
this stretch, to date this does not include children, but you have been warned by somebody 
that has witnessed the danger. If a child is killed or injured due to what I consider to be an 
inappropriate use of a residential street I will hold the council to account. Finally Regency 
Gardens now provide a home for a number of hedgehogs which are almost considered a 
protected species and my worry is that this species will be a casualty of additional traffic 
caused by additional houses and heavy goods vehicles. 
 
I am not against the houses being built, after all my house displaced nature but I would to 
raise the concerns relating to displacing nature and the access from Regency Gardens, 
perhaps you can consider building an access road which will allow service and supply vehicles 
to enter the site without using a residential road. I object to the development on the grounds 
of loss of biodiversity and loss of amenity. 
 
Additional comments- Biodiversity I have read the Ecological Report and they have referred 
to the Rock Gardens Park as a Local Nature Reserve. In their Appendix B taken from the 
Lancashire Environment Record Network (LERN) it's not marked as a County Biological 
Heritage Site even though it qualifies due to the presence of the White-letter Hairstreak 
butterflies and is mentioned as being such in W1 of the Tree Survey. They do mention the Elm 
trees as being important for the White-letter Hairstreaks but the butterflies also require 



sources of nectar. Important plants being Thistles, Brambles, Hogweed and Ragwort. Tall 
ruderal vegetation may be common, widespread and apparently disposable but it is very 
important for a huge variety of invertebrate species. 
 
The remainder of my comments refer to the target notes (TN) in their report. The report 
shows a photograph of a semi-mature Golden Elm in the former school grounds that is 
proposed for removal. Surely it would be better to retain this disease resistant tree and 
develop some suitable White-letter Hairstreak habitat around it to give the butterfly the 
opportunity to spread across a wider area and so be less vulnerable to a local extinction.  
 
Taken together Sub-sites B and C qualify for County Biological Heritage Site status for their 
butterflies. Any site which regularly supports breeding populations of 9 or more butterfly 
species. The following 11 species are regularly found - Small Tortoiseshell, Orange Tip (a 
recent colonist to the area), Peacock, Small Copper, Meadow Brown, Large Skipper, Speckled 
Wood, Green-veined White, Common Blue, Gatekeeper and Small Skipper. . 
 
TN 22 The boundary hedgerow is important for the local population of House Sparrows and 
should enhanced with suitable dense shrub planting. Any development should have House 
Sparrow nesting cavities provided in suitable locations on the new properties. 
 
TN 24 This boundary hedgerow is also important for House Sparrows and should be suitably 
enhanced, it should also be connected to the hedge TN 22 above. 
 
TN 25 The field has a thriving population of Common Sorrel, the food-plant of the Small 
Copper butterflies, there are also large numbers of Meadow Brown and Small Skipper 
butterflies found on this field. 
 
TN 27, 28 and 30 The former field boundary hedgerow. In most years, including this year, it 
has nesting Lesser Whitethroat, Song Thrush (Red listed) and Greenfinch (Green listed)  
 
The hedge is also important for a wide variety of invertebrates including several species of 
both bumble bees and solitary bees. 
 
TN 29 There are large colonies of Yellow Meadow Ants around the north west corner of the 
mound. This sunny, sheltered area is also favoured by several species of butterflies 
 
TN 31 Large patches of Birds Foot Trefoil here are important for the Common Blue butterflies 
which struggle elsewhere around the North Shore/Bispham area.  
 
There is also a colony of Ploughman's Spikenard Inula conyza which varies in numbers from 
year to year.  This species only occurs in 23 of the 466 in Lancashire. 
 
TN 32 This area is good for butterflies and grasshoppers along with many other insect species. 
 
TN 33 A pair of Whitethroats nest here most years. 
 



TN 34 Holds nesting Song Thrush most years. 
 
TN 35 The brambles on and around the mound are a regular provisioning site for the 
Whitethroats when feeding their young. 
 
TN 36 This area is more diverse in species of grasses than TN 25 and consequently holds more 
species and usually greater numbers of butterflies. There is also a small area of the hemi-
parasitic plant Yellow Rattle and colonies of Yellow Meadow Ants. 
 
TN 37 The island of Gorse scrub has nesting Greenfinch, Blackbird and possibly Whitethroat 
this year. Gorse Shieldbug has also been found there this spring.  
 
An unidentified species of the Solitary Bee family Nomad Bees has been recorded, probably 
Nomada flava which if correct would be close to its north-western limit of its distribution in 
Britain. 
 
TN 38 In the scrub here this season there are nesting Magpie, Blackbird, Song Thrush, Long-
tailed Tit, Wren, and possibly Whitethroat and Lesser Whitethroat. 
 
TN 39 The scrub and tall ruderal vegetation adjacent the tree-line facing east offers good 
nectaring opportunities for the White-letter Hairstreak butterflies in the morning when the 
sun is in the south east. 
 
Residents report numerous sightings of Fox and Hedgehog, the latter is particularly vulnerable 
to development as this population is confined and isolated by the wide and busy roads, 
Devonshire Road, Bispham Road and Warbreck Hill Road. Any development should have 
Hedgehog Highways incorporated in to the design of the new properties.  The area may only 
be small but it has a very interesting ecological community and as such is important in the 
local area especially as there is little other sheltered wild space north of the railway and west 
of Bispham Road/Devonshire Road. There is the opportunity to include Alder Buckthorn into 
any landscape designs to enable the spread of Brimstone butterflies to this part of the Fylde 
coast as they currently appear to be spreading westwards from more inland areas. 
 
Amenity -  The area is well used by many people, including dog walkers and children playing. 
Recent quick 'head counts' revealed over 20 visitors an hour at some times of the day. 
Increasing the number of homes and reducing the amount of open space available will lead to 
serious pressure on the remaining open space including Devonshire Road Rock Gardens which 
is already prone to ground compaction, poaching and surface water flooding in wet weather 
due to the impermeable nature of the soils and subsurface water flows coming from higher 
ground to the west. Parts of the Rock Gardens and most of the fields can be a quagmire after 
not even a great deal of rain much reducing their accessibility for many people. Despite being 
a fairly affluent area of Blackpool this part of North Shore/Bispham is poorly served by 
accessible open space, the largest open spaces are private and inaccessible eg North Shore 
Golf Course. I am also concerned that any remaining open space would lose its natural history 
interest by being manicured to be 'tidy' like the green at Regency Gardens which is now little 
more than a green desert. 



  
1 Regency Gardens - I object strongly to this. When Regency Gardens estate was completed 
in 2000 it was clearly intended to be a small, enclosed and private estate having a single 
access road of limited width to reflect only the limited traffic created by the Regency Gardens 
residents only. It is completely unrealistic to expect this relatively small and narrow access 
road to safely accommodate the traffic created caused by the more than doubling the 
amount of properties and residents who would then have no choice but to use it.  
 
We all know realistically that most households these days have more than one car, not to 
mention visitors and older children who will also have vehicles. There is also the important 
factor of all the many and varied large construction vehicles accessing the site using the same 
access road for periods of many months and possibly years to come. Please also bear in mind 
that very few households these days actually use their garages for car storage so household 
vehicles will be parked on driveways and invariably extra vehicles including their own and any 
visitors will spill over onto the road itself. When this happens, which it inevitably will, on both 
sides of the road this will add to the congestion considerably. These roads were not designed 
to accommodate any more traffic than exists at present and as properties line both sides of 
the approach road there is no opportunity to widen the road. 
 
The safety aspect has to be considered of this doubling or tripling the amount of traffic. At 
present people walk their dogs, children play games and neighbours gather together on the 
field opposite. The noise disturbance from this vast increase in vehicle movement which will 
be created will completely spoil the area and destroy one of the main reasons residents 
choose to live here. 
 
Lastly the equally narrow approach road from Warbreck Hill, (Leys Road), is no more suited to 
accommodate vast increases in traffic, which will then spill onto and already congested 
Warbreck Hill Road, which already suffers large queues at either end due to the proximity of 
Warbreck Hill roundabout at one end, and the civil service complex at the other end. Another 
major safety consideration is the Unity Academy where many parents and children walk to 
and from on school days. I want to emphasise my strong opposition to this unrealistic and 
inappropriate planning proposal. Our two Ward Councillors have been contacted to make 
clear our strength of feeling against this application.  
 
29 Regency Gardens- I am writing to express my concern over the plans for the erection of up 
to 176 dwellings on the former Bispham High School site. I am concerned that the amount of 
traffic going through this estate will be too much for Leys Road and Regency Gardens to cope 
with. There is already approximately 100 properties on the estate which require access via 
Leys Road and with most properties having one, two or three cars this is already a significant 
amount of traffic through the estate. An additional 176 houses could potentially be another 
300 cars to be taken into account. 
 
 
 
 



27 Regency Gardens - I am contesting the application in the strongest terms possible. The 
salient points being: 
 
Safety: Access via Regency Gardens clearly puts the health and safety of the residents at risk. 
This is a cul-de-sac and the roads are not designed (width and parking) for the increased 
traffic proposed by opening up an new access point at the end of Regency Gardens. 
 
Privacy: Cul-de-sac locations generally warrant an additional premium (mainly on privacy) 
that regular thoroughfare streets do not possess. By having through road into the cul-de-sac 
the value of the properties in Regency Gardens will be reduced. Should this plan go ahead, I 
will also be seeking a reduced Council tax band rating. 
 
Infrastructure: Leys Road already suffers severe congestion either as a shortcut from 
Devonshire Road to Warbreck Hill Road and/or access to Regency Gardens.  Currently there 
are 100 properties in Regency Gardens and the addition of a further 176 will add significant 
infrastructure issues to an already severely congested area and is clearly fit for heavy 
construction traffic should this ridiculous plan go ahead. 
  
Wildlife: The area proposed for through road from Regency Gardens has natural habitat 
(plants and wildlife) which will he destroyed with this proposal therefore affecting the 
environment.  
 
4 Meadow Close- Although I understand we have to build houses I feel the scrub land behind 
Meadow Close is not the correct location due to certain factors. Regency Gardens Road 
cannot cope with an additional 176 cars in a morning or evening. This is based on each house 
having a minimum of 2 cars and half using one exit and the other half using the other exit. The 
road is simply to small too narrow for extra traffic due to steepness, speed bumps , blind 
corners and children playing on the main access point. This could become a hazard as myself 
on numerous occasions have had to do emergency stops due to the children playing. This will 
also be used as a cut through to avoid other congested area e.g Warbeck Hill lights, which is 
extremely busy during the day 
 
It is a very wet area and floods our garden, even though we have installed extra land drains. 
Building extra houses will cause even more flooding. Getting rid of the uncontrolled waste 
land will remove great habitat for the wild life. This area is used by children and adults and is 
a great place for children to play safely. The government and Council always encourage the 
environment to be saved and this is another green space being taken away from us. We need 
more green spaces not less, let's turn it into a park and not a housing estate. Blackpool have 
very few trees and on this land you can see the wildlife nesting and enjoying the environment 
it has found, these trees should not be removed. Finally why can't the houses just be built on 
the original land of Bispham High school and leave the scrub area as it is for everybody to 
enjoy. After closely looking at the tree survey, and the other documents, there is no mention 
of the trees behind 1 to 5 Meadows Close.  
 
5 Chestnut Close- There is only one way in and out of the estate with difficulty already getting 
out of the Leys Road/ Devonshire Road junction with traffic frequently blocking the 



roundabout. Adding a lot more houses with traffic coming out on this junction will cause 
more issues. This junction frequently has near misses as vehicles travelling north ignore cars 
turning right at the roundabout. Doubling the numbers of homes with access from the current 
estate is going to cause major disruption and increased risk for accidents and fatalities at the 
junction. There is very little room on the roads and pavements in the estate currently with 
cars parking on both sides of the roads causing issues driving through with difficulties for 
wheelchairs and pram's and even pedestrians getting past cars parked on the pavement. 
There are a lot of children currently living on this estate and to double the amount of traffic 
going through this estate will only mean an extremely high risk of a fatality of a child. On our 
estate most houses have at least two cars or more. Also with online shopping increasing year 
on year means that the business traffic flow is not accounted for in the reports. The access for 
the majority of this proposed site is planned to be through a small residential estate with one 
access route and yet the access to a main road is for a smaller part of the estate. This is not 
justified nor feasible and causes high risk. The new housing estate is going to take a lot of 
green space away that is sadly lacking in Blackpool. This green space is used by dog walkers 
for a safe enclosed area but looking at the plans the only open space that remains will be 
directly onto a road on the estate and not be secure.  
 
The original plans going back over 16 years ago did not have the amount of homes to be built 
on the land and did not have any building on the old school playing fields. It is unbelievable 
that building on the old playing fields will have no vehicle access from Bispham Road which 
has more capacity and less risk than through a small estate. The noise and disruption that 
would be caused by a development of this scale would be unbearable for the residents on this 
estate. There are no indication of the number of 1, 2, 3 or 4 bed homes. There is proposed a 
pedestrian exit to the estate towards the rock gardens which will cause an increase in 
pedestrians to Chestnut Close which could cause a security risk to surrounding homes. We 
purchased our home as it was a very quiet and safe place for our children at the end of a  
cul-de-sac. With this new proposed development this will no longer be the case. I strongly 
object to the proposal. Also is there not a conflict of interest due to the plans being submitted 
by Blackpool Council and being approved by Blackpool Council Planning Committee? We will 
be taking this issue up with our local Councillors.  
 
32 Leys Road- We wish to object to the proposed use of Leys Road/Regency Gardens, as 
access roads to the site, both during construction and after, for the following reasons. 
 
At the present time, DWP/DLA employees have around 60 car parking spaces on the former 
school site which will not be available once construction begins. As all other roads in the 
vicinity have now been designated as double yellow lines, or residents permit parking only, 
the nearest available free parking would be on Leys Road, which is currently used by several 
vehicles each day. We can foresee if 60 extra vehicles from DWP/DLA are trying to park on 
Leys Road, along with an extra 100 cars exiting and entering Regency Gardens, the potential 
for restricted road width, accidents and access to houses would become a major issue.  
 
As Leys Road joins Regency Gardens, at a very small roundabout which is barely enough room 
for cars to pass, never mind lorries etc. Once on Regency Gardens, there are 7 speed bumps 
to the proposed entry to the new estate in one direction, and 8 speed bumps if taking the 



route along Tower View. It is a well-known fact that speed bumps increase air pollution from 
vehicles as they slow down and then accelerate to the next speed bump, also potential road 
safety issues to children along what is currently a quiet estate, it is difficult to understand why 
plans would be passed which would allow around 400 extra cars passing through each day 
(each house entering and leaving the estate twice a day plus visitors etc.) 
 
At the lower end of Regency Gardens there have been issues with flooding, and this will 
become a far greater issue if the proposed development goes ahead. 
 
On studying the proposed plans carefully, we cannot understand why access by road is not 
being pursued from Inver Road and Ardmore Road, which have wide road access from 
Devonshire Road, straight onto the proposed site, instead of narrow and speed bumped 
access through Regency Gardens.  
 
1 Bluebell Close - We object to the planning application for the following reasons: 
 
Traffic Concerns - The plans show that traffic for half of the new estate will be routed through 
Regency Gardens, and they will not have a choice, as there is no connecting road from the 
Bispham Road side. This means that if most households have a least two cars then 170+ cars 
would be accessing their side of the new development through Regency Gardens.  
 
The mini roundabout on Devonshire Road which allows access to Leys Road is difficult to 
navigate even when traffic is light. Coming off Leys Road, there is a blind spot to the right. 
Very often we cannot get out onto this roundabout as traffic travelling on Devonshire Road to 
the main roundabout on Warbreck Hill Road, will block the exit. There is a "keep clear" notice 
on the road, but this is for traffic exiting the roundabout onto Leys Road and is very often 
ignored.  
 
Access through Leys Road from Warbreck Hill Road is opposite a large school which houses 
both Primary and Secondary school children. At school times, parents dropping off children 
often park on Leys Road on both sides and make access very narrow. Residents of Leys Road 
also park here in the evenings on both sides, and again it is narrow. There is heavy plant 
vehicles accessing the Water Tower on Leys Road. These sometimes park up outside the gates 
or need to block the road in order to gain access to the Water Tower. 
 
On entry to Regency Gardens from the mini roundabout on Leys Road, the road is very 
narrow. This road also passes the open green where children play.  The bend is hard to 
navigate and is not suitable at all for large amounts of traffic. On passing the substation on 
this road there is a blind spot on the left. The pathway for pedestrians here is also quite 
narrow too and when walking along you are quite close to the road. On the estate there are 
many homes without enough parking spaces for the number of vehicles they have. Lots of 
residents have to park on the road and this makes access slow and difficult at times. Many 
houses only have 1 parking space and so the use of yellow lines for non-parking would not be 
useful or welcome for many residents. 
 



Local Wildlife and Open Space - we regularly see wildlife including squirrels, foxes, hedgehogs 
and many bird species. Wildlife would have already been displaced when Regency Gardens 
was built but with this new plan there is hardly any of the open space left. Increased traffic 
will also be a danger to them. The open space as it is now is untouched and many plants 
grown wildly here and we see many bees and flying insects when walking around these areas. 
The new plan will bring more people and more pollution, whilst taking away a lot of natural 
flora and fauna. 
 
The proposal is to bring many new people to the area in the new housing but the open space 
left is very minimal. Where will their recreational areas be? There are no other local parks or 
open spaces other than the Rock Gardens and the very small and tired play area at the 
bottom. 
 
After we moved here four years ago, my daughter learned to ride her bike on the very roads 
where you want to increase the traffic on. It is a problem to find safe areas for children to 
play. Cycling is something my daughter loves but I fear she would not be safe with the 
increased traffic travelling around tight roads and blind bends. 
 
Dogs- With an increase in the local population there will be more of our canine friends to 
cater for and with no other local open areas to exercise animals, where will they go?   
 
The Rock Gardens - There is a local group of fabulous volunteers which give their own time to 
making the Rock Gardens look lovely each year. It is a small area. With opening more access 
points to it, we fear that it will be used for a hangout for older children moving away from it 
being for families and people who want to just enjoy the plants and the park. With more 
people passing through, it may mean more anti-social behaviour and rubbish left behind in 
the Rock Gardens and on their exit and way through Regency Gardens. Whilst litter picking we 
have seen evidence of drug use left behind by users. There is regularly a lot of rubbish left 
over from smoking, cigarette packets and left over butts. There are also alcoholic drinks cans 
and bottles. 
 
DWP Parking - It is difficult for staff at the DWP offices on Warbreck Hill Road to find 
somewhere to park to go to work each day. DWP workers park on the existing old school site 
for a fee. The offices at Warbreck House have done all they can to increase parking available 
on site but cannot create anymore. I don't see anywhere on the plan for a car park and 
therefore I can only assume that the people who park here will be forced on to local roads 
again which causes difficulties for them and local residents.  
 
32 Regency Gardens- I would like to object to the proposed application. I understand the 
need for more housing and have no objection to the development on the area that was 
previously Bispham High School. This was already effectively a built-up area, and the access to 
this area from the 'run-off' on Bispham road is logical and minimally disruptive. My objection 
is to the scale of the development, covering the green area adjacent to the Rock Gardens and 
the existing Regency Gardens estate.  
 



We have lived on this estate since our house was built 17 years ago. It has been something of 
an idyll, peaceful and well-maintained, accessed mostly by residents and their visitors. 
Children have been free to play, most resident drivers respecting the nature of the estate. My 
main objections are therefore based on two aspects of permitting this new development. 
 
Firstly, the access roads on this estate are narrow, Regency Gardens is a road that is the only 
way in and out of the estate, and is something of a main artery of the estate. Yet it was not 
made any wider than the smaller avenues that branch off it. Like most modern estates the 
majority of houses have a single driveway but more than one car. Traffic is parked on both 
sides of the road and needs to be, there is no alternative. This creates an even narrower 
thoroughfare. The top of the estate is a bottleneck already, barely wide enough for two 
vehicles to pass without extreme care. We have witnessed the difficulties of larger vehicles 
passing through the estate. The grittier in winter has not always been able to fully navigate 
the estate, and the fire service have been unable to access the green area of the proposed 
development when the occasional incident has occurred requiring their attendance. 
 
We live in a position opposite the bottom of Tower View which is on a hill. Children do not 
acknowledge danger, there have been many close shaves when they fly down the hill on their 
bikes and scooters and speedily take the corner onto Regency Gardens. The risk has been 
minimised due to this being at the quietest corner of the estate next to the proposed access. 
You should consider this very carefully, it would be only a matter of time before a serious 
incident occurred once traffic was heading in a straight line onto the new development. In the 
longer term this would be the new residents causing vastly increased traffic, in the short term 
this would be construction vehicles etc. 
 
Our second objection is due to the existing nature of the area of the proposed development. 
It is inhabited by foxes, badgers, hedgehogs and a wide variety of bird life and butterflies. 
Whilst giving great pleasure to the majority of residents, there is also the wider concerns for 
the environment as a whole. We are supposed to be becoming more aware of the need to 
protect such environments for the benefits of future generations. Unless you are ecologically 
morally bankrupt you cannot ignore these concerns.  
 
I hope you will give these objections serious consideration, there really is no need for a 
development on this scale in such an area.  
 
15 Headfort Close  - 
 

1. this development will destroy the peace and quiet that all the residents of Headfort 
Close currently enjoy,  

2. I bought my house ten years ago as it has no neighbours to the rear and fantastic 
views to the rock gardens which will also be lost if this goes ahead.  

3. The latest plans say that the majority of new homes will be with in the footprint of the 
former school, this is not the case as the new houses are also planned right next to 
Headfort Close. 



4. With an ever growing population without doubt there will be a shortfall of school 
places, in fact there already is, so how can this valuable education land possibly be 
granted change of use?  

 
14 Tower View- I would also like to formally object to the proposed development at the 
former Bispham High School. My objections are as follows: 
 
1. Scale, Appearance and Design- The scale of the site is far too large with limited access. 
2. Impact on the residential amenity of local residents including loss of light, overlooking 

and loss of privacy, noise and disturbance. My house shall be directly overlooked, 
meaning a loss of privacy (currently we are not overlooked) and an increase in noise 
and light pollution. There will also be an incredibly high level of disturbance whilst the 
building work is ongoing. 

3. Impact on the character of the area and whether the use is appropriate. The area is 
currently a greenfield site where dog walkers and children can play undisturbed. With 
fewer and fewer such sites at people's disposal, this development will have a hugely 
negative impact on the local community. 

4. Effect on highway safety and parking- Part of the site is solely accessed via a small 
entrance at the bottom of Tower View/Regency Gardens. All traffic going to/from this 
site will have to come through the existing Regency Gardens development where 
children play. The roads are already busy, with cars frequently parked on the roads. 
The inclusion of the 'speed ramps' has helped to reduce the speed of the cars, but the 
increased number of cars that will be using this access road will be extremely 
dangerous. The main 'spine' through Regency Gardens is a small/narrow road, which 
already goes past a park area frequently used by the local children. In addition, there 
will be limited access to building/construction traffic which will also be very dangerous 
to homeowners, children and pedestrians alike. 

5.  Effect on nature conservation and trees- the area is a haven for wildlife.  The negative 
impact on the environment of this new development would be catastrophic. 

6. Effect on the character or appearance of the area- the area commonly floods in winter 
and spring. The effect of excessive building works in this area will no doubt adversely 
impact the water table. 

7. The possibility of more noise or disturbance - the current development is extremely 
quiet; it is because of this fact many homeowners who live here purchased in the first 
place. To introduce additional traffic, population, noise and pollution would be such a 
shameful waste and would have a hugely detrimental impact on people's lives. 

 
I acknowledge the need for more houses to be built nationally, but there is already a huge 
amount of development across the Fylde coast.  Whilst the infrastructure is in place for the 
site being serviced from Bispham Road, the access and infrastructure to the other half of the 
site is wholly inappropriate. I therefore object to this development.   
 
10 Tower View - We wish to object to the proposed use of Regency Gardens as an access 
road onto the site, both during construction and after. We object on the following grounds: 
 



1. Noise and disturbance, heavy plant and machinery moving to and fro all day long on 
totally unsuitable roads. 

2. Effect on highway safety and parking due to both Regency Gardens and Tower View 
being fairly narrow with lots of parked vehicles making it totally unsuitable for 
construction traffic. 

3. There are far more suitable accesses directly off Bispham Road where all construction 
should enter and leave the site. 

4. The Leys Road, Tower View and Regency Gardens area is totally unsuitable as an 
access road both during and after construction and more suitable alternatives should 
be sought.  

 
34 Regency Gardens - While I am not opposed to building on the former Bispham High School 
site, I am fully against the proposed plans to build on the lower part of the Rock Gardens. 
After living here at 34 Regency Gardens for the past 18 years, I have been privileged to see 
the amount of wildlife that the Rock Gardens support.  If the second phase of the 
development was to go ahead it would have catastrophic results for the wildlife in this area. 
Over the past 18 years I have fed foxes that live in the low-lying areas of the Rock Gardens 
and bramble bushes, the trees that form a barrier at the rear of the gardens on Meadow 
Close are home each year to huge groups of nesting magpies.  One of the major reasons for 
me buying the house I bought was for it to be next to open spaces and also in a quiet cul-de-
sac location.  The lower part of the Rock Gardens provide much needed green space for dog 
walkers, children to play and home to much wildlife. Also act as a huge water relief area for 
rainwater from the Rock Gardens.  There are so many brown belt areas in Blackpool that 
Homebuilder's could be incentivised to build on and clean up existing eyesores. It would be an 
absolute travesty to destroy the lower part of the Rock Gardens area for the extended part of 
this application, furthermore the access to Leys Road I feel would not support traffic for the 
additional houses proposed. This Regency Gardens Estate would very soon become a shortcut 
route from Bispham Road through to Devonshire Road and easy access route for the DWP 
Buildings. 
 
3 Meadow Close - we strongly object to the access to the estate. We bought this house 12 
years ago, one of the reasons being it is a quiet residential area where we have always felt 
safe. Nobody needs to access this estate unless they live here or visit. We are concerned the 
planned access may incur unnecessary disturbance from others and nuisance behaviour. It is 
at the best of times difficult to pass another car as the roads are narrow and most properties 
nowadays have two cars. Talking to neighbours they feel safe allowing their children to play 
on the estate. I myself have had a couple of near misses with children stepping in the road. 
 
I would say noise is more than a possibility, it is a definite. With the effect on nature 
conservation and trees, houses are being built everywhere nowadays. We have seen foxes 
and hedgehogs and birds which come also onto the Regency Gardens estate. Where are they 
expected to go? 
 
With regards to the impact on the character of the area and whether the use is appropriate. 
Of course this will impact on the character. As I have already pointed out we bought this 
property due to the calm and quiet. This will completely erode our privacy and I have real 



concerns as to nuisance behaviour and or criminal behaviour due to this thoroughfare which 
will no doubt be used by other drivers and pedestrians as a short cut to avoid traffic and 
walking distance. The scale of traffic on Bispham Road and Warbreck Road is heavy and when 
nearby building on the Devonshire Road bridge and the Plymouth Road bridge were 
undertaken, the traffic was immense and the roads clearly could not cope. We strongly object 
to this access road and feel that safety, noise, disturbance and possible detrimental behaviour 
which will impact the residents of this estate have not been considered at all.  
 
22 Regency Gardens- I am writing to log my objection to the proposed development   
Scale- The proposed number of dwellings proposed is excessive. Half the number would be 
more reasonable just building on the old school site, therefore still leaving the green area for 
both estates to enjoy. 
 
Impact on Local Residents - the proposed access route through Regency Gardens is a mistake! 
Regency Gardens is a small quiet residential estate with no through traffic. It has many houses 
who are not overlooked so the loss of privacy to those residents will be massive, the traffic 
numbers and noise is low. The proposed access route would increase this by at least 176 
vehicles (probably double +) at least twice a day!! A massive increase on noise/ pollution 
levels which subsequently will affect all residents. The roads on this estate are narrow with 
blind bends at the top, I have had near misses on numerous occasions due to these two 
factors, increasing the flow of traffic by opening up the estate using proposed access will 
cause a significant if not fatal accident. At the moment my house like many others is on the 
main Regency Road and if traffic numbers increased by this amount my privacy/ noise levels 
would definitely be affected in a negative way. This is not even beginning to mention all the 
site traffic that would be using our estate. The roads simply cannot handle that and it would 
greatly impact the local residents. 
 
Impact on the Character of the Area and Appropriate Use- we already know that people use 
Leys Road as a cut through to avoid the roundabouts at the top of Warbreck Hill/Devonshire 
Road, to potentially add another 176+ journeys per day will greatly impact on those residents 
also. We already know that "Access only" signs do not work as the ones already in place are 
ignored on a daily basis already!  
 
Impact on Character would be huge. There are many species of wildlife that live in those 
fields, numerous species of birds, badgers, foxes, hedgehogs, bees, butterfly's etc. Where 
would they go to nest, breed and thrive? Surely at a time when the preservation of wildlife is 
at the forefront of all MP's agendas now, we should be looking to keep and nurture the "in 
town" wildlife we have and not destroy it.  
 
Effect on Highway Safety/ Parking- the effect of 176 extra dwellings would be hugely 
detrimental to the safety of the residents of the surrounding areas. The infrastructure around 
the proposed site is struggling to cope with the amount of traffic now, let alone encouraging 
so much more! The effect to Regency gardens in particular is extremely worrying. This estate 
in considered as a safe place for children to play out. In this day and age when we are all 
being told to keep children off the electronic devices as much as possible, surely to propose a 
through access road to Regency Gardens is counterproductive!  How can we as parents and 



responsible residents do that knowing that the once quiet estate is now a through/main 
road....the safety implications are huge!!? 
 
Effect on Nature Conservation and Trees- this would have a severe detrimental effect on the 
nature around the area. I regularly see foxes, squirrels and other wildlife here, I believe this 
would no longer be the case. We are being told to protect hedgehogs, bees etc, how can we 
do this if we are destroying their home. The same applies to the trees that would be 
destroyed, in this climate/current time I believe it is extremely detrimental to tear trees down 
when in fact we should be planting more! Not to mention the effect the extra pollution from 
all the through traffic would have on the trees on our estate.  
 
The Possibility of More Noise and Disturbance: there is no question that the proposed plans 
will drastically increase the noise levels in the area and also disturb what is a quiet tranquil 
estate. I also object to the plans as I totally believe that if there is a huge estate built on this 
site it will increase anti-social behaviour, crime and the police resources struggle to cope now, 
let alone if a further 176 dwellings are created in the area. To conclude, I totally object to the 
proposed development due to major safety concerns for our children, safety concerns for 
traffic accidents, increased pollution during the build and noise levels during and after it, 
detrimental effect on wildlife and nature, potential increase in crime, loss of privacy and the 
current roads on Regency Gardens being unable to support the increase in traffic.  
 
19 Meadow Close - I would like to object as I think it would be hazardous and unnecessary to 
merge the two estates. The roads on Regency Gardens are very narrow and winding with not 
enough room in places for two cars to pass sometimes. It is not logical to use these roads as a 
flow of more traffic especially larger vehicles. Also there are a lot of children who play out in 
the estate. A lot of estates have only one access road in and out and you already have a 
number of DWP staff parking on the old school site at the moment with only one way in and 
out. Also, how would it affect the houses nearby where the work is being carried out coming 
so close to our estate? Digging and shaking can cause damage to houses. If the houses must 
be built I don't see a reason to disrupt the estate. There is also a lot of wildlife in the greenery 
at the back of the estate, hedgehogs and birds etc, how would this affect them? The scale of 
the project seems too vast and overbearing, and should be restricted to where the old school 
used to be. The traffic and parking around the DWP area is already a nightmare. There are 
probably more than 2500 people who work there and this will create more traffic and more 
issues in this area by building something on such a large scale.  
 
3A Tower View - Regarding the above application for access through Regency Gardens I 
strongly request this to be opposed. It would cause such through traffic during construction 
that I fear it would put the children who play in the area at risk.  It is a very small, quiet road 
at present, the children can play freely without any traffic of note to prevent them. If this 
goes ahead it will massively disrupt the children's play. This is something we really do not 
want to happen, as we know how important it is for children to get outdoors. 
 
I also fear the impact it would have upon the tidiness of the area. It is at present very well 
maintained and I would have big concerns that it would be detrimental to these standards. 
Also, the work you carry out will have a major impact on the noise levels in the area as it is 



with or without the access point, and this alone is enough of an inconvenience. To add the 
access point and all the traffic which will go with it just seems unfair when you have other 
options for the location of the access point. Also with the roads being small here cars are 
parked on the road and getting large lorries, trucks etc. would be very difficult. Some of the 
residents have three or four cars per household and space is limited enough as it is. I ask you 
to consider this in your decision along with reasons you will no doubt receive from other 
residents in the area. I hope you can come to a sensible decision, needless to say I for one 
would be very sad if this access point goes ahead, as I know many other residents feel the 
same.  
 
1 Meadow Close- The proposed building development on the former Bispham High School 
would have a direct impact on my property that boarders this massive site. 
 
Loss of privacy. At the moment I am not over looked. At the bottom of my garden is a wildlife 
habitat made up trees, bushes and of wild plants that is home to many variety of birds such as 
blue tit, grey tit, magpies, sparrows robins and many more. The ground cover is home to 
hedgehogs which are frequently seen in my garden. It also be home to many insects, 
butterflies, another endangered species, also moths. The site is also home to seagulls, if this 
site is developed where will they nest to bread, in Blackpool on roof tops. How many more 
wildlife species live not just over my fence but on the site. 
 
Environment Impact. When it rains; and it rains a lot here, the gardens along the site get 
waterlogged. My garden in particular in the winter of 2018 was water logged regular for five 
days. The proposed site was also waterlogged and the level in my garden would only drop 
when the site level also drained away. 
 
Highway Safety. The access to half the site is via Regency Gardens only. This road is accessed 
by Leys Road which in the rush hour is used as a cut through to avoid the two roundabouts on 
Devonshire Road. This traffic pays no notice to the traffic signs saying no vehicle access, 
except for access. With the only site access point to more than half of the site is via Leys Road 
along Regency Gardens there will be more than 400 more car journeys per day, that is just for 
the people living there then add on journeys made by other traffic wanting access. With there 
only being one access point each vehicle would have to make two trips along this route, which 
now as cars parked on it. Children playing kerb games, riding bikes, running from one play 
area to the other crossing this road. Putting up speed restricting signs, speed humps, has we 
know only as limited effect. 
 
Noise and Disturbance. At the moment I can only hear traffic noise in the distance mainly all I 
hear are birds singing and in the breezy weather the swaying of the trees. If this development 
was to go ahead it would a big impact on my home environment. There would also be an 
increase in pollution from traffic fumes, and BBQs, it would destroy a every decreasing 
wildlife habitat, it could increase the risk of flooding, increase of a road traffic accident 
involving children, increase of a road traffic accident with another vehicle moving or standing 
and increase the risk of gangs forming and anti-social behaviour.  
 



36 Regency Gardens- The planning application refers to Former Bispham High School, 
whereas the area affected includes a large area of land which is unconnected with the High 
School.  
 
I can compliment you on the fact that you have allowed no vehicular access between the two 
parts of the proposed development. I realise that this is only an outline application, but it is 
essential that this separation of the two parts of the development be maintained after the 
construction process is complete. I note that many comments have been received about the 
unsuitability of Regency Gardens and Leys Road for handling construction traffic, and I feel 
that the this can be mitigated if, for the construction phase only, all access be limited to 
Bispham Road with a temporary roadway between this area and the area abutting Regency 
Gardens. The Regency Gardens access should only be opened when the construction is 
essentially complete, and the temporary roadway then demolished. There is also the 
possibility of creating an access from Ardmore Road, as long as this does not create another 
"rat run". It may also be necessary to create a roundabout, or traffic lights on Bispham road to 
allow the access to the development. None of this solves the problem of the increased 
residential traffic along Regency Gardens/Leys Road. I note that Leys road in particular seems 
to be used as a parking place for the teachers at Beacon Hill school, and one way of alleviating 
this problem may be to introduce residential parking permits on Leys road.  
 
The tree survey report also contains errors. Tree 7 is shown as on the Western side of 
Regency Gardens, whereas it is on the eastern side 20 metres from the position shown. It is a 
tree which impinges on my property and has to be regularly pruned back to avoid it hitting my 
house. In view of the comments made about it, I wish it to be removed. Further to the east is 
another large clump of (mainly) alders, not shown on the report, which would completely 
cover the garden of one of the new properties. I am aware that it contains a good deal of 
wildlife which has already been the subject of comments, so you may have to adapt the plan 
to accommodate these trees. 
 
In conclusion, I am sympathetic to the need to provide more housing, but the plan as 
currently conceived is not acceptable to the local residents. I think the only answer would be 
to drive a road through the Rock Gardens from Devonshire road, and leave Regency Gardens 
as it is. I can see that going down like a lead balloon.  
 
2 Bluebell Close- I am writing to you in regards to the above proposed planning application 
and submit this, our objection for your records.  
 
Scale, appearance and design of proposal. This is very evidently a massive proposal, 176 
houses is no small undertaking. Regency Gardens which is half the size was only phase 1 of 
Barratts building work here, Planning turned down phase 2 as it would impact too much on 
green belt area, obviously something which is of no consequence now seeing as this proposal 
reduces the green area by a good 60%. I'm sure there would be less obstruction if only the old 
school site was used. The scale in itself is too big in my opinion, although the design ok, it 
reduces the green area by far too much considering there is no other area like this within 
walking distance. 
 



Impact on the residential amenity of local residents. There will be a huge impact of this 
proposal on the privacy of the houses along Tower View. The addition of 176 houses to the 
area will have a massive effect on the area, even if you say each house only has one car (not 
the norm nowadays, two and above more likely) the increased traffic to already congested 
roads would push said roads to breaking point. We already have issues at the traffic lights 
where Bispham Road meets Warbreck Hill Road with traffic often backed up to the other 
congested roundabout on Devonshire Road. The same applies along Bispham Road. With this 
proposal access point from Regency Gardens and Bispham Road you can guarantee it will be 
used as a cut through to avoid the lights. This leads me to using Regency Gardens as a 
thoroughfare, the simple fact is these roads on Regency Gardens can neither handle another 
176+ cars, or the construction traffic, it is a quiet housing estate, and this proposal would turn 
it into a shortcut. At this time parents here at comfortable with their children playing in the 
street due to the low amount of traffic, the first accident that happens if you approve this 
proposal will make you complicit.  
 
Impact on Character of the area- the green area is exactly that, an area of natural beauty 
where we have rabbits, squirrels, badgers and hedgehogs, all creatures in decline and you 
would let someone build on their natural habitat? As for trees any reduction would be, in my 
eyes, criminal. Again, keep the proposal to the site of the old school and let the new residents 
share the green space with us, rather than reducing it by 60% and increasing its usage by 
maybe 400 individuals and 50+ dogs. 
 
Effect on Highway Safety - the roads in Blackpool are already a bone of contention with locals. 
The amount of times I've been stuck in a traffic jam and watched an ambulance try and get 
through the traffic is far too many. The congestion is affecting lives, yet this proposal would 
add to it significantly. Plymouth Road roundabout, Crossleys Bridge, Bispham Road, Warbreck 
Hill Road, Devonshire Road and roundabout are some of the most congested roads in 
Blackpool, do not add more to them, the area is being suffocated with traffic jams as it is.  
 
The possibility of more noise and disturbance - when has the building of 176 houses not 
increased the noise and disturbance to its surrounding areas?! The earth moving equipment 
alone will cause nightmares for local residents, not to mention pilings. Depending on the 
construction company, the on-site issues regarding noise pollution and sociable working 
hours alone will be a minefield. Regency Gardens will become a short cut for diggers, lorries 
and such, which will create a real headache for everyone. In fact I would say this now, the 
roads through Regency Gardens, especially the mini roundabout off Leys Road are not fit for 
such traffic. Not wide enough at all, and far too many speed bumps. Again I think this will 
either cause damage to property, or cause an accident, something I feel you really should take 
into consideration, as when this happens, and it will, you again will be complicit. 
 
We don't pay to live next to a building site, something 15 years ago we were told would never 
happen by the Council as the area in question was protected at the time. If this proposal goes 
ahead (and being an architectural technician for years and working directly with planning 
know how this works, so I am assuming it will) I for one will start a petition to get our Council 
tax reduced.   
 



20 Regency Gardens- I have grave concerns which cause me to object to the proposed access. 
My reasons being it will have a detrimental effect to the current residents and properties on 
Regency Gardens. Opening an access route from Regency gardens onto the new proposed site 
will affect the following  
 
* Impact on the residential amenity of local residents including overlooking and loss of 
privacy, noise and disturbance. Residents on Tower view that are currently residing in town 
house 3 storey properties will have their privacy overlooked by building properties behind. 
Being 3 storey town houses the living room quarters of these properties are on the second 
floor to the rear of the properties so building behind them will have a huge effect on them 
being overlooked and have the privacy in there front rooms demolished by new dwellings 
behind.  
 
* Impact on the character area and whether the use is appropriate. The small surrounding 
roads are currently and always has been a very quiet and sought after area, it's a very set back 
closed community and opening Regency Gardens up as a proposed access route to 176 new 
houses will completely ruin the character of the area and what it's used for which isn't a run 
through access route.  
 
* Effect on highway safety and parking. This is a massive concern and highway safety will be 
effected enormously. Being a quiet residential area opening a new access route through to 
the new proposed properties would increase traffic on a daily basis throughout the day and at 
all times. 176 new houses each household with at least one vehicle but on average 2 cars per 
household would increase the daily traffic down Regency gardens by 352 cars!!! And that's 
just for people living there not taking into account other traffic it will cause.  
 
Being a narrow quiet family estate this would increase highway and road safety without a 
doubt for local families and the children that currently play out on Regency Gardens and the 
open land that is for the estate residents at the top of Regency Gardens, this will stop children 
being allowed to play out safely with an increase in traffic. This will also have an effect on the 
estate being used as a cut through to avoid traffic build up on Bispham Road and also 
Warbreck Hill Road. Not only will residents of the new proposed housing use this access but 
also other members of the public that will use it to cut through.  
 
The above will not only increase highway and road safety but also public safety for the current 
residents of Regency Gardens. The estate is closed off and set back and private from Leys 
Road which reduces crime and social problems. Not many people know this estate exists. 
Opening this now idyllic estate up will give other members of the public access from the 
surrounding area which ultimately will increase social and criminal problems on a lovely 
community that it is now. All the above will increase noise and disturbance on the Regency 
Gardens estate massively. We have one access onto our estate and it's the same as many new 
housing developments so the site needs only one access from Bispham Road. There is no 
need to effect the current Regency Gardens causing huge detrimental problems and link it to 
another housing estate.    
 



9 Meadow Close- Regency gardens is totally unsuitable for any extra traffic be it cars or 
lorries where children play and dog walkers cross the road. There seems to be too much 
building over green spaces depriving local wildlife of vital green areas. There will a lot of noise 
and dust and it will be a shame to lose trees and the development will be an eyesore.  
 
Benefits Agency, Government Buildings, Warbreck Hill Road (DWP) - DWP occupies 
Warbreck House which is open five days a week from Monday to Friday, from 08.00 to 18.00. 
The premises are used for the services of DWP. Warbreck House is located on the south 
eastern boundary of the application site and due to the proximity, DWP have several concerns 
regarding the proposal for new homes, which they would like to be addressed and 
acknowledged at the detailed design stage.  The concerns are set out below.    
  
Surface Water Flood Risk - We acknowledge that the site is located within Flood Zone 1 and is 
at low risk of flooding, however, from experience DWP confirm that there are areas of both 
the application site and Warbreck House which are at low to high risk of surface water 
flooding.   
  
Land immediately to the east and west of Warbreck House is liable for surface water flood 
risk, as well as land to the north east and north west of the application site. Policy CS9 of the 
Blackpool Core Strategy (2016) sets out that all new developments should incorporate 
appropriate drainage systems where surface water run off will be generated, this policy is 
supported by paragraph 163 of the National Planning Policy. Framework (NPPF) (2019) which 
states that Local Planning Authorities should ensure that when determining applications, 
flood risk is not increased elsewhere.   
  
It is important therefore that the scheme layout and drainage scheme proposed at the 
detailed design stage take account of the flood risk at the site. The proposed drainage scheme 
prepared at the reserved matters stage should ensure that there is no increase in surface 
water run-off to Warbeck House, complying with local and national planning policy.   
  
Amenity, Crime and Security- Warbreck House is located on land directly adjacent to the 
application site, however as the application is for outline permission, there are limited details 
of the proposed boundary treatment within the submitted planning application.   
  
The NPPF sets out that planning policies and decisions should achieve places which are safe 
and accessible so that crime and disorder do not undermine the quality of life (paragraph 91). 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy also requires new development to minimise the opportunity 
for anti-social and criminal behaviour.   
  
It is therefore requested that a suitable boundary treatment and site layout are considered at 
the detailed design stage, to ensure there are no opportunities for overlooking onto DWP’s 
premises. Due to the sensitive nature of the work undertaken by DWP, the boundary 
treatment should also ensure that there are no opportunities to trespass onto DWP’s site and 
that the risk of anti-social behaviour is at a minimum.   
  



Construction Management Plan - The construction of the proposed development needs to be 
carefully managed through an enforced Construction Management Plan which ensures that 
there is no obstruction to the access and free movement of vehicles at the DWP site.  It is 
therefore respectfully requested that a pre-commencement condition is attached to any 
grant of planning permission requiring that a Construction Management Plan, including 
details of contractor and car parking, is submitted and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. We would request that DWP are consulted with upon submission of the 
Construction Management Plan and provided the opportunity to comment.   
  
Conclusion- Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states that existing businesses and facilities should 
not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of development permitted 
after they were established. Where the operation of an existing business or community 
facility could have a significant adverse effect on new development in its vicinity, the 
applicant should be required to provide suitable mitigation before the development has been 
completed. This reinforces the importance of DWP’s representations.    
  
NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 
The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) retains the key objective of achieving 
sustainable development and hence there is a presumption that planning applications 
proposing sustainable development will be approved. It provides advice on a range of topics 
and is a material planning consideration in the determination of planning applications. The 
parts most relevant to this application are -  
 
Chapter 5: delivering a sufficient supply of homes. 
Chapter 8: promoting healthy and safe communities.  
Chapter 11: making effective use of land. 
Chapter 12: achieving well-designed places.  
Chapter 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change  
Chapter 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment  
 
BLACKPOOL LOCAL PLAN PART 1: CORE STRATEGY 
 
The Blackpool Local Plan: Part 1 - Core Strategy was adopted by the Council in January 2016.  
The policies in the Core Strategy that are most relevant to this application are - 
 
CS1: Strategic Location of Development  
CS2: Housing Provision  
CS5: Connectivity 
CS6: Green Infrastructure  
CS7: Quality of Design  
CS9: Water Management 
CS11: Planning Obligations 
CS12: Sustainable Neighbourhoods  
CS13: Housing Mix, Density and Standards  
CS14: Affordable Housing 



 
SAVED POLICIES:  BLACKPOOL LOCAL PLAN 2001-2016 
 
The Blackpool Local Plan was adopted in June 2006.  A number of policies in the Blackpool 
Local Plan (2006) have now been superseded by policies in the Core Strategy (these are listed 
in Appendix B of the Core Strategy). Other policies in the Blackpool Local Plan are saved until 
the Local Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies is produced. 
 
The following policies are most relevant to this application: 
LQ1 Lifting the Quality of Design  
LQ2 Site Context 
LQ3 Layout of Streets and Places 
LQ4 Building Design 
LQ5 Public Realm Design 
LQ6 Biodiversity 
HN4 Windfall Sites 
BH3 Residential and Visitor Amenity 
BH10 Open Space in New Housing Developments 
AS1 General Development Requirements 
AS3 Provision for Walking and Cycling 
 
BLACKPOOL LOCAL PLAN PART 2: PROPOSED SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT 
MANAGEMENT POLICIES 
 
The Blackpool Local Plan Part 2 has been subject to an informal consultation exercise and will 
be subject to formal consultation later this year. At this point in time limited weight can be 
attached to the proposed policies. The policies in Part 2 that are most relevant to this 
application are - 
 
DM5: Design Requirements for New Build Housing Developments  
DM20: Landscaping  
DM21: Public Health and Safety  
DM36: Community Facilities  
DM39: Transport requirements for new development  
 
ASSESSMENT 
 
Principle of Residential Development/ Re-Location of the Air Cadet Building 
 
Bispham High School was last occupied some four years ago and the site has now been 
cleared. Most of the eastern half of the site onto Bispham Road and Kylemore Avenue 
comprises the floor slab levels of former school building with associated hard surfacing. In the 
middle section of the site are the school playing fields and this area is fenced off and 
overgrown. Discussions are on-going at the time of writing this report with the Department of 
Education regarding the release of the former school site for development but this issue 
should not affect the determination of this planning application. Any re-development of the 



former school site will be subject to this agreement. The former school site is shown as 
protected from development in the Blackpool Local Plan dating from 2006 under Policy BH7 
'Playing Fields and Sports Grounds' . However the school site has been identified in the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) dated June 2014 as a potential future 
housing site and this is intended for adoption under Part 2 of the Core Strategy. If adopted it 
would supersede Local Plan Policy BH7 but little weight can be attached to the proposed 
designation at this stage of plan preparation.  However, Policy BH7 of the Local Plan has been 
superseded to an extent by paragraph 97 of the NPPF which was adopted in 2019 and is 
therefore a more recent expression of planning policy. This paragraph states:- 
 
Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, 
should not be built on unless: 
 
a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings or 

land to be surplus to requirements; or 
b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 

better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or   
 
The Council's latest Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) which has been presented to Sport England 
identifies the former school (and its playing fields) as being both surplus to requirements and 
to be replaced with a better facility in a more suitable location at Stanley Park. The provision 
of the replacement facility will be dealt with as a condition on any approval. Assuming that 
Sport England agrees with the Council's proposed approach and accepts the provision on site 
as being surplus to requirements and adequately replaced by the proposals at Stanley Park, it 
is considered that the proposal will confirm with paragraph 97 of the NPPF. As this is a more 
up-to-date expression of Policy BH7 of the Local Plan, this would remove any conflict with this 
policy.   
 
The playing field and children's play area accessed from Inver Road and the Rock Gardens on 
the western half of the site is protected in the adopted Blackpool Local Plan under Policy BH5 
'Protection of Public Open Space' and whilst this is within the application site it is shown on 
the illustrative plans accompanying the application for retention as such there would be no 
conflict with this policy.  
 
The third plot of land within the application site adjoining Regency Gardens is unallocated in 
the Blackpool Local Plan which means there is not normally any presumption against 
development taking place. This land was also identified in the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) published in June 2014 as a potential 
housing site to meet the town's future growth requirements. It was also identified in planning 
application 99/0927 granted in March 2000 for the erection of 105 dwellings as a potential 
phase two of the development with what is now Regency Gardens identified as a access 
point.   
 
The application would make a significant quantitative contribution of up to 176 new dwellings 
towards the borough’s housing requirement. Current indications are that the Council can 
identify a five year housing land supply, but this is dependent upon the residential 



development of this site as it has been included in the latest calculations. In the absence of 
the contribution provided by this scheme the Council cannot demonstrate a five year housing 
land supply, and so the tilted planning balance set out in paragraph 11 of the NPPF is engaged 
for the determination of this application. On this basis, and notwithstanding the position set 
out above in reference to paragraph 97 of the NPPF and Policy BH7 above, the substantial 
quantitative contribution the scheme would make towards meeting the boroughs housing 
requirement would outweigh conflict with policies seeking to limit residential development in 
principle. The quantitative contribution the scheme would make towards the borough’s 
housing supply therefore weighs very heavily in favour of the application.  
 
The school site constitutes brownfield or previously-developed land and so, residential 
development of this part of the site would accord with paragraph 118 of the NPPF which says 
that substantial weight should be given to the value of using suitable brownfield land for 
homes and other identified needs. As such, this also weighs notably in favour of the scheme. 
 
The application falls with Flood Zone 1 with a low probability of flooding (1 in 1000). Taking 
into account the above matters, the residential development of the application site with the 
associated public open space and other associated development is considered to be 
acceptable in land use terms, subject to Sport England accepting the proposed replacement 
sports facilities at Stanley Park in replacement of the former school playing fields and 
withdrawing their current objection to the application.  
 
There are not considered to be any issues in principle with the re-location of the Air Training 
Corps building from Bispham Road to Kylemore Avenue.   
 
Means of Access/ Highway Safety 
 
Whilst all detailed matters, including means of access, are reserved for subsequent approval 
the submitted proposal indicates that the western half of the site would be served from 
Regency Gardens and the eastern half served from Bispham Road. The two areas would be 
separated by open space and whilst there are pedestrian links between the two halves there 
is not intended to be a road connection. The approximate split of development on the site is 
that half houses would be served from Regency Gardens and half from BIspham Road. The AIr 
Cadet Training Corps building would be accessed from Kylemore Gardens. 
 
The Bispham Road access will require junction improvements and off site highway works. 
However, access from Bispham Road is considered acceptable in principle subject to 
appropriate detailing of the new junction which would be conditioned as part of any outline 
approval.  The use (and extension) of Regency Gardens to serve the western half of the site 
has been the subject of considerable opposition from residents of that estate.  This is 
understandable on the basis that residents have enjoyed undeveloped open land to the north 
which links up to the Rock Gardens and the playing field accessed from Inver Road for nearly 
20 years. The un-developed land to the north of the estate has also meant that traffic levels 
have been lower than otherwise would be the case had the adjoining land to the north been 
subject to development. However, unfortunately for residents of the Regency Gardens estate 
the adjoining land was always intended to be developed at some future date. It is referred to 



the approved plans submitted by Barratts under application 99/ 0927 as a potential future 
phase of Regency Gardens. The configuration of the road itself ending abruptly at the 
application site boundary, minus a turning area, gives a clear indication that this road was 
intended to extend into the application site at some future date and the site has been 
identified in the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) as a potential future 
housing site since 2014. The capacity of the road network within Regency Gardens is 
estimated to be approximately 200 dwellings which again is an indicator that further capacity 
was intended. On the assumption and expectation that a maximum of half the 176 houses 
would be served from Regency Gardens the proposal would be within the road capacity and is 
therefore considered to be acceptable in terms of highway safety in accordance with Policy 
AS1 of the Blackpool Local Plan.                    
 
With regards to access to the site by construction vehicles should planning permission(s) be 
granted it is considered appropriate to restrict vehicle access to Bispham Road and such 
construction details can be agreed as part of the Construction Management Plan which would 
be included as a condition on any planning approval.  As part of the consideration of 
subsequent reserved matters application(s) appropriate off street car parking facilities will be 
negotiated, in accordance with parking standards. It would be expected that most of the 
dwellings certainly with more than two bedrooms would have at least two off street parking 
spaces.  An appropriate level of vehicle charging points will also be negotiated as part of the 
subsequent detailed application (s).     
 
The use of the former school car park by staff at the nearby DWP was never intended as 
anything other than a temporary measure and its loss is not considered to be an overriding 
issue to prevent development proceeding.  The access to the proposed air cadet building is 
considered acceptable in highway safety terms and the 21 parking spaces are also considered 
sufficient. 
 
The parking and access to the proposed cadet building is considered to be sufficient for the 
use and acceptable.  
 
Replacement of Sports Pitches 
 
The proposal involves the development of the sports pitches on the former school which has 
resulted in an objection from Sport England based on the fact that the pitches have been used 
within the last five years. There is a requirement therefore, in accordance with paragraph 97 
of the NPPF to demonstrate either than the sports pitches are surplus to requirements or to 
be satisfactorily replaced. Policy BH7 of the Blackpool Local Plan requires such public open 
space to be replaced with facilities at least of equal value. No distinction is made by Sport 
England between sports pitches in public. private or educational ownership.  The 2016 
Blackpool Playing Pitch Strategy demonstrated a shortage of sports pitches and the up-dated 
Blackpool Playing Pitch Strategy dated August 2019 also shows a shortfall in sports provision 
which is stated to be for small side football and two full sized 3G pitches.  The Parks Services 
Manager has confirmed that the sand dressed hockey pitch at Stanley Park will be replaced 
with a full sized 3G football pitch in replacement of the former school playing field on the 
application site with an estimated timescale for implementation of Spring 2020.   



 
As previously stated, Sport England have been notified and up-dated of this intention and any 
comments received in response will be reported via the up-date notes. The current 
application is presented to Planning Committee with a recommendation for approval on the 
basis that the proposed replacement facility in Stanley Park satisfies the requirements of 
paragraph 97 of the NPPF and Sport England will therefore be in a position to confirm their 
acceptance and withdraw the objection to the application in advance of the meeting.        
 
It is intended that the delivery of the replacement sports facility at Stanley Park and the 
management and any necessary works to the remaining public open space/ childrens play 
area accessed from Inver Road will be dealt with by appropriate condition(s) on any outline 
planning permission granted here.                 
 
Planning Obligations  
 
The proposed housing would generate its own requirement for public open space. As the 
housing mix is not known at this stage, the level of public open space that would be required 
cannot be accurately calculated. It is noted from the submitted parameters plan that some 
additional areas of public open space are proposed within the development. The areas of 
public open space indicate pedestrian linkages within the site between the western and 
eastern halves of the application site and with adjoining areas including Bispham Road, the 
Rock Gardens, Regency Gardens and Inver Road and Ardmore Road to the north. This would 
encourage use of the public open space, encourage journeys on foot, improve accessibility 
within and around the site and also increase natural surveillance and therefore public safety. 
However, the detailed layout of the site would not be agreed until reserved matters stage and 
so the amount of new public open space to be provided as part of the development would 
not be known until that point. To accord with Policy BH10 of the Local Plan, any shortfall in 
provision on-site would have to be compensated for by a financial contribution towards the 
provision or improvement of off-site public open space. A condition should therefore be 
attached to any outline permission granted to require a scheme for the provision of public 
open space to be agreed. It is likely that such a condition would be discharged concurrent 
with a reserved matters application.    
 
Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy requires proposals of this scale to provide affordable housing 
equivalent to 30% of the total development. This should either be made on site or via a 
financial contribution if this would be more appropriate in accordance with the provisions of 
the policy. It is understood that the preference is for a financial contribution being made 
towards provision within the inner area to assist with the Council's regeneration ambitions 
which would also assist towards the aim of providing more balanced and healthy 
communities. However, that is not to discount the potential of any affordable housing being 
provided on site and the precise details will be agreed at through a condition attached to any 
outline approval granted. 
 
The development proposed is of a scale that could generate a requirement for a financial 
contribution towards local education provision. To date, no response has been received from 
the Council Education team as to the need for or scale of any contribution. Any comments 



received will be reported through the Update Note. If an education contribution is required, it 
may have to be secured through a S106 legal agreement. 
 
Landscaping/ Ecology 
 
The majority of landscaping is around the boundary of the site and the submitted Tree Survey 
indicates most of the healthy specimens will be retained with necessary pruning works carried 
to ensure future health. There are three particular groups of trees which provide a good 
screen, have a significant visual benefit and are shown for retention, namely the groups of 
trees along the boundary with The Rock Gardens, along the site frontage with Bispham Road 
and along the boundary with the DWP complex abutting a section of the southern boundary.    
 
The submitted parameters plan indicates the intended location of three residential areas 
within the application site with connecting public open space. It should be possible to design 
detailed site layouts for those areas as part of subsequent reserved matters applications 
retaining all trees which are in good health and of visual amenity value. Those trees which are 
to be retained will be protected during building works with an appropriate condition imposed. 
There will also be a condition imposed requiring any tree works to be carried out outside the 
bird breeding season.       
 
The submitted Ecological Report concludes, with the exception of bats, that there is no 
conclusive evidence of protected species occurring on or near the site likely to be affected by 
the proposal. With respect to bats the trees along the boundary with the Rock Gardens, whilst 
these would provide suitable habitat no roosting has been confirmed. These trees are also 
shown for retention.  A condition requiring ecological enhancement will be included as part of 
any approval  
 
A number of local residents have made ecological comments and a response has been 
requested from Greater Manchester Ecology Unit. Any comments received in response will be 
reported via the Update Note prior to the meeting.   
 
Details of the planting to be provided around the proposed cadet building could be agreed 
through condition.  
 
Impact on Residential Amenity 
 
The proposed access from Regency Gardens is discussed above and it has been confirmed 
that the capacity of the road is capable of accommodating the additional traffic from half the 
proposed houses. There would be no connecting road link with the residential development 
on the eastern half of the site accessed from Bispham Road and no construction vehicles 
would be permitted to use Regency Gardens for access purposes. Whilst extra flows of 
residential traffic will have an additional impact on the residential amenity of Regency 
Gardens, given the capacity available to accommodate this extra traffic, it is not considered 
that a refusal of planning permission can be justified on the basis of additional noise, 
pollution or associated impacts.      
 



The detailed residential layout, including design of the houses, privacy distances, daylight 
standards, site levels, gardens sizes, off street parking and all other development 
management considerations will be assessed via the subsequent reserved matters 
application(s).  There is nothing to suggest that a quality residential development will not be 
produced which respects the character of the surrounding area and minimises the impact on 
adjoining residential property in accordance with Policy BH3 of the Blackpool Local Plan and 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy.    
 
The proposed air cadet building is not considered to raise any particular residential amenity 
issues. It is already located within the vicinity of houses and there are no known issues with 
the facility. No issues relating to over-shadowing, over-looking or an over-bearing impact are 
anticipated.            
 
Design 
 
The details of the design of the housing element of the proposal would be agreed at Reserved 
Matters stage.  
 
The design of the proposed cadet building is simplistic and functional. Although there are 
three houses fronting Bibby's Lane, the site of the cadet building otherwise faces onto the 
side/rear elevation of the Squirrel Public House and the car park to the rear of it. The three 
houses sit to the rear of commercial units fronting Bispham Road. The character of this 
particular area is therefore very mixed. The car park proposed to serve the cadet building 
would separate it from the area proposed for new housing. On this basis and in this setting, 
the design of the cadet building is considered to be acceptable. As previously stated, details of 
the planting proposed to soften the appearance of the cadet site could be agreed through 
condition.  
 
Flood risk/Drainage 
 
The application is within Flood Zone 1 with a low risk of flooding (1:1000 chance) and no 
sequential test is therefore required. 
 
There is a main sewer that runs across the site exiting the site onto Kylemore Avenue to the 
north and Meadow Close to the south and an appropriate easement is shown for 
maintenance access. Although not a planning matter, it acts as a constraint as to how the site 
can be developed. However, it should not be a major obstacle given the size of the site and it 
is likely that this would be taken into account as part of the agreement of layout at reserved 
matters stage should outline permission be granted. Appropriate drainage conditions will be 
included as part of any outline planning permission granted to deal with sustainable drainage 
matters, water pollution and flood risk.  
 
Other issues 
 
An appropriate housing mix could be secured through condition. 
 



The Police Architectural Liaison Officer will be involved at the detail site layout stage following 
the granting of any outline planning permission in terms of advising on requirements of 
minimising the potential for crime and also on meeting the Secure by Design Principles on the 
proposed dwellings.  There is no reason to suggest the development would create problems 
of anti-social behaviour in the local area. 
 
In response to other comments made the loss of a view is not a planning consideration and 
any damage caused during construction is a private legal matter.         
 
It has been suggested that a determination made by the Council in respect of a Council 
scheme represents a conflict of interest. However, the Local Planning Authority operates as 
an independent entity in this respect and the recommendation put forward through this 
report has been reached by a professional officer who is bound by a professional code of 
conduct. The ultimate decision is to be made by the Council's Planning Committee which is 
comprised of democratically Elected Members who represent both the Council and the 
constituents of the borough. As such, no prejudicial conflict of interest is identified.  
 
Sustainability and planning balance appraisal 
 
Sustainability comprises economic, environmental and social components. 
 
Economically, the proposal would have limited impact. It would not result in a loss of 
employment or agricultural land and would not unduly compromise the operation of any 
existing businesses. Future residents would help to support local shops and services and 
employment opportunities would be generated during construction.  
 
Environmentally, and subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions, the scheme would 
not have an unacceptable impact on ecology, drainage or environmental quality. The 
application is within a sustainable location close to local shops, schools, public transport, 
public open space and other local services and facilities. The inclusion of pedestrian linkages 
within and around the site will maximise the sustainability of the location. Whilst there is an 
inevitable visual impact there is nothing to suggest that the proposal will detract unduly from 
the amenity of the area.     
 
Socially, the scheme would deliver up to 176 new dwellings. This would make a significant 
quantitative contribution towards meeting the boroughs identified housing need and this 
weighs heavily in favour of the application. Subject to Sport England accepting the Council's 
approach to the loss of the pitch provision and withdrawing their objection, the loss of the 
school playing fields would not weigh unduly against the application. Subject to the 
agreement of a detailed layout, no unacceptable impacts on amenity are expected. 
Appropriate landscaping could be secured. Appropriate contributions towards affordable 
housing provision, public open space and local education provision would be secured. No 
unacceptable impacts on flood risk or highway safety are anticipated.  
 
The contribution towards the borough's housing requirement is considered to weigh 
overwhelmingly in favour of the application. No other relevant, material planning 



considerations have been identified that would weigh sufficiently against the application as to 
over-ride this view. On this basis and on balance, the proposal is judged to represent an 
acceptable form of sustainable development.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
In light of the above, the proposal is judged to constitute sustainable development and no 
material planning considerations have been identified that would outweigh this view. As such, 
Members are respectfully recommended to grant planning permission, subject to the 
conditions which will be provided as part of the Update Note.   
 
LEGAL AGREEMENT AND/OR DEVELOPER FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION 
 
The proposal will provide/ contribute towards affordable housing, provide replacement sports 
playing facilities and require off site highway improvements to Bispham Road. 
 
HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 
 
Under Article eight and Article one of the first protocol to the Convention on Human Rights, a 
person is entitled to the right to respect for private and family life, and the peaceful 
enjoyment of his/her property.  However, these rights are qualified in that they must be set 
against the general interest and the protection of the rights and freedoms of others. It is not 
considered that the application raises any human rights issues. 
 
CRIME AND DISORDER ACT 1998 
 
The contents of this report have been considered in the context of the Council's general duty, 
in all its functions, to have regard to community safety issues as required by section 17 of the 
Crime and Disorder Act 1998. 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Planning Application File(s) 19/0241 which can be accessed via this link:  
 
https://idoxpa.blackpool.gov.uk/online-applications/search.do?action=simple 
 
Recommended Decision:  Grant Permission 

 
 
Conditions and Reasons 
 
The proposed conditions will be provided in the Update Note which will be published on 30 
September 2019. 
 
Advice Notes to Developer 
Not applicable 


