
Report to: PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

Relevant Officer: Susan Parker, Head of Development Management 
 

Date of Meeting: 
 

7 September 2021 

 
 

PLANNING/ENFORCEMENT APPEALS LODGED AND DETERMINED 
 
 
1.0 
 

Purpose of the report: 
 

1.1 The Committee is requested to note the planning and enforcement appeals, lodged and 
determined. 
 

2.0 Recommendation(s): 
 

2.1 To note the report. 
 
3.0 
 

Reasons for recommendation(s): 

3.1 
 

To provide the Committee with a summary of planning appeals for information. 
 

3.2 Is the recommendation contrary to a plan or strategy adopted or approved by 
the Council? 
 

No 

3.3b Is the recommendation in accordance with the Council’s approved budget? 
 

Yes 

4.0 
 

Other alternative options to be considered: 
 

4.1 None, the report is for information only. 
 
5.0 Council Priority: 

 
5.1 The relevant Council priorities are both ‘The Economy: maximising growth and opportunity 

across Blackpool’ and ‘Communities: creating stronger communities and increasing 
resilience’.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



6.0 Planning Appeals Lodged 
 

6.1. 
 
 
 
6.2 
 
 

20/0790 – 20 Bairstow Street, Blackpool, FY1 5BN - Use of premises as 6 self-contained 
holiday flats. An appeal has been lodged by Mr a Singleton against the Councils refusal of 
planning permission. 
 
19/8316 – Unit 14, Squires Gate Industrial Estate, Squires Gate Lane, Blackpool, FY4 3RN - 
An appeal has been lodged by Fox Brothers (Lancashire) Limited in respect of the use of land 
as a contractors depot, incorporating land levelling, vehicle storage for up to 67 wagons, staff 
and customer parking, erection of workshop, concrete batching plant and aggregate bay 
against an enforcement notice. 
 

7.0 
 
7.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Planning/Enforcement Appeals Determined 
 
Application ref 20/0804 – Layton Methodist Church, Westcliffe Drive, Blackpool, FY3 7DZ– 
Display of LED signage above church front door facing Westcliffe Drive following the removal 
of three existing signs (resubmission of application 20/0072). 
 
Appeal Dismissed 
 
The Inspector agreed with the Council that the main issue in this case is the effect of the 
proposed digital advertisement on the amenity of the area, having regard to the locally listed 
status of the appeal building. Layton Methodist Church is included on the Council’s local list 
of non-designated heritage assets. Dating from the inter-war period, the building is 
constructed of red brick with segmental-headed traceried windows and is dominated by a 
square tower to its southwest corner, resulting in a visually striking architectural 
composition. The Church enjoys a prominent location, fronting Westcliffe Drive and 
overlooking the junction with Talbot Road, Layton Road, Grange Road and Annesley Avenue. 
Accordingly, it forms a prominent local landmark in this part of the town. 
 
The Inspector stated that the proposed sign would be of a modest scale that would not 
overwhelm the principal elevation of the Church. Nonetheless, its proposed digital LED 
method of illumination and prominent positioning over the main entrance would result in a 
visually discordant feature, undermining the historic character and architectural qualities of 
the building. In doing so, the proposed advertisement would result in clear harm to the non-
designated heritage asset. 
 
Furthermore, given the site’s prominent location, the inclusion of a digital LED display screen 
with alternating imagery and text would be a conspicuous addition to the street. It would be 
particularly obvious in public views on the approach from Talbot Road and Annesley Avenue. 
Consequently, its prominent location would draw attention to its discordant appearance, 
resulting in harm to the visual amenity of the surrounding area. 
 
The Inspector acknowledged the appellant’s comments in relation to the challenges faced by 
churches and that many face the threat of closure. He also recognised the important social 
role that the Church plays in the local community and its desire to modernise its methods of 
advertising events and activities in order to reach a wider audience and realise financial 
efficiencies. However, these matters do not outweigh the harm he found, and he had no 



 evidence before him to suggest that the Church would cease its activities in the event that 
the appeal should not succeed. Nor was he convinced that the use of an LED digital sign is 
the only effective way of promoting the Church’s activities to the public. 
 
Drawing all these points together, The Inspector agreed that the proposed digital 
advertisement would appear as a prominent and discordant feature that would significantly 
harm the amenity of the area, having regard to the locally listed status of the appeal building. 
 

7.2 20/0800 – 47 Calder Road, FY2 9TX – Erection of roof lift to create additional storey. 
 
Appeal Dismissed 
 
Application for prior approval was made under Class AA of Part 1 of the GDPO. The Inspector 
agreed that the proposal would not comply with the condition AA.2.(2)(c) which sets out the 
roof pitch of the principal part of the dwelling house following the development must be the 
same as the roof pitch of the existing dwelling house. This establishes that the replacement 
of a hipped roof with pitched roofing with a front gable does not comply with this condition. 
However, the Inspector does states that there is scope for uncertainty in this regard.  
 
Notwithstanding compliance with the conditions, the Inspector assessed the impact of the 
scheme and found that the large area of blank brickwork created by the roof lift would 
appear as a dominant and incongruous feature in the front elevation of the property and the 
proposed windows would not line up with the existing windows. Additionally, the new roof 
projection to the side would give the dwelling an unbalanced appearance. The Inspector 
concluded that the proposed third storey would appear as an obvious later addition that jars 
with the balanced design and appearance of the original dwelling. However, it was found 
that due to the separation distances and eaves height the proposal would not have an 
unacceptable impact on amenity of neighbouring properties. 

  
7.3 21/0096 – 47 Calder Road, Blackpool, FY2 9TX – Erection of roof lift to create additional 

storey.  
 
Appeal Allowed 
 
Application for prior approval was made under Class AA of Part 1 of the GDPO. This proposal 
met permitted development criteria but was refused because of the impact on the character 
and appearance of the building and the amenity of neighbours. The Inspector found that the 
proposed scheme would continue the design of the existing dwelling upwards in a way that 
would be sympathetic to the design of the existing front elevation and allow the retention of 
desirable key features of the frontage. The Inspector asserted that the resulting height of the 
building would not be out of proportion with the existing building components on the front 
elevation and that the design would not result in a top heavy appearance. 
 
The Inspector concluded that the due to the separation distances between the dwelling and 
the principal windows at the neighbouring property at 77 Knowle Avenue the extension 
would not have an unacceptable overshadowing effect. It was acknowledged that it is 
possible that some additional shadowing to the garden might arise when the sun is directly 
to the south, however it would only be experienced for a limited period and the open aspect 



to the east and west would ensure that the garden continues to receive a good level of 
sunlight for most of the day. 
 

7.4 20/0577 – 29 Waterloo Road, Blackpool, FY4 1AD – Use of first and second floor of premises 
as 2 self-contained permanent flats.  
 
Appeal Dismissed 
 
The Inspector found that whilst the flats complied with the minimum floor space standards, 
the internal layout and circulation space would not provide a high standard of living 
accommodation for occupants due to people having to pass bedrooms to get to the main 
living space and having to pass through the living space to access the bathroom. The 
Inspector agreed that the first floor flat would have poor outlook, however concedes that 
outlook from the second floor flat (whilst uninspiring) would not be significantly poor.  
 
The Inspector agreed that the access arrangement through an enclosed yard which is 
accessible by third parties would not be well-designed, clear and legible and would not allow 
for the type of natural surveillance necessary for the creation of safe and acceptable places 
that contribute to quality of life.  
 
The shared yard which would also be used for access, refuse storage, and appeared to be 
used for the refuse storage for the commercial unit below, would not provide adequate 
private outdoor space to meet the basic needs of future occupiers. It was highlighted that 
whilst there will be other residential dwellings with limited private outdoor space, this does 
not justify a proposal that would fail to provide modern standards of living conditions. 
Furthermore, access to the sea front and public open spaces does not compensate for the 
absence of private outdoor space. The Inspector also noted the importance of private 
outdoor space for health and well-being has been emphasised by the coronavirus pandemic.  
The Inspector acknowledged that the scheme would not increase the proportion of 1 bed 
flats in the area, however would nevertheless increase the number of flats and would 
contribute to further imbalance in the local housing supply and would not provide a high 
standard of living accommodation for families.  
 
The inspector concluded that whilst the National Planning Policy Framework supported the 
development of under-utilised land and buildings, it is clear that proposals for the efficient 
use of land should take into account matter including the importance of securing well-
designed, attractive, and healthy places. As such, the re-use of an under-utilised building 
would, in this case, not outweigh the conflict with policy 

  
7.5 Application number 20/0634 - Rear of 39-41 Caroline Street, Blackpool FY1 5BU. The 

development proposed is a conversion to a dwelling. 
 
Appeal dismissed 
 
The Inspector considered that the proposal would provide a small unit of accommodation 
with cramped living conditions for prospective occupants. The lack of outlook and limited 
daylight would result in a gloomy and oppressive internal environment for future occupants. 
The outlook from the property would be severely restricted and it would receive very little 



direct sunlight. Also direct window to window overlooking with dwellings along Caroline 
Street would occur, which would compromise the privacy of future and existing occupants. 
The small outdoor amenity space would be overlooked and lack privacy and would not be 
particularly useful as a place for leisure, relaxation and drying clothes. For these reasons, 
future occupants would not be provided with the quantity nor quality of private outdoor 
amenity space which they could reasonably expect to enjoy. Taking all of these points 
together, he considered that the proposal would not provide satisfactory living conditions for 
future occupants in terms of internal living space, outlook, daylight, privacy and private 
outdoor amenity space.  
 
With regard to the living conditions of neighbouring residents on Caroline Street the proposal 
would introduce two first floor bedroom windows looking towards the rear of properties 
along Caroline Street, which he agreed with the Local Planning Authority would give rise to 
direct window to window overlooking and overlooking of their rear private amenity spaces, 
which would result in a harmful loss of privacy for these neighbouring residents. He 
disagreed with the council that the proposal would increase the fear of crime for existing 
neighbouring residents 
 
In terms of achieving a balanced, healthy and sustainable community within the Foxhall Inner 
Area, The Inspector agreed that the proposal would further skew the imbalance of one and 
two bedroomed housing in the area and it was clear to him that the proposal would add to 
an existing over-concentration of smaller homes in the area. Consequently, he considered 
that the proposal would undermine the Local Planning Authority’s efforts to achieve 
balanced, healthy and sustainable communities.  
 
The Inspector saw that part of the yard was identified for the storage of refuse bins; the 
distance from the yard to the street on collection days is relatively short, and such 
arrangements are not unusual in dense urban areas. He concluded that there was no reason 
why this arrangement would be problematic or how it would attract fly-tipping, and thought 
acceptable arrangements were in place for refuse storage.  
 
In terms of the benefits, he found that the proposal would contribute to the supply of local 
housing, reuse an existing vacant building, it would likely enhance and improve the 
appearance of the site, which is currently in a poor state of repair, and bring about positive 
economic effects through construction and subsequent occupation. However, these benefits 
were limited by the scale of the proposal and would be outweighed by the significant 
harmful effects that he found i.e. the unsatisfactory living conditions for existing 
neighbouring residents and future occupiers and would also undermine the Local Planning 
Authority’s efforts to achieve balanced, healthy and sustainable communities. 
 

7.6 Does the information submitted include any exempt information?          No 
 
7.7 

 
The Planning Inspectorate decision letters can be viewed online at 
https://idoxpa.blackpool.gov.uk/online-applications/ 
 

8.0 List of Appendices 
 
8.1 

 
None. 

https://idoxpa.blackpool.gov.uk/online-applications/


 

 
9.0 Financial considerations: 

 
9.1 None. 

 
10.0 Legal considerations: 

 
10.1 None. 

 
 

11.0 Risk management considerations: 
 

11.1 
 

None 
 

12.0 Equalities considerations: 
 

12.1 None. 
 

13.0 Sustainability, climate change and environmental considerations: 
 

13.1 None. 
 

14.0 Internal/ External Consultation undertaken: 
 

14.1 None. 
 

15.0 Background papers: 
 

15.1 None. 
  


