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Registered Office: Co-operative Group Limited  

1 Angel Square, Manchester, M60 0AG. Reg No 525R 

 
coop.co.uk 

 

 

 

 

13 September 2017  

 

 
 
Julie Glasiter  
Planning Policy Manager  
Planning Policy  
Fylde Council 
Town Hall 
Lytham St Annes 
FY8 1LW 
 
 

BY EMAIL ONLY: planningpolicy@fylde.gov.uk 

 

Dear Madam, 

Fylde Local Plan to 2032  
Consultation on Additional Evidence in Support of the Fylde Local Plan to 2032 
Representation by the Co-op  
 
In response to the current consultation on Additional Evidence for the emerging Local Plan, the following 
submissions are made by the Co-op.   
 
Background  
 
As you may be aware, the Co-op has a freehold interest on land to the east of Staining.  Outline planning 
permission (all matters reserved save for means of access) for up to 30 dwellings was secured at appeal 
in October 20141. I enclose a copy of the approved Site Location Plan (ref: P-01-001 P2) for ease of 
reference.  
 
That site was then sold to Jones Homes (Lancashire) Ltd who secured the necessary Reserved Matters 
approval in May 2016 and the development is now well underway.  Full completion is anticipated shortly.   

This site is a clear example of the deliverability of housing to the east of Staining.  The Co-op retain the 
freehold interest across the remainder of the land show in in blue on the enclosed plan and also a right 
of access into land north of Kings Close via the new development, or via Kings Close itself.   

Similarly there are no technical or ecological constraints to a second phase of development, of a modest 
scale which would simply consolidate the existing settlement boundary.  The necessary ecological 
mitigation required for a second phase has already been secured via Phase 1. 

                                                

1 PINS Ref: APP/M2325/A/14/2220410 
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A pre-application meeting was held in March 2017 (Council Ref: ENQ 17/0050) to explore the potential 
for a second phase of development. At that stage, Officers advised that, given the Council’s claimed 
five year housing land supply position and emerging policy context, the Council would not support a 
planning application.  

The following representations are made in this context:  

Reference  Para. 2.1  Support / Object SUPPORT 
Comments: 
The Co-op welcomes the increase in the strategic housing requirement and note that the Council will 
seek to meet the requirement of 415 dwellings per annum (dpa) for the Plan period.  This will boost 
the delivery of both market and affordable housing within the Borough.  
 
The Co-op does not, however, wish to make any comments on the specific methodology used to 
calculate the objectively assessed need (OAN) range or otherwise endorse the actual figure proposed 
by the Council.   
 

 
 

Reference  Para. 3.3  Support / Object SUPPORT 
Comments: 
Housing land supply is a dynamic and ever-changing process, therefore, the Co-op would support 
the use of an annual Five Year Housing Land Supply Statement and a simplified housing trajectory 
in Appendix 2 of the Plan.  In addition, the Council should undertake diligent monitoring to ensure the 
annual Statements are published in a timely manner.   
 

 
 

Reference  Para. 3.7  Support / Object OBJECT    
Comments: 
It is maintained that there is an opportunity to allocate additional land to the east of Staining for 
housing purposes, to help meet the higher housing requirements set out in the Plan.  This land is 
deliverable within five years and being actively promoted by the landowner (Co-op). It is 
unencumbered from any technical or legal constraints and would give added surety to the Council’s 
ability to maintain a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.    
 
Suggested Amendment: 
An additional allocation on land off Chain Lane, Staining (up to 30 dwellings). See enclosed site 
location plan.  
 

 
 

Reference  Para. 3.8  Support / Object OBJECT    
Comments: 
In terms of the five year supply methodology as set out in Annex 2, the use of a 20% buffer is 
supported and it is appropriate for this to be applied to both the annual 5 Year Requirement and the 
Shortfall.  
 
In addition, the Council’s response to the matter of build rates and lead-in times (or phasing, as it is 
termed in the Additional Evidence) document is welcomed. Again, the assumptions used should be 
reviewed in future years as developments are completed to ensure that they remain robust and 
justified.  This approach would also ensure market conditions are reflected in the Council’s Annual 
Housing Trajectory.  
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However, there is insufficient justification for the Council to set out both a ‘Sedgefield’ and ‘Liverpool’ 
five year supply position within the Annual Statement, as referred to at Paragraph 3.8 (and as a 
‘Liverpool Plus’ methodology at Para. 3.24).  Liverpool is not commensurate with the objective of 
boosting the supply of housing and only serves to artificially inflate the Council’s actual housing land 
supply position. Under the Sedgefield approach, the Council’s ability to demonstrate a Five Year 
Supply is marginal at best (5.1 Years).  Therefore, over the course of a monitoring year, it is 
conceivable that the supply could dip below five years.  This is a binary matter; the Council either can 
or cannot demonstrate a five year supply.  However, ongoing reference to the Liverpool method will 
only serve to distract all stakeholders involved in the Development Management process and should 
be deleted from the Plan (and its associated evidence base) in its entirety.  On this basis, it is not 
agreed that the Plan will be effective at adoption as it may seek to rely on the Liverpool method if 
supply dips below five years in future years using the Sedgefield method.  This only serves to defer 
the debate as to which methodology is suitable and the matter should be resolved definitively (using 
Sedgefield) as part of the Local Plan.  
 

 
 

Reference  Para. 3.14  Support / Object OBJECT    
Comments: 
It is maintained that there is an opportunity to allocate additional land to the east of Staining for 
housing purposes. This site is wholly deliverable within five years. Furthermore, there is a clear 
inference that the Council is opting to do nothing further than ‘achieve the minimum’ i.e. identify a 5.1 
year supply of deliverable housing land. Rather, it should be actively seeking to update its evidence 
base and interrogate the deliverability of all sites promoted for housing in accessible locations 
adjoining sustainable settlements.  
 
Suggested Amendment: 
An additional allocation on land off Chain Lane, Staining (up to 30 dwellings). See enclosed site 
location plan.  
 

 
 

Reference  Para. 3.16  Support / Object OBJECT    
Comments: 
It is maintained that there is an opportunity to allocate additional land to the east of Staining for 
housing purposes. This site is wholly deliverable within five years. Furthermore, there is a clear 
inference that the Council is opting to do nothing further than ‘achieve the minimum’ i.e. identify a 5.1 
year supply of deliverable housing land. Rather, it should be actively seeking to update its evidence 
base and interrogate the deliverability of all sites promoted for housing in accessible locations 
adjoining sustainable settlements.  
 

 
 

Reference  Para. 3.27  Support / Object OBJECT    
Comments: 
For the reasons given at Para. 3.8 above, the Liverpool method is not considered appropriate or 
justified in Fylde and will not deliver an effective Plan.  If the shortfall cannot be met within the first 
five years of the Plan, the only alternative (as defined under the PPG) is the Duty to Co-operate.  This 
option has been discounted by the Council, therefore, Sedgefield is the default methodology and is 
the only way to ensure the delivery of an effective Plan.  
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This concludes the representation by the Co-op. I would be grateful if you could please acknowledge 
safe receipt of these comments within the specified deadline and keep me informed of progress with 
the Fylde Local Plan to 2032.  
 
Yours sincerely,  

Richard Lomas BSc DipTP MRTPI 

Planning Manager 

07702 505 544 / 0161 692 2583  
richard.lomas@coop.co.uk 
Commercial & Investment Property 
 
cc. M Stafford } Co-op  
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Land off Kings Close, Staining  

Phase 1 Site denoted in Red 

Potential Phase 2 Site denoted in Green  

Co-op Freehold denoted in Blue  

 

 

(NOT TO SCALE, FOR INDICATIVE PURPOSES ONLY)  
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Eddie Graves

From:

Sent: 13 September 2017 20:55

To: PlanningPolicy

Subject: Evidence in Support of the Fylde Local Plan to 2032

Mr & Mrs Taylor 

 

Elswick 

Preston 

 

 

 

12th September 2017 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

Consultation on Additional Evidence in Support of the Fylde Local Plan to 2032 

Section 4 paragraphs 4.1 to 4.4 on page 10 and Annex 3 on pages 205 to 313. 

 

We cannot understand the need for Fylde Borough Council to provide further evidence to confirm Elswick’s Tier 2 

status for the Local Plan. All the Settlement Hierarchy Assessments that have been compiled show that Elswick lacks 

facilities for the higher banding. Elswick is a very small village has no school, doctor’s surgery or shops, other than a 

newsagents. The nearest supermarket is six miles away and public transport is extremely poor with no evening or 

Sunday buses. The main employment area is ten miles away with no bus service since the 78 bus service was 

withdrawn earlier this year. Several villagers who don’t drive have to get taxis just to get to work. 

The idea that Copp School should be included in the village’s assessment is simply ludicrous. The school is almost a 

mile from the centre of Elswick and is reached by a very busy road with a single extremely narrow footpath. To 

suggest that children of junior school age should walk along this road to school is courting disaster as it many places 

it is necessary to walk in single file. Even if accompanied by parents this is a very hazardous exercise as children of 

this age are easily distracted and there is very little room for manoeuvre. 

The additional evidence in support of the Local Plan provides a convincing summary of the case for tier2 status and 

we fully endorse it. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Regards 
 

 
 

This Email has been sent from my Outlook Account on Behalf of  
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Eddie Graves

From:

Sent: 13 September 2017 19:48

To: PlanningPolicy

Subject: Consultation Response on the Local Plan (EL7)

Dear Sir 
 
I write in support of Fylde Council’s position statement. 
  
The target of 415 houses per year is, I believe, already an ambitious one; there is only one year in 
recent history of this being achieved to date.  Evidence in support of a higher figure is 
lacking.  Expectations of a successful Enterprise Zone at Bae Systems in Warton have not been 
realised.  The site has not brought forward new businesses and jobs despite an increase in 
confidence in the economy elsewhere.  It is the Salmesbury site that has seen development 
instead of Warton and there is nothing to suggest that this will change any time soon. 
 
At the suggested target of 415 houses, Fylde has a 5 year supply.  There are sufficient sites 
allocated in the Plan and even this has caused a lot of anxiety locally because of the belief of an 
inadequate infrastructure and service provision.  Going beyond this figure will put further green 
space at risk of development.  Traffic congestion on the two main routes in and out of Lytham St 
Annes has significantly increased and is gridlocked when utility works are necessary, as at 
present.  Any further pressure to build houses will exacerbate the issue. 
 
I ask the Inspector to find in favour of the Council’s position which delivers housing within the 
allocated number of sites and secures some certainty for Fylde’s residents over the plan period. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Karen Buckley 

 
St Annes 
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Principal: John N Rowe BA (Hons.), Dip Arch, Dip U.D, ADPP (Dist.). RIBA 

V.A.T. Registration Number 643 8635 17 

 

      
 
 

JOHN ROWE 
ARCHITECTURE    &   URBAN   DESIGNARCHITECTURE    &   URBAN   DESIGNARCHITECTURE    &   URBAN   DESIGNARCHITECTURE    &   URBAN   DESIGN    

     16 HIGH STREET, GREAT ECCLESTON 
PRESTON PR3 0YB 

 

TEL 01995 238020 

           

               E-mail 
Rowearchitecture@aol.com 

 

Planning Policy, 
Fylde Council, 
Town Hall, 
Lytham St Annes, 
 FY8 1LW.  

Date: 13.09.2017  
Our ref:  A/FBCLP/JNR 

Dear Sirs 
 

Fylde Local Plan to 2032  
Consultation on Additional Evidence in Support of the Fylde Local Plan to 2032 
 

I write in response to the Consultation Document with comments relating to the alteration of the 

settlement hierarchy of Elswick. 

 

The LPA states at paragraph 1.3 of Annexe 3 that:  

“Following the consultation on the Revised Preferred Option Local Plan, and the extensive 

number of objections by Elswick residents at the consultation event to the proposed designation of 

Elswick as a Tier 1: Larger Rural Settlement, due mainly to the limited existing services and the pressure 

on those services, the Council decided to update the evidence used in the Settlement Hierarchy 

Background Paper.” 

It should be noted that the number of objections, extensive or otherwise, should not be regarded as a 

basis for influencing the Council’s previous assessment of Elswick’s status, given that there was little 

difference in the level of services between the original assessment in 2012 and the updated assessment 

in 2016. The tables within Annexe 3 bear out the lack of change and the total score on both 

assessments remained at 13. It is understood that there has been a substantial drive to resist 

development by a few individuals within Elswick through leaflet drops and public meetings to 

encourage residents to object. The leaflets have included lists of reasons for objection to proposed 

developments and consultation documents to facilitate and encourage widespread resident objections. 

It is generally understood that LPAs ought to consider the quality and relevance of objections rather 

than the quantity. 

 

Bus services 

At paragraph 1.10 of Annexe 3 the LPA states that there are no direct bus routes to the two main 

conurbations closest to Elswick, namely Blackpool and Lytham St Annes.  

Preston is closer than Lytham St Annes to Elswick and there is a direct regular bus service to Preston. 

Although there is no direct bus route to Blackpool there is a direct connection to Blackpool (bus service 

74). It is possible to board a bus in Elswick and purchase a ticket to Blackpool owing to this direct 

connection at Poulton-le-Fylde, where the buses await approximately 10 minutes to transfer 

passengers. 
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There is also a direct connecting service at Kirkham (bus service 78) which runs from Wesham to St 

Annes via Freckleton and Lytham. 

The scoring methodology therefore fails to take proper account of the true situation wherein it is 

possible to directly access far more destinations than the LPA suggests.  

In Paragraph 1.16 of Annexe 3 the only reason given by the LPA for removing bus services from the 

scoring methodology relates to funding cuts by the Lancashire County Council.  The County Council, 

however, has recently committed to providing £1 million for bus services according to the Lancashire 

Evening Post article dated 8th September 2017.  

http://www.lep.co.uk/news/politics/give-and-take-lancashire-county-council-to-make-45m-of-cuts-but-

more-cash-for-some-services-1-8743223 

Since the sole purpose of scoring settlements is to assess their sustainability and capacity/need for 

expansion, it would make no sense to ignore bus services. It should also be borne in mind that 

developer contributions from approved developments would add to service funding and would assist in 

improving sustainability for settlements. 

The LPA does not appear to have taken account of the fact that Elswick is on the National Cycle Route 

90. 

In its assessment and scoring the LPA has also ignored the fact that there is a railway station and 

supermarket at Wesham which are both directly accessible by bus, and a supermarket in Great 

Eccleston which is a little over a mile from Elswick which is also accessible by bus. 

School Provision 

At paragraph 1.15 of Annexe 3 the LPA states that 8 reception class school places have been offered for 

the 2017/2018 enrolment year. This is not true. The School has only 8 children entering the reception 

class in this year, however its reception class capacity is approximately three times that number. The 

school is suffering falling numbers of pupils year-on-year.  

The LPA cites the pupil numbers as part of its justification for altering Elswick’s settlement hierarchy in 

March 2016 even though the pupil numbers for the 2017/2018 enrolment year were not available or 

foreseeable that far in advance. Pupil numbers for the Primary school for the 2017/2018 enrolment 

year could not have therefore formed any part in consideration of the alteration to Elswick’s settlement 

hierarchy in March 2016. 

The recently approved development of 24 dwellings on land to the East of Copp Lane (LPA Ref. No: 

16/0846) contained an assessment of the school places required for that development. The Local 

Education Authority calculated that the development would require 9 primary school places and that 

there was already sufficient capacity within the school to accommodate these. 

Great Eccleston Copp CE primary school does have a wider catchment than just Elswick because it was 

intended to serve both Elswick and Great Eccleston (hence its location between the two settlements), 

however it is the closest school to the village of Elswick. The footway is adequate and is presently used 

by a good number of children to walk to school, and there have been no accidents involving pedestrians 

on Copp Lane in living memory. It is worth noting that the footpath is continuous along the length of 

Copp Lane and does not involve any road crossings between Elswick and the School, and is likely to be 

improved once approximately 200m of the footpath closest to Elswick is widened to 2 metres as part of 

the recently approved development on Land East of Copp Lane. 
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The LPA claims at paragraphs 1.14, 1.21 and 1.23 of Annexe 3 that the distance from the centre of 

Elswick to Copp CE school is 1260 metres. This is untrue. The distance is 1000m, which is within the 

CIHT “acceptable” walking distance to school. There is no justification for excluding Copp CE School 

from the total score for Elswick. 

The distance from the settlement to the primary school remained unchanged between the 2012 

assessment and the 2016 assessment. The number of available places at the school did not reduce 

between those dates. The width of the road and pavement did not alter during that period. There 

would be no obvious justification for amending the settlement hierarchy for Elswick in 2016 based on 

the local primary school. The only reason for excluding the primary school from the scoring mechanism 

would be to deliberately reduce Elswick’s score. 

In recent planning applications it is noted that Elswick is viewed by LPA officers as being sustainable and 

appropriate for development. The distance and quality of the walk to Copp School has been taken 

account of in their reports to Committee. 

It should also be noted in respect of the question of settlement hierarchy that the LPA’s planning 

officers have been consistent in not applying the 50-dwelling limit suggested by the Council’s revised 

designation of Elswick as a Tier 2 settlement. Developments at Mill Lane (50 dwellings, 2 applications 

made, LPA Ref. Numbers: 16/0180 and 17/0247) and Beech Road (50 dwellings, LPA Ref. No: 16/064) 

were both recommended for approval by officers. Either of these developments, if approved, would 

have resulted in the Tier-2 limit of 50 houses being exceeded when existing approvals post 2011 

(approximately 24 dwellings) are added.  

In conclusion, it appears that the decision to exclude bus services and Copp CE primary school from 

Elswick’s score is arbitrary and unjustified.  The justification appears to have been, in part at least, 

based upon information that could not have been available in March 2016. The Justification also relies 

on information which could not have been available when the decision was made to revise the 

Settlement Hierarchy status for Elswick. On this basis, the LPA’s justification fails to answer the 

question posed by the Inspector. 

I would therefore object to the exclusion of the bus services and Copp CE primary school from the score 

for Elswick. 

Yours faithfully 

John Rowe RIBA Chartered Architect 
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Eddie Graves

Subject: FW: Peel Hill Building Plans Enquiry 1 of 2

 

 

From:   

Sent: 06 June 2017 13:05 

To: PlanningPolicy <PlanningPolicy@fylde.gov.uk> 

Subject: Peel Hill Building Plans Enquiry 1 of 2 
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Policy Dept 

For the attention of Mr Graves 

The letters enclosed are to be put with the letter and plans I sent to Mr Graves on the 22nd of May by 

recorded delivery. Please note due to my email size limitations I have sent a further email with more 

relevant images. If you have any problem opening any of the attachments please let me know on receipt. 

It is some of the related correspondence I have had with the policy department over the years which I was 

telling Mr Graves about on the phone recently, so you can see from them how amazed I was to find that I 

was not on the new plan, and that all the related correspondence had gone missing. 

There is also a plan put in for several detached houses with my land and 40 Peel Hill more recently. 

There are two detached houses built in a small space at the end of Peel Hill, which is actually situated in a 

very dangerous spot due to the amount of car crashes into the road barriers from cars coming off the M55 

roundabout in that area. 

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may have been  

moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify  
that the link points to the correct  
file and location.

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may have been  
moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify  

that the link points to the correct  
file and location.

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may have been  
moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify  

that the link points to the correct  
file and location.

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may have been  
moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify  

that the link points to the correct  
file and location.

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may have been  
moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify  

that the link points to the correct  
file and location.

The linked image cannot be  
displayed.  The file may have been  
moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify  
that the link points to the correct  

file and location.
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My property is facing the opening to Peel Hill and would make sense to build a small close where it is quiet 

and not creating more cars travelling up the close. 

You will see from the plan enclosed we are a brown site.  

I would like an appointment to see Mr Graves to discuss this matter. 

I look forward to hearing from you, 

Yours Sincerely 

Margaret Metcalfe 
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Eddie Graves

From: Joe Chabba < >

Sent: 23 August 2017 14:25

To: PlanningPolicy

Subject: Land at Madhuban cropper road north is brownfield should be considered for 

10-15 houses.

Dear Sir,                                                

             With all due respect further to your email and phone conversation I have put the fact forward time and time 

again in the last twenty five years Fylde policy planning Fylde Brough,and public Inquiry 2001 fact were 

put(objection were raised) land at Madhuban cropper road north FY45LF 2 acres on size, how ever currently is 

restricted to small 

2-3 bedroom bungalow with some out building dramatically reducing the re sale value. 

The said site have got no other use,of any favourable, character,is not attractive or open,as such there would 

significant harm from its development. 

Development of this site in that it will deliver housing in location that is not visually or Isolated . 

Further large A road namely the "A5230" progress way" was built circa 1990 encompassing the site to the south and 

east Boundary. This has resulted in massive Increase in traffic in CHGV along with other commercial vehicles and 

domestic traffic Has reduced the country side effect considerably. 

Due to the increase in the road infa-structure the council have allowed several Industrial Park in the immediate 

vicinity, namely "Arkwright court" situated to the east of the site as well as a no of unit, flat, and living static caravan 

on Dicky lane only 3M from the site, new building and flats constructed as well living caravan,and on the other side 

three houses between Bomber lane and Progress Way, an other house flat,living caravan As well stable and other 

building constructed. 

 

Further on cropper road have been turned in to housing estate,on cropper road builder Put the sign for sale than 

applied for planning and they got it. 

As Said site is surrounded by the constricted aria 200M from M55 Junction 30M from Progress way roundabout full 

front to cropper road north and full side to dickes lane Are these development keeping with the term used Country 

side. 

Surely such a double standard is not fair, Please don't keep on putting these email in dust bin. 

Had these fact considered in the past At any time this site would have put farward For development, Allow me the 

same as the other so I can putt a planning application for ten or more houses,the said site has been brown land and 

is brown land has got no effect of country Side. 

Kind regard  J.K.Chabba. 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent from the iPad of... Joe Chabba 
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Planning Policy,  
Fylde Council,  
Town Hall,  
Lytham St Annes,  
FY8 1LW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Fylde Local Plan to 2032  
Consultation on Additional Evidence in Support of the Fylde Local Plan to 2032 
 
The Ministry of Defence (MOD) has not been consulted on the above consultation. This office 
received notification through the tool, Devplan. 
 
The MOD has two principal sites located in the Borough of Fylde, these being Warton Aerodrome 
and RAF Woodvale. In addition, the aerodrome safeguarding zones protecting Inskip Radio 
Station which is safeguarded by the MOD extend over the borough. 
 
 
It is not anticipated that a typical residential development within the Fylde area will 
cause a physical obstruction to the safeguarded aerodrome approaches and obstacle limitation 
services encompassing these aerodromes. 
 
However, if a proposed development falls within the statutory birdstrike safeguarding zone 
surrounding RAF Warton or RAF Woodvale there is the potential for wetland features in proposed 
SUDS to attract and support large and or flocking birds hazardous to air traffic which will need to 
be taken into account in the design and management of these schemes to prevent these 
developments supporting an increase in birdstrike risk. 
 
I can confirm the MOD has no objection to proposals for future development within the Fylde area, 
but would wish to be consulted upon any relevant planning applications in accordance with the 
procedures set out under Town and Country Planning (Safeguarding Aerodromes, Technical Sites 
and Military Explosive Storage Sites) Direction 2002. 
 
I trust this adequately explains our position on this matter.  Please do not hesitate to contact me 
should you require further information. 
 

Safeguarding Department 
Statutory & Offshore 
 
Defence Infrastructure Organisation 
Kingston Road 
Sutton Coldfield 
West Midlands 
B75 7RL  

  
 

 
www.mod.uk/DIO 
 
15 September 2017 
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Yours sincerely 

 
Debbie Baker  
DIO Safeguarding  
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