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1 Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 

Wesham Action Group wishes to submit this objection to the planning 
application for a 264  housing development North of Mowbreck Lane (App No 
08/1072). Wesham Action Group believes that this outline application breaches 
several planning policies and should therefore be refused. The grounds for 
which we believe it should be refused are based on the following areas 

����  Housing  

����  Housing Availability 

����  Sustainability 

����  Affordable Housing 

����  Current Market and Demand 

����  Ecology 

����  Ecological Survey 

����  Mitigation and Landscaping Proposals 

����  Planning Statement 

����  Infrastructure 

����  Shopping Leisure and Local Services 

����  Health Service 

����  Transport 

����  Amenities 

����  Agricultural  

1.2 Housing Supply Allocation  

Metacre’s Planning Statement concludes that their proposal should be approved 
based on the lack of available development land in Fylde Borough.  This is 
flawed as there is currently a demonstrable potential 6.7yr availability  of 
Brownfield sites awaiting planning approval in the Borough of which only 47% of 
these outstanding applications would need approval to meet the 5 year 
minimum requirement.   These Brownfield sites should be developed before 
reclassifying and approving Greenfield land for housing. The House of 
Commons Select Committee on Environmental Audit (Twelfth Report) supports 
this approach by stating that the Government “should introduce a clear 
sequential test in favour of Brownfield development”: Further evidence  of the 
Housing Land Availability and Release in the Borough  can be found in section   
1.2.  
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1.2.1 Sustainability 

Within PPS 7 Sustainability All developments in rural areas should be well 
designed and inclusive, in keeping and scale  with it’s location, and sensitive to 
the character of the countryside and local distinctiveness. Wesham has 
approximately 1400 dwellings prior to the 2 recent developments at Derby Road 
(201 dwellings) and Weeton Road (109 dwellings). If the  Mowbreck Lane site 
(264 dwellings) is granted  permission this would mean that Wesham has 
increased in dwelling size by 41%. This does not meet the requirements in 
terms of scale . 

In addition, any building on Greenfield Sites affect the sustainability of 
Brownfield Sites. For example Derby Road has been ‘mothballed’ due to the 
economic downturn, if this proposal was granted this would affect the ability of 
the current builder to complete the Derby Road Site . thereby making this 
Brownfield Site development unsustainable. By making Brownfield Sites 
unsustainable this will create pockets of wasteland within the community, 
reducing the quality of the community environment  and working against the 
potential for cohesion .  

Further evidence  can be found in section 2.2 

1.2.2 Affordable Housing 

PPS 3 states that the provision of affordable housing of the right numbers and 
type in the right location and within mixed developments is a main driver in 
meeting housing needs. Fylde Borough Council commissioned Fordham 
Research to prepare a Housing Needs Survey – updated in 2004. The figures 
for Kirkham and Wesham show a need for 155 units ov er a 5 year period or 
31 units per annum . The developments that are approved or are awaiting 
planning permission in this sub area will meet this requirement. However, the 
needs of the other sub areas have hardly been addressed, especially in Lytham 
and St Annes. At present, it is clear that current levels of affordable housing 
provision are meeting the needs of the area, with some units now offered to 
those living elsewhere in the Borough. Creating more affordable homes in 
Wesham will simply force people to commute to work in other parts of the 
borough further undermining the already weak sustainability of this location. 

Further evidence that there is no need for Affordable Housing in Wesham can 
be found in section 2.3 

1.2.3 Current Market and Demand 

Approval of this application would contravene PPS3 Para 54, which states 
that to be considered the development must be able to achieve delivery of 
housing within 5 years.  Under the current Market conditions it is highly unlikely 
that developers will deliver 264 houses on the proposed site within the next 5 
years. 
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It would also contravene the recent recommendations of the House of 
Commons Select Committee on Environmental Audit (Twelfth Report), which 
state that in the current market downturn the Government should: 

����  ensure that an excess of land is not made available to developers 

����  urgently reintroduce a clear sequential test in favour of Brownfield 
development into planning policy. 

The Government's target of 3 million homes by 2020 is now unsustainable in 
view of the latest economic growth projections. The committee goes on to  
recommend 

“that the Government urgently reviews the assumptions on which the 3 million 
homes target was based and whether it is still justified on the basis of the latest 
economic growth projections, fundamental changes in the mortgage market and 
house prices which are falling anyway”.  

This trend has been demonstrated on a Local level in Wesham where there are 
many unsold properties and 104 incomplete homes on the Willow Fields 
development. 

At a National level there is a decline in new homes being started Figures from 
the National House-Building Council (NHBC) reveal: 

����  applications to start building new homes declined by 51% year-on-year in 
the three month period June to August 2008; 

����  the number of new developments beginning construction was down 65% 
in the same period  

Further evidence that this Greenfield application should NOT be approved in the 
Current Market Conditions can be found in section 2.4 

1.3 Ecological Assessment 

We are firmly of the opinion that the parts of the planning application concerned 
with the Ecology aspects are seriously flawed our main concerns are: 

����  The parts of the planning application concerned with wildlife conservation 
and ecology lacked sufficient detail to evaluate the site . 

����  The field survey has not included most of the open water bodies in and 
around the wetland areas and so has not given adequate 
consideration to the presence of protected species.  

����   The reports put forward within the mitigation and landscape proposals 
many of which could be potentially damaging to the Wesham Marsh 
Biological Heritage Site  and surrounding areas. 

1.3.1 The Ecological Survey 

The information supplied in the report appears to imply that a comprehensive 
survey was carried out to include all life stages of all species of amphibian likely 
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to be encountered on the site. The A survey carried out on only 3 days in May 
and June would not include a representative indication of the number of frogs, 
common toads or spawn of either species. Regular observers of the site 
reported  in 2007 Toads and Frogs as spawning as early as February through to 
mid March Outside of the mating and spawning period there is no reason for 
adults to be in fresh water. Whilst neither of these species benefit from the level 
of legal protection as that of the Great Crested Newt, Common Toad is a 
Biological Action Plan (BAP) target species. Both common toad and frogs breed 
and spawn in parts of all water bodies surveyed and are particularly abundant in 
at least one open water area within the BHS. 

There are serious concerns about the extent of which the ecological assessment 
was carried out. The number of ponds and ditches actually surveyed appears to 
be less than half of those that are within 500m of the site boundaries. The 
combined physical area of water bodies not surveyed is greater than those 
which were surveyed. Previous experience, proves that there is a high likelihood 
of encountering Great Crested Newt in Fylde ponds and habitats. This also 
gives rise to a serious concern regarding the   mention of the ‘distinctive plop’ 
possibly attributed to a water vole (3.2.6). The surveyor’s methods (2.1.3) only 
involved looking for the animals and listening. There was no mention of other 
widely used methods such as looking for burrows, droppings, footprints or 
grazed areas. 

1.3.2 Mitigation and Landscaping Proposals 

The ecological survey presents insufficient information to appreciate the BHS, 
the subsequent interpretation of this limited data is questionable and the 
proposal could well have a negative impact on the BHS.  The Ecology report 
makes suggestions that the mitigation proposals will benefit the biodiversity and 
possible enhance the BHS. We believe the major hydrological changes will  in 
fact cause damage to the BHS. We are extremely concerned in respect to the 
proposals to create a lake and reedbed area next to the BHS site. None of the 
reports and documents submitted in relation to this application give a 
satisfactory assurance that the drainage in or out of the BHS and surrounding 
associated wetland habitat will not be detrimentally affected by the development. 

The proposed maintenance work on Pond 5 will result in a change more likely 
for the worse than improve it. Pond 5 is a pond which is in an advanced stage of 
it’s lifecycle, it will still provide several years of fresh water and a good 
marshland habitat. It is connected in terms of distance to other aquatic features. 
There may seem to be little difference in habitat value between the hostile 
environments of an intensively farmed field vs. a housing estate but the impacts 
of farming practices can be lessened and reversed whereas a housing 
development will permanently destroy the pond. Clearing the pond would 
destroy a late succession habitat. New ponds (early succession) can easily be 
created whereas late successional ponds may take centuries or decades to 
develop. 
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Ponds are a Habitat Action Plan  priority feature, and a currently used best 
practice approach is to create new ponds rather than manage existing ones, 
allowing older ponds to remain. 

1.3.3 The Planning Statement 

Several sections of the Planning Statement (De Pol 2008) relating to 
biodiversity, enhancements and landscapes are incorrect or misleading and 
should not be considered as part of this planning application. We have listed the 
relevant sections in section 1.3. 

We have shown that the Ecological Survey and report (Gemmell 2008) has 
failed to include surveys of most of the open water bodies within the site and 
survey target area. The survey has not followed relevant guidance relating to 
methods and timing of surveys. The survey and report have not considered the 
hydrology of the BHS and surrounding area or the impacts of development. The 
report has made recommendations which neither ‘protect nor enhance’ the 
biodiversity of the development site or the BHS.  

We firmly believe the proposal would be likely to  damage the landscape 
character of the area and the wildlife and habitats of the site and surroundings. 

Therefore, without a more comprehensive survey the ecological importance of 
the locality of the site has not been totally assessed and therefore the true 
impact of the proposed development on both the BHS and surrounding area 
remains unknown. 

Further evidence can be found in section 3 

1.4 Infrastructure 

1.4.1 Shopping Leisure and Local Services 

PPS 6 section 1.3 states that when improving and developing Town Centre 
Provisions, Councils should seek to enhance consumer choice by making 
provision for a range of shopping, leisure and local services, which allow 
genuine choice to meet the needs of the entire community, and particularly 
socially-excluded groups. Based upon Wesham’s current facilities it is clear that 
the Government’s objective for a range of shopping, leisure and local services is 
not met. There are no public leisure facilities (sports centre), the range of shops 
in Wesham centre is very limited, with current residents relying heavily on the 
infrastructure in Kirkham, Blackpool, Preston and the general Fylde area.  

An additional 264 homes, which could introduce an additional population of 
between 264-1,056 to the community, will place an unacceptable burden on the 
Town’s services, especially when one accounts for the additional population 
brought to Wesham by the Willow Fields, (201-218 homes), and Crossing Gates 
developments, (101-107 homes) which are not yet complete These combined 
developments could add a further 2,350 residents to the Town.. Wesham faces 
a possible population growth of up to 72% when one accounts for all recent 
(stalled) developments and the proposed site on Mowbreck Lane, assuming a 
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majority of these households are families having 1.9 children (in line with 
recently published statistics regarding current (2007) fertility rates (which are 
now at 1980s levels) 

Wesham town centre does not mirror this section of the PPS6.  There has been 
little or no investment in the community in terms of industry nor any obvious 
initiatives/incentives to encourage growth of a retail, service nor manufacturing 
provision within Wesham. 

1.4.2 Health Services  

Dental facilities are not available for NHS patients in Kirkham and there is no 
Dentist currently located in Wesham. Medical facilities in Kirkham are potentially 
at their limit now with no additional capacity for the new developments already 
being built.  

The nearest Police station is only open to the public on a part-time basis – and 
this is located in Kirkham. The Police Authority were also not consulted and 
again, an increase in population impacts their strategic service planning.  

The Fire Brigade served on a part-time basis is located closest to Fyldes’ high 
risk area. An increased number of houses could be expected to place additional 
pressure on this (part time) service, and again, this service were not part of the 
consultation process.  The Fire Brigade Integrated Risk Management report 
(IRM) issued yearly takes no account of the current developments and the 
impact this will have on the ability of  the Fire Brigade to provide a safe service 
for Wesham . 

1.4.3 Transport.   

Within Wesham there is limited transport provision with the frequency of buses 
to surrounding areas running at only one per hour in off-peak times and there 
are limited travel options for journeys to work and weekend travel.  The railway 
station has only 8 designated  parking  spaces other than in surrounding streets 
and no disabled access other than a taxi service provided by Network Rail which 
is not available after 5pm .  

With completion of the two developments at Derby Road, Weeton Road and this 
proposed new development Wesham traffic could increase by 566 vehicles 
assuming 1 vehicle per household. Wesham roads are not designed to take this 
increase in traffic. The proposed Development’s access to Fleetwood Road 
indicates a high potential for accidents and the recent development at Weeton 
Road was prevented from having an access point onto Fleetwood Road, during 
early planning stages. Increased traffic along Fleetwood Road will also hinder 
access for the closely located Fire and Ambulance stations. The Mowbreck 
Lane access on to Fleetwood Road will present a  high accident risk due to 
parked cars providing  poor sight lines. 
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1.4.4 Amenities 

Wesham does not have any of the essential amenities such as secondary 
school, banks and medical facilities. The nearest amenities are in Kirkham. 
Getting to Kirkham as a pedestrian is possible (1.9km walking distance) 
although access for prams and buggies down Fleetwood Road is difficult due to 
cars, parking on the pavement. We would also like to draw your attention to 
some of the details within the Metacre Sustainability Statement and Comparison 
Study  the distances quoted  are incorrect  the table overleaf illustrates the 
Metacre distances and the true distances 

Metacre 
Sustainability 
Statement 
Reference 

Service 
Facility 

Institution of 
Highways 
Transportatio
n (IHT) 
Preferred 
Maximum 
Distance 

Metacre 
Distance 
from Site 

True 
Distance 

% Variation 
From IHT 
Preferred 
Maximum 
distance 

5.1.15 Bank 800 M 1200M 1900 M 137% 

5.1.7 Secondary 
School 

2000M 1300 M  2600 M 30% 

5.1.9 Doctor 1000M 1100M 1750M 75% 

5.1.9 Dentist 1000M 1200M 1700M 70% 

5.1.9 Pharmacy 1000M 600M 1750M 75% 

   using the walking option 

Table 1-1 True distances of Facilities within Wesha m 

As can be seen from the above table the key facilities are well outside the 
Institute of Highways Transportation (IHT) Guidelines maximum recommended 
distances and the site is not well served for the key facilities unless transport is 
available.   

1.4.5 General Infrastructure Comments 

The full impact of the two partly finished developments in the Town have not yet 
been experienced with respect to demand upon Wesham Town infrastructure. 
The lack of an industrial infrastructure means occupants of the proposed 
development will likely work outside the town – causing continued reliance on 
cars. The Metacre submitted Traffic Census was not comprehensive, nor 
reflective of reality.  A more complete understanding of the traffic flow for the 
area is required. 

http://www.multimap.com/
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Further evidence can be found in section 4 

1.5 Agricultural Land 

The Metacre Planning Statement (6.11.v) quotes that “the land is predominately 
classified as grade 3b”. Wesham Action Group also notes that recent 
documentation from Metacre points to a letter from FCRA in 1998. There is no 
evidence from this report which mentions that a soil analysis  was conducted.   

A recent independent soil assessment (initiated by the farmer) classifies the soil 
as predominately Grade 1 & 2, based on the Agricultural Land Classification. 
Wesham Action Group has not provided further evidence of this as it believes 
that has been extensively covered in a previously submitted objection from 
Pickervance Farm. However Wesham Action Group does consider that this 
should be a key point for consideration by the planning officers and the 
Development Control Committee (DCC) as it clearly breaches PPS7. Use of this 
land for building is therefore against Fylde Borough Councils Policy (EP22) and 
Government Policy (PPS7), which state  

“development will not be permitted, which will involve the permanent loss of the 
best and most versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 & 3a)”.  

1.6 Conclusion 

Wesham Action Group has provided demonstrable evidence as to the reasons 
why this Outline Planning Application should be rejected. We firmly believe that 
this Mowbreck Lane site, on prime agricultural land should not be considered for 
development as; the proposed application breaches several key Planning Policy 
rules; and as our evidence on housing availability  proves there is ‘no need’ to 
consider this site. 

Should future conditions change such that there is evidence of an overwhelming 
need to consider this agricultural site then we would expect that; all the available 
Brownfield Land has been exhausted; and any application will be able to comply 
with the prevailing Planning Policy rules. 

Wesham Action group would welcome the opportunity to discuss this document 
with Fylde Borough Council’s Planning Officers. 
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Detailed Objections 

2 Housing Land Availability and Release in the 
Borough 

2.1 Housing Land Availability 

The proposal from Metacre Ltd submits that there is lack of available land for 
FBC to meet the recommended 5 year RSS requirement of 306 houses per 
annum (Planning Statement 6.2).  This forms one of the core arguments of their 
proposal, to grant their application to develop a Greenfield site on high quality 
working agricultural land, outside the settlement boundary. This submission is 
not correct and should therefore be rejected, as there are sufficient existing 
Brownfield site applications awaiting decision by the Council, to meet the 
required housing demand for the next 6.7 years. 

Table 1-2 below is based on the ‘Average annual requirement to the end of 
Regional Spatial Strategy period’     Table 1-3 provides a summary of the 
currently committed and proposed housing developments.   

RSS housing requirement/target for Fylde Borough: 2003 to 2021 i.e. 18 years 5,500 

RSS target 2003/2004 to 31-Mar-08: 5 yrs x 306 1,530 

Dwellings completed 2003/04 to 31-Mar-08 1,119 

Shortfall 411 

Residual requirement to end of RSS period: 5,500 – 1,119 4,381 

Average annual requirement to end of RSS period: 4,381 / 13 years 337 

Five year requirement: 5 x 337 1,685 

Table 1-2 Fylde Borough 5-Year Housing Requirement  

Notes: 

1. At 31st March 2008 

2. From Table 15-B: Housing Monitoring Report against the Regional Spatial 
Strategy in the FBC Housing Land Availability Schedule 31st March 2008 

 

Housing Supply Total Sub-
Total 

Years Supply 
@337/Yr 

With permission – under construction 
31/03/08* 

727 727 2.2 years 

With permission – not yet started* 454 1181 3.5 years 

Application to be decided – 
Brownfield** 

1,081 2,262 6.7 years 

     Table 1-3 Years Supply of Housing 

* From FBC Housing Land Availability Schedule 21st March 2008 
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** Refer to Table 1-4 

Brownfield Applications required to meet 5 years su pply 504 1685 5.0 years  

Only 47% (504) of dwellings on the existing Brownfield site applications require 
permission to fulfil the remaining housing requirements for the next 5 years. 
Should all existing Brownfield site applications be granted this would provide 6.7 
years supply. 
These figures do not include additional ‘windfall’ Brownfield sites that are 
expected to become available in the next couple of years, e.g. the old 
government buildings on Moorland Road, St.Annes; the old Land Registry site at 
Lytham; and the old Henthorne’s Building Suppliers land in Kirkham. Although 
PPS3 (Section 59) states that windfall sites should not be included in the first 
ten years it does say consideration should be given based on Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment, i.e. where there has been no previous housing 
allocation or permission. 

PPS3.1 states that ‘Greenfield sites should not be used unless all Brownfield 
options have been exhausted’. Therefore the current Brownfield site applications 
should be allocated sequentially in the Borough before any Greenfield site 
applications are allowed. Especially where applications, such as this, propose to 
use high quality working agricultural land.  

The House of Commons Select Committee on Environmental Audit (Twelfth 
Report) backs up this policy by stating that the Government should introduce a 
clear sequential test in favour of Brownfield development: 

“Where new homes should be built  

The Government should ensure that, in the current market downturn, an excess 
of land is not made available to developers, something which is already leading 
to Greenfield sites being developed in preference to Brownfield sites. As a key 
to this, the Government should urgently reintroduce a clear sequential test in 
favour of Brownfield development into planning policy. It should clarify whether 
its target for 60% of new housing to be built on Brownfield land will be applied to 
the 3 million new homes to be built by 2020. The Government should investigate 
the potential of vacant buildings to provide new housing.” 

There is a 5 year supply of Brownfield land and more, subject to FBC 
addressing the backlog of applications to be decided. Table 3 below provides 
details of these applications; some have been pending decision for over a year.   

Location Ref Capacity  Registered  Status 

Council Offices, Wesham  03/066
8 

47 04/07/03 Lapsed 

Sunnnybank Mill, Kirkham 05/047
3 

55 23/05/05 Outline 

Ashtons Nurseries, Mythop 
Rd Lytham 

07/126
4 

10 10/12/07 Outline – approx 10 

Petros House, St Annes 07/131
4 

48 21/12/07 Withdrawn 
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Location Ref Capacity  Registered  Status 

Kwik Save, St Annes 07/127
7 

48 17/01/08 Sheltered housing 

Fairways, Healey Road, St 
Annes 

08/009
2 

20 01/02/08 Outline 

Lytham Quays Phase 2 – 
Dock Rd 

08/047
6 

350 03/07/08 Outline  

Grassington Road, St 
Annes 

08/076
5 

31 11/08/08 Full - 31 net after 
demolition 

Elswick Industrial Park 08/082
9 

10 03/09/08 Outline – approx. 
10 

68 North Promenade, St 
Annes 

08/085
3 

14 12/09/08 Full 

Corner Garage, Warton 08/100
0 

14 13/11/08 Outline 

Land at Pontins, Squires 
Gate 

08/104
9 

370 15/12/08 Outline 

Next to Stanways, Lytham 08/035
3 

55 02/02/09 Outline 

Former Clovelly Rest 
Home 

09/004
5 

9 04/02/09 Full - Conversion to 
flats 

Total  1,081   

Table 1-4 Availability of Brownfield Sites 

Whilst the average target of 337 dwellings per annum over the next 5 years has 
been used in this assessment this is not a statutory annual requirement; this is 
an outline average which can be met with increased building later in the plan 
cycle.   

42% (2300) of the required 5500 dwellings over 18 years (2003 to 2021) are 
either already constructed or in the process of being constructed. This leaves 
just 3200 dwellings to be built over the next 13 years. Given the slow down in 
demand due to the current economic climate it could be a couple of years before 
demand picks-up. Over this 13 year period ‘windfall’ Brownfield sites will have 
become available and the proposed Growth Point Hub, junction 4 M55 should 
have commenced. These will provide significant additional capacity within Fylde, 
thereby fulfilling the 18 year plan requirements. 

Proposal Section 6.8 states that where the Local Development Framework 
(Core Strategy) and Development Plan Document are not in place then refusal 
on prematurity grounds would seldom be justified.  However, conversely, 
acceptance of a development where the LDF and DPD are not complete and as 
such a thorough examination of available land for development has not been 
concluded should not be a signal to give carte blanche permission to build on 
high quality working agricultural land outside the settlement area. 
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2.2 Sustainability of the Proposed Development 

The Metacre proposal presents a statement of the sustainable credentials of this 
development.  However, PPS7 defines Sustainable as meeting the requirements 
of the local community, building houses close to amenities, leisure facilities and 
to jobs. This site is outside the settlement area, not close to amenities, leisure 
facilities or jobs. (See Section 1.4.4)  

PPS7 states that  

“All Developments in rural areas should be well designed and inclusive, in 
keeping and SCALE with its location, and sensitive to the character of the 
countryside and local distinctiveness.” 

Proposal 6.19 states that  

‘the application site and the proposed development is considered (by the 
developer) to be of a scale and nature appropriate to the size of Kirkham and 
Wesham and would have the effect of rounding off the settlement’  

In fact we submit that this development, along with the two new estates in 
Wesham that are not yet complete, would increase the size of Wesham by 41%, 
(264 Mowbreck Lane + 201 Derby Rd + 109 Weeton Rd / 1400 existing 
dwellings) this is not in scale with it’s location. Neither does the site ‘round-off 
the settlement’. It extends the boundaries and ruins the character of the 
countryside and local distinctiveness by denying the current residents of 
marvellous countryside views out to the Bowland Fells. 

Proposal 6.19 also states that ‘The site is also well located in so far as the 
development would help to create sustainable socially inclusive communities.  
There is no evidence of this in the submission, this is purely conjecture on the 
part of the developer.  Such rapid increase in housing and being located on a 
limb outside the settlement boundaries does not encourage a cohesive 
community. 

Equally this development would make some (unfinished) Brownfield Sites 
unsustainable thus creating pockets of wasteland within the community and 
further reducing the quality of the community environment and working against 
the potential for cohesion. 

2.3 Affordable Housing Needs in Wesham 

Wesham has already had two recent developments creating a new stock of 
Affordable Housing.  There is no evidence to suggest Wesham is lacking in 
affordable housing, indeed other urban areas such as Lytham & St Annes have 
been identified as in need of more affordable housing.   

Creating more affordable homes in Wesham will simply force people to 
commute to work in other parts of the borough further undermining the already 
weak sustainability credentials in the proposal. 
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I. PPS 3 states that the provision of affordable housing of the right numbers 
and type in the right location and within mixed developments is a main driver in 
meeting housing needs. 

II. Fylde Borough Council commissioned Fordham Research to prepare a 
Housing Needs Survey – updated in 2004 - which shows in a 5 year projection, 
an annual need for 420 affordable homes in Fylde. The annual shortfall by sub-
areas tabled below shows the overwhelming needs of Lytham and St.Annes. 

Sub Area Backlog New 
need 

Existing 
supply 

Shortfall (per 
annum) 

Lytham 32 212 60 184 
St Annes 22 173 51 144 
Kirkham/Wesham 5 64 38 31 
Freckleton/Warton 5 59 36 28 
Remaining rural 
area 

13 47 27 33 

Total 77 555 212 420 

Table 1-5 Fordham Research Housing Needs survey 

III. This need influenced Fylde’s Supplementary Planning Guidance, 
requiring larger mixed developments to provide 40% and latterly 50% affordable 
homes. The aim was (and still is) to provide affordable units of the appropriate 
type closest to the areas of identified need. 

IV. The figures for Kirkham and Wesham show a need for 155 units over a 5 
year period (31x 5). Developments approved in this sub area, Weeton Road (43 
units), Derby Road (80 units), and the proposed development at Sunnybank Mill 
in Kirkham (23 units), together with smaller social housing infill, will meet this 
requirement. However, the needs of the other sub areas have hardly been 
addressed, especially in Lytham and St Annes. As the needs generally are high, 
the key delivery mechanism for Affordable Housing is as a major component on 
larger mixed development projects. Thus the only way to meet the local 
affordable housing needs in these under-achieving sub- areas is to prioritise 
development at those locations with full affordable housing proportionality. 

V. At present, as elements of the new build at Derby and Weeton Roads, 
come on stream, it is clear that these levels of affordable housing provision are 
meeting the needs of the area, with some units now offered to those living 
elsewhere in the Borough. Shared equity property sales are proving largely 
unsuccessful, and many properties earmarked for this have been converted 
(some temporarily) to the social rented sector. 

VI. The need for more affordable/social housing in Wesham cannot be 
demonstrated for the next 5 years, whereas there is a huge unmet demand in 
other areas of the Borough. The over provision of affordable housing in Wesham 
for the wider benefit of the whole Borough, neither meets the clearly identified 
housing need, nor the test of sustainability. 
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VII. It is therefore essential that sites that can meet this need in the 
appropriate locality are identified and developed before any 
consideration of any sites in Wesham.  

2.4 Current Market Conditions 

The Government's target of 3 million homes by 2020 is now unsustainable in 
view of the latest economic growth projections.   

The House of Commons Select Committee on Environmental Audit (Twelfth 
Report) recommends  

“that the Government urgently reviews the assumption s on which the 3 
million homes target was based and whether it is st ill justified on the basis 
of the latest economic growth projections, fundamen tal changes in the 
mortgage market and house prices which are falling anyway”.  

At a National level there is a decline in new homes being started 1: 

����  Figures from the National House-Building Council (NHBC) reveal 
applications to start building new homes declined by 51% year-on-year in 
the three month period June to August 2008; 

����  the number of new developments beginning construction was down 65% 
in the same period 

This trend has been demonstrated on a local level in Wesham where there are 
many unsold properties and 104 incomplete homes on the Willow Fields 
development.  

PPS3 states that to be considered the development must be able to achieve 
delivery of housing within 5 years.  Under the current Market conditions, due to 
a decline in housing demand, and the resulting ‘mothballing’ of existing local 
developments it is highly unlikely that developers will deliver 264 houses on the 
proposed site within the next 5 years. 

In addition, any building on Greenfield Sites affects the sustainability of 
Brownfield Sites. For example, if this proposal was granted this would affect the 
ability of the current builder to complete the Willow Fields development, thereby 
making the Brownfield Site unsustainable. 

This Market downturn therefore means there is no urgency to allocate this site in 
isolation from competing and potentially more sustainable sites. FBC should 
therefore refuse this application and rather seek to use this time to fall inline with 

                                                   
 

1 Sustainability Statement & Comparison Study 
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the House of Commons Select Committee recommendations and “urgently 
reintroduce a clear sequential test in favour of Br ownfield development” 2. 

                                                   
 

2 The House of Commons Select Committee on Environmental Audit (Twelfth 
Report) 
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3 Ecological & Landscape 

This part of the W.A.G submission deals with the following 

����  Ecological Assessment by Dr Raymond Gemmell, Report,  

����  The Cooper Partnership Landscape and Visual Assessment Evaluation 
the Design and Access Statement (John Wilson Associates/De Pol)  

����  Related sections of the De Pol Planning Statement. 

The Ecological reports were analysed by Terence Blackburn and Harry Smith.  

Terence has lived in Wesham just over three years. He is currently employed as 
a Park Ranger and involved in the management of a Local Nature Reserve and 
two Biological Heritage Sites around Preston. He has a BSc (Hons) in Ecology 
and a BTEC HND in Ecology and Conservation Management. He has worked in 
the public, private and voluntary sectors in wildlife conservation related roles for 
many years. He holds Natural England licences allowing him to work with and 
survey various bat species and Great Crested Newts.  

Harry has lived in Wesham for more than 60 years. He is a retired analytical 
chemist and a Member of the Royal Society of Chemistry by degree, a course 
that included biology and the study of the chemistry of Natural Products. He has 
been visiting Wesham Marsh and the surrounding countryside for many years, 
long before it was designated a BHS. His interests include cycling, bird watching 
and fishing, which have allowed him to observe, for many years, the wildlife of 
the Fylde. More recently Harry has been involved in amphibian and Water Vole 
surveys at the Wesham BHS and adjacent farmland. 

The applicant states that the detail of landscaping and conservation is a subject 
for reserved matters. We believe that the reports and recommendations are 
inaccurate and incomplete and do not comply with good practice in landscaping 
and conservation and therefore these matters should be addressed as a matter 
of urgency at this stage of the planning process and not left for reserved 
matters. 

We believe : 

����  the parts of the planning application concerned with wildlife conservation 
and ecology lacked sufficient detail to evaluate the site. 

����  the field survey has not included most of the open water bodies in and 
around the wetland areas and so has not given adequate consideration to 
the presence of protected species. 

����  the reports put forward mitigation and landscape proposals many of which 
could be potentially damaging to the Wesham Marsh Biological Heritage 
Site and surrounding areas. 

Due to the failings of these reports and proposals the proposed development 
would not conform with adopted Local Plan Policy EP 17, Regional 
Planning Policy EM1 and Planning Policy PPS9.  
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For the benefit of Planning Officers and the Development Control Committee, in 
the following sections we present further detail of the grounds of our objections.   

3.1 Ecological Survey 

3.1.1 Amphibians 

We wish to bring to your attention our concerns in relation to the Great Crested 
Newt, and other amphibian, surveys. The information supplied in the report 
appears to imply that a comprehensive survey was carried out and included all 
life stages of all species of amphibian likely to be encountered on the site. The 
survey carried out in May and June would not  include a representative 
indication of the number of frogs, common toads or spawn of either species. 
Counting clumps of frog spawn and numbers of adult toads are standard 
methods of survey for these two species3. Bottle trapping and torch searches as 
was carried out for the Metacre report would not be appropriate techniques to 
survey frog and toad populations in May or June as the adults will have 
commenced migration.  In 2007, in this area, the first observed frog spawn was 
in the third week of February. Toads were spawning by mid-March. Outside of 
the mating and spawning period there is no reason for adults to be in fresh 
water bodies, though a proportion of a population may remain there. Whilst 
neither of these species benefit from the level of legal protection as that of the 
Great Crested Newt, the Common Toad is a Biological Action Plan (BAP) target 
species. Both common toad and frogs breed and spawn in parts of most of the 
water bodies that were surveyed and are particularly abundant in at least one 
area within the BHS4.  

3.1.2 Ponds 

Whilst we acknowledge that the methods of bottle trapping, torch and egg 
search are appropriate techniques for newt species, we are concerned that the 
area of search around the BHS and development site boundaries appears to be 
extremely limited. The number of ponds and ditches actually surveyed appears 
to be less than half of those that are within 500m of the site boundaries. In 
addition to the ponds and ditches in the results tables (Appendix 1 –5) the 
following have not been surveyed or are mentioned only in notes. 

����  An additional ditch/pond within the wetland running east to west (at the 
northern end of the Lateral Ditch – BHS site). This does not appear on 
maps but is mentioned as being Pond 4 and inaccessible (notes Table 5) 
5  

                                                   
 
3 Gent & Gibson 1998 
4 pers comm. (T Blackburn) 2008 
5 There appears to be some inconsistency in the report as to the Lateral and Transverse ditches. 
The map on appendix 2 (Gemmell 2008) shows the Lateral ditch running north/south and the 
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����  An area of open water toward the centre of the northern half of the BHS. 6 

����  A ditch running most of the length of the west and northern BHS boundary 
and connecting to Pond 4.7 

����  A pond in the field immediately north east of the site. 

����  A pond in the small plantation woodland east of Pond 1 

����  A pond east of Pond 4 which may be outside the 500m limit. 

Besides missing, or ignoring some of the open water bodies listed above, the 
report tells us that ‘Pond 4’ was not surveyed because it was ‘inaccessible’ 
(3.4.9) and no trapping or torch searches were carried out in most of the ditches 
(3.4.15 &  3.4.16). (Gemmell 2008).  Pond 4 is accessible and could have been 
surveyed.  

The Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (5.4 Survey Area) states  

‘Ponds should not be excluded simply because they appear superficially 
unsuitable and ponds containing fish should not always be disregarded as newt 
habitats’  

 (English Nature 2001) 

The combined physical area of water bodies not surveyed  is greater  than 
those which were surveyed. All the water bodies not surveyed contain suitable 
habitat in terms of egg laying plants, connectivity to other water bodies, have 
very little flow and good adjacent terrestrial habitat. The presence of fish does 
not definitively make a water body unsuitable for newt (or other amphibian 
species) when it is part of such a high density/cluster of water bodies, high 
quality habitat and connectivity. We are sure that, from previous experience, 
FBC Planners must be aware of the high likelihood of encountering Great 
Crested Newts in Fylde’s ponds and habitats.  

                                                                                                                                                         
 
Transverse running east/west. These are described as being the opposite in 3.4.13 & 3.4.14 
(Gemmel 2008).    
6 It is difficult to tell, from the illustrations in the report’s appendices (Gemmell 2008) exactly where 
Pond 4 is. In appendix 2 Pond 4 is shown as being toward the eastern boundary of the BHS. Other 
appendices show an area of bare mud or a pond in a more central area. Assuming Pond 4 is the 
area of open water at the eastern boundary then there is one other area of open water west of this 

 

7 These ditches may be the ones described in 3.4.15 & 3.4.16 Notes Table 5 (Gemmell 2008) all of 
which include habitat highly suited to newts laying eggs.  The three ponds listed above all appear 
on the map presented in Appendix 2 (Gemmel 2008). ‘Pond 6’ appears in notes for Table 5 but 
does not appear on any map.  

 



 

   22 of 57       � www.weshamction group.co.uk 

3.1.3 Birds 

One of the qualifying features for BHS site selection was the bird populations, in 
particular wildfowl and waders (Anon 2007). That this ecological survey has 
failed to include or evaluate most of the wetlands must bring into question the 
reliability of the bird survey.  

Other detail, from the Ecological Survey (Gemell 2008), of concern were 

3.1.4 Water Voles  

The mention of the ‘distinctive plop’ possibly attributed to a water vole (3.2.6). 
The surveyor’s methods (2.1.3) only involved looking for the animals and 
listening. There was no mention of other widely used methods such as looking 
for burrows, droppings, footprints or grazed areas8. 

3.1.5 Plants 

The assemblage of plants, partially listed in 3.1.20 (Gemmell 2008), are mainly 
wetland species which could be detrimentally affected by interruptions to the 
surface and ground water systems caused by building in the catchment. 
Flowering Plants and Ferns were one of the features for which the site was 
designated a BHS (Anon 2007).  

3.1.6 Spider 

There is a  historic report of a ‘nationally local status’ spider, but no further 
mention is made of species, protection status or any attempt to consider it within 
the survey of the development site or BHS. ( 3.1.21 ) (Gemmell 2008) 

3.1.7 Bats 

There was no check or survey for the presence of bats in the buildings proposed 
for demolition. (3.2 – Gemmell 2008) Both Pipistrelle species and Brown Long 
Eared bat are found in the area and are species that will roost in dwellings and 
other buildings. Bats can be observed in the evenings the full length of 
Mowbreck Lane. We would suggest that a comprehensive  bat survey is 
requested and that it is carried out an appropriate time of year (between March 
and October). (JNCC 1999) 

3.1.8 Reptiles 

Reptiles are described as being ‘rare in the Fylde’ and therefore not considered 
any further (3.5). The Fylde coast is known to support Common Lizard and we 
know of one recent record of Slow Worm from the Kirkham area (SD435326) as 
well as anecdotal evidence from another nature reserve in the area (disused rail 
line SD394334). 

                                                   
 
8 Strachan 1998) 
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3.1.9 Deer  

3.2.9 There is a suggestion that the lack of dense woody cover makes the 
habitat unsuitable for deer, yet Roe Deer are regularly seen in the area both in 
the proposed development site and the BHS.   

Having carried out a survey which appears to have fallen well short of it’s 
objectives the report suggests ‘there are no sensitive habitats or site of 
substantive ecological importance in the locality of the site that could be 
adversely affected by disturbance or by any other effects of the proposed 
development.’  (Gemmell 2008).  

We trust that we have demonstrated that the applica nt is no position to 
have determined the ecological importance of the lo cality of the site and 
has not assessed the impacts of the proposed develo pment. 

3.2 Mitigation & Landscaping Proposals 

In the title of the Ecology report, the introductory sections and thereafter, the 
suggestion is made that the mitigation proposals will benefit biodiversity and 
possibly enhance and extend the BHS. The ecological survey presents 
insufficient information to appreciate the BHS, the interpretations of these data 
are questionable and the resultant proposals may have an overall negative 
impact on the BHS.  

These negative impacts will result from expected major hydrological changes 
caused by the development and inappropriate landscaping which the developer 
forwards as ‘mitigation measures and enhancements’. As the Cooper 
Partnership Partnership  Landscape & Visual Assessment  draws on information 
from the Ecological Assessment and the Design and Access Statement (John 
Wilson/De Pol) , we believe that parts of these reports are also of concern.  

It is possible that some of the proposals for the site itself (tree planting) may 
lead to an increase in some fauna associated with woodland or scrub areas. 
However, there is nothing in the reports to suggest that these proposals would 
be appropriate or sustainable.  

3.2.1 Ponds 

Other measures, such as the proposed maintenance work on Pond 5, would 
result in a change but this change would be more likely to be for the worse 
rather than the better. Pond 5 is an example of a pond in an advanced stage of 
succession but with several decades remaining of providing a fresh-water or 
marshy habitat. It is sited in an arable field but well connected with its 
surroundings in terms of distance to other aquatic features. Clearing the pond 
would destroy a late succession habitat. New ponds (early succession) can 
easily be created whereas late successional ponds may take centuries or 
decades to develop. There may seem to be little difference in habitat value 
between the hostile environments of an intensively farmed field vs. a housing 
estate but the impacts of farming practices can be lessened and reversed 
whereas a housing development is a permanent ‘kiss of death.’ It is interesting 
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to note that the developer’s proposed recommendations include measure to 
provide terrestrial refuges for amphibians, which their surveys suggest may only 
be present in low numbers and invertebrates which they did not survey. 
Consequently, these treatments may be of no benefit whatsoever. Ponds are a 
Habitat Action Plan priority feature, and a currently used best practice approach 
is to create new ponds rather than manage existing ones, allowing older ponds 
to remain. 

3.2.2 Hedges 

Other mitigation includes protection of hedgerows (a Habitat Action Plan priority 
feature) but it should be noted that no new hedgerows and no maintenance of 
existing hedgerows are proposed. What is proposed is a net loss of hedgerow 
length as some entrances would require hedgerow removal. The fragmentation 
of the hedges, by both taking out stretches and separation by hard 
development, is likely to amount in a high negative impact to the hedges habitat 
value.  

3.2.3 Mounds 

At a number of places over the site the developer proposes the use of tree 
covered earth bunds as screening and to help with habitat creation. We feel that 
such mounds would not contribute to the habitat value of the scrub areas and 
only have a limited effect in terms of visual screening. We are concerned that 
tree covered mounds are not a landscape feature encountered in the Fylde 
Plains and that planting on mounds of imported soils may be detrimental to the 
establishment of trees and make aftercare (such as mulching or mowing) 
difficult. 

3.2.4 Woodlands 

In other parts of the site the developer has included woodland habitat in the form 
of a thin woodland running across the northern edge of the built development. 
Part of this band would include the planted bunds. We appreciate that 
increasing the amount of woodland is a desirable conservation and landscape 
objective in the Fylde but would question whether it would be wise to include 
woodland planting so close to an open wetland habitat. One of reasons for the 
BHS designation was the sites wetland bird interest. Many of the bird species 
are ground nesting and may not use a habitat with nearby tree cover. A number 
of these species are very sensitive to human disturbance and the inclusion of 
the woodland rides would provide informal paths to the BHS boundaries. The 
Landscape & Visual Assessment (3.4) refers to Regional Spatial Strategy Policy 
EM1(D) to qualify the woodland plantings but we would question whether this is 
wise when it may have a negative impact on an adjoining existing conservation 
site? In the same paragraph the Cooper report also refers to sustainable 
management, yet as is the case for the whole conservation and landscape 
proposals, there are questionable methods and no reassurances of any future 
management.   
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3.2.5 Lake & Reedbed 

We are extremely concerned in respect to the proposals to create a lake and 
reedbed area next to the BHS site. None of the reports and documents 
submitted in relation to this application give a satisfactory assurance that the 
drainage in or out of the BHS and surrounding associated wetland habitat will 
not be detrimentally affected by the development. The Landscape & Visual 
Assessment rightly refers to the ‘bowl’ in which the wetland sits and it is likely 
that a significant amount of surface and groundwater from this catchment 
charges the wetland. We are concerned that the creation of a lake and reedbed 
will divert water that would otherwise have entered the BHS and thus contribute 
toward the drying up of the southern end of the BHS and the adjoining field 
which already has, or is developing, the same features as the BHS. In respect to 
the Phragmites reedbed, whilst we appreciate this is a Priority Habitat, we would 
question whether it is appropriate to introduce a plant which usually dominates 
an area so close to a habitat that already has a dominant plant type (Juncus) 
and supports a community worthy of protection.  The inference, by the 
developer, is that the lake and reedbed potentially extend the BHS. A BHS is a 
designation assigned by a local authority, the Wildlife Trust and the Statutory 
Nature Conservation Organisation (SNCO) using carefully considered 
guidelines, and cannot simply be attained because an interested party thinks it 
deserves it.  

3.2.6 Grassland 

Further areas of concern are that the planting schedule put forward in the 
Landscape & Visual Assessment contains not only many non-native garden 
varieties but also species that would not naturally occur in this part of the Fylde 
(e.g. beech, heathers). In the Ecological Survey report an MG5 grassland 
community is suggested for woodland glades and rides. Whether introduced by 
seed or plug plant, it is the management treatments afterwards that result in 
species rich grasslands and it would be impractical to manage woodland paths 
as meadow or pasture. This MG5 seed mix is also put forward as constituting 
Priority Habitat ‘wild flower grassland’ on the screenbanks in 7.7 & 7.8 but no 
convincing management regimes are proposed and, as with all future 
management, none is assured.   

3.3 Other Issues 

Other issues with the Landscape and Visual Assessment (Cooper Partnership 
2008) 

3.3.1 Section 4 

4.5 appears to suggest that the landscape is dominated by roads, masts, pylons 
& dense settlement, this is certainly not the case, which any visit to the site 
would have shown. Compare this description with 5.3 overleaf.  
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‘the site and surrounding area is comprised mainly of gently undulating 
landscape with drainage channels and marl pit field ponds’.  

(Cooper Partnership 2008). 

3.3.2 Section 5 

5.6 Gives an incorrect agricultural land class. 

5.9 Says there is no ecological designation to the marsh. The BHS is  a non-
statutory designation. Also only gives assurance of retention of ponds and 
hedges ‘where possible’ i.e. no assurance. 

5.12 (v) suggests ponds, hedges and woodlands could be strengthened through 
replanting and management. There are no proposals in the ecological report or 
the landscape report for appropriate replanting or management. 

3.3.3 Section 6 

6.1 (i) Presents the idea that the development being kept close to the ‘gentle 
bowl’ as being positive. This bowl is part of the water catchment area for BHS 
and other wetland areas and so should be viewed as a negative aspect of the 
development. Any development which reduces or alters the surface or 
groundwater entering the marsh would be likely to change the character of this 
wetland site. 

(ii)  There already is a strong northern boundary to Wesham. 

(iii)  Landscape proposals based on the ecology report which we have identified 
as  being likely to negatively impact on the BHS, flora, fauna and other features 
of conservation interest are presented here as protecting, extending and 
strengthening. 

(vi)  Claims existing features would be retained and extended (where 
appropriate). We could not find any examples of wholly retained features and no 
extension. 

6.2 Mounds would not be in keeping with landscape character. There is a 
mention of a new hedgerow here but we cannot find this mentioned anywhere 
else. We also have concerns with the scrub planting, due to the inappropriate 
species included in the list in the appendices. 

6.4 Suggests the view has been created by the development, whereas the view 
has been severely limited, e.g. lost to most of the recreation area, the allotments 
and neighbouring properties. 

6.5 The pond would not be strengthened, just changed – possibly for the worse 
from an ecological perspective.    
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3.3.4 Section 7 

7.6 We note that the LVI findings indicate that most of the clear view to the east 
and north will be lost to the development. We appreciate that, according to the 
methodology (Sensitivity of Receptors), the appreciation of a view is a 
‘professional judgement’ but would ask for clarity on why some of the views are 
not significant because of ‘visual enclosure afforded by the landform and 
vegetation’. 

3.3.5 Section 8 

8.3(ii)  claims a long term gain due to the benefit of tree and hedge planting, this 
may only be the case if it was guaranteed to happen and some long term 
management was included.  

8.4(i) claims the site has few landscape character features. The site is fairly 
typical of the character of the Fylde plains i.e. few ‘features.’ 

8.5 states the site is defined by physical and landscape features. This appears 
to conflict with 8.4(i). 

3.3.6 Section 9 

9.2 Claims planted land would protect Wesham Marsh. We have pointed out 
that the ecological and landscape proposals offer no enhancement and no 
protection. 

9.3 Says proposals would follow landscape features – where do mounds fit into 
the Fylde landscape other than around developments? 

9.5 The proposal does not follow guidance of Regional Structure Strategy nor 
the  Local Plan because it changes and detracts from the character of the 
landscape and potentially damages a Biological Heritage Site. The Landscape 
and Visual Assessment does not follow good practice  because much of it 
is based on an incomplete ecological survey with po or interpretation and 
proposals.  

3.4 Planning Statement   

In relation to the Planning Statement (De Pol 2008), our comments on the 
Ecology and Landscape sections have bearing on the following paragraphs in 
the Statement; 

4.1 References to open space, landscapes, biodiversity enhancements and 
protection. These statements are incorrect and should be taken out of the 
proposal. 

4.4 & 4.5 Present proposals in a positive light, whereas we have demonstrated 
that they are more likely to be detrimental to biodiversity, habitats and 
landscapes. 

6.1 Final bullet point should be removed. 



 

   28 of 57       � www.weshamction group.co.uk 

6.11 (v) Gives wrong agricultural land classification and so should be removed. 

(vi & vii) . Both paragraphs rely on information of ecological and landscaping 
reports and so should be removed. 

6.14 First bullet point – refers to enhancement and protection and so is 
misleading. 

Fourth bullet point – refers to tree and hedge planting as complying with Local 
Plan policy EP14 and so is misleading. 

Sixth bullet point – implies recommendations from ecological report are 
beneficial and so are misleading. Also, no recommendations in either report are 
guaranteed to take place and there is no provision for medium or long term 
management, without which none of the proposals would be sustainable. 

6.19 Makes reference to extension and enhancement of BHS. There are no 
measures which would deliver enhancement of any existing conservation 
features and no extension of the BHS is planned. Therefore this paragraph 
should be ignored. 

6.24 First bullet point is misleading in its suggestion that the plan includes new 
biodiversity areas and habitats. 

7.2 Suggests the site has no ecological value and forwards that there would be 
biodiversity benefits as a result of proposals. As per previous comments, these 
statements are based on unsound information and should be ignored. 

We believe that the above sections are based on an unsatisfactory Ecological 
report and inaccurate  design proposals. Consequently all references to the 
application being in compliance with the Local Development Plan, Regional 
Spatial Strategy and Planning Policy Guidance are also unsound.     

3.5 Conclusion 

We believe that within this section of our Ecology submission the Ecology 
elements of the outline planning application should be disregarded because: 

����  The Ecological Survey and report (Gemmell 2008) has failed to include 
surveys of most of the open water bodies within the site and survey target 
area.  

����  The survey has not followed relevant guidance relating to methods and 
timing of surveys.  

����  The survey and report have not considered the hydrology of the BHS and 
surrounding area or the impacts of development.  

����  The report has made recommendations which neither ‘protect nor 
enhance’ the biodiversity of the development site or the BHS.  

The Landscape and Visual Assessment (Cooper Partnership 2008), by drawing 
on information from the ecology report (Gemmell 2008), makes 
recommendations which neither protect or enhancement biodiversity. These 
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proposals would be likely to  damage the landscape character of the area and 
the wildlife and habitats of the site and surroundings. 

Several sections of the Planning Statement (De Pol 2008) relating to 
biodiversity, enhancements and landscapes are incorrect or misleading and 
should not be considered as part of this planning application. We have listed the 
relevant sections in this submission.   
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4 Infrastructure 

4.1 Planning For Town Centres PPS6 

The Metacre planning statement does not take into account PPS6 guidelines on 
Town Centres. From the list of the town’s infrastructure in Appendix D, it is clear 
that the Government’s objective for a range of shopping, leisure and local 
services is not met (section 1.4 of PPS6).   

There is no public leisure facility (sports centre), the range of shops in Wesham 
centre is very limited, with current residents relying heavily on the limited 
infrastructure available in Kirkham, and wider available services in Blackpool, 
Preston and the general Fylde area. Within Wesham  itself there are no clothing 
retail outlets, shops selling general household goods, no fresh food outlets such 
as a butcher, fishmonger, nor a greengrocery (the Co-op provides a limited 
range of goods) . There are no banking facilities suitable to arrange and buy a 
range of banking services, the only ‘ banking’ facility available in Wesham town 
itself is an ATM. 

From section 1.3 :  

The Government’s key objective for town centres is to promote their vitality and 
viability by: 

planning for the growth and development of existing centres and �promoting and 
enhancing existing centres, by focusing development in such centres and 
encouraging a wide range of services in a good environment, accessible to all. 

From section 1.4 :  

There are other Government objectives which need to be taken account of in the 
context of the key objective in Paragraph 1.3 above: 
�  �enhancing consumer choice by making provision for a range of shopping, 

leisure and local services, which allow genuine choice to meet the needs of 
the entire community, and particularly socially-excluded groups; 

�  supporting efficient, competitive and innovative retail, leisure, tourism and 
other sectors, with improving productivity; and 

�  �improving accessibility, ensuring that existing or new development is, or will 
be, accessible and well-served by a choice of means of transport. 

The ‘genuine choice to meet the needs of the community’ is not in place now. 

An additional 264 homes, which could introduce an additional population of 
between 264-1,056 to the community, will place an unacceptable burden on the 
Town’s services, especially when one accounts for the additional population 
brought to Wesham by the Willow Fields, (201-218 homes), and Crossing Gates 
developments, (101-107 homes).These combined developments could add a 
further 2.350 residents to the Town 
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Wesham faces a possible population growth of up to 72% when one accounts 
for all recent (stalled) developments and the proposed site on Mowbreck Lane, 
assuming a majority of these households are families having 1.9 children (as 
referenced previously). 

Section 2.8 of PPS6 states “ 

“where a town centre is in decline local planning authorities should assess the 
scope for consolidating and strengthening these centres by seeking to focus a 
wider range of services there, promote the diversification of uses and improve 
the environment. Where reversing decline is not possible, local planning 
authorities should recognise that these centres may need to be reclassified at a 
lower level within the hierarchy of centres, and reflect this revised status in the 
policies applied to the area.” 

Wesham has lost butchers, general store, a bank and fishmongers, for example, 
and has at least 3 retail sites lying vacant now).  However, it goes on to state 
wherever possible  to retain vital services such as post offices and pharmacies.  
There is no pharmacy in Wesham, and it must be considered that the Wesham 
Post Office is under threat of closure given recent nationwide announcements. 

Section 2.16 asks Local Planning authorities to work with stakeholders and the 
community to identify deficiencies in existing centres.  This has not been done 
with respect to the proposed Mowbreck lane development, nor the 
developments at Crossing Gates and Willow Fields.   

4.1.1 PPS6 Section 2.19  

‘It is essential that town centres provide a high-quality and safe environment if 
they are to remain attractive and competitive.  Well-designed public spaces and 
buildings, which are fit for purpose, comfortable, safe, attractive, accessible and 
durable, are key elements which can improve the health, vitality and economic 
potential of a town centre. Policies for the design of development for main town 
centre uses, regardless of location, and for development in town centres, should 
promote high quality and inclusive design, in order to improve the character and 
quality of the area in which such development is located and the way it 
functions.’ 

We are concerned that such policies are not fully applied at this time, and we 
suggest  that assessing planning approval for this development is premature at 
best without recourse to a fully formed Borough Development Plan/Strategy. 

Wesham town centre does not mirror this section of the PPS6.  There has been 
little or no investment in the community in terms of industry nor any obvious 
initiatives/incentives to encourage growth of a retail, service nor manufacturing 
provision within Wesham.  If the new development is to be part of the 
community, then Wesham town itself needs to be able to serve the whole 
community.  The list of retail outlets in the attached Appendices clearly show 
that there is no depth of retail infrastructure. 
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Sections 2.23 to 2.25 of PPS6  mentions the handling of the night-time 
economy.  If the town is to support the proposed new development, it will fail in 
so far as there is little in the way of a night-time economy. There are three public 
houses and one Chinese Restaurant.  The restaurant may be suitable for a 
family but not the pubs certainly are not. Also there has been, and are, local 
issues with anti-social behaviour in Wesham centre. In the above sections the 
local planning authority is responsible for drawing up policies and proposals for 
leisure and the night-time economy, including policing.  

From the lack of such an economy, and since there are virtually no night-time 
amenities, the proposed new development will not be served, and residents will 
seek to spend their disposable income in either Kirkham, Blackpool or Preston 
or the wider Fylde area. 

PPS6 Section 2.49    

This section deals with accessibility to town centres and also states that jobs, 
shopping and leisure should be located in town centres wherever possible.  
Once again the amenities and jobs within Wesham are not there. 

2.58 in full:    

“The need for local shops and services is equally important within urban and 
rural areas. Local authorities should, where appropriate, seek to protect existing 
facilities which provide for people’s day-to-day needs and seek to remedy 
deficiencies in local shopping and other facilities to help address social 
exclusion. Using development plan documents, or where considered 
appropriate, other local strategies13, local authorities should take a positive 
approach to strengthening local centres and planning for local shops and 
services by working with stakeholders, including the private sector and the 
community. This should include: 
�  �assessing where deficiencies exist in the provision of local convenience 

shopping and other facilities which serve people’s day-to-day needs and 
identifying opportunities to remedy any deficiencies in provision; 

�  involving the local community and retailers.” 

The Local Authorities have not invested in Wesham centre.  The amenities are 
not there to service new population growths. 

4.2 Measuring Vitality And Viability: Health Checks (Se ction 4 of 
PPS6) 

4.4 In order to measure the vitality and viability, and monitor the health of their 
town centres and how this is changing over time, local authorities should 
regularly collect information, preferably in co-operation with the private sector, 
on the following key indicators: 

�  diversity of the main town centre uses (by number, type and amount of 
floorspace):  
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�  the amount of space in use for different functions – such as offices; 
shopping; leisure, cultural and entertainment activities; pubs, cafes and 
restaurants; and, hotels; 

�  �the amount of retail, leisure and office floorspace in edge-of-centre and out-
of-centre locations; 

�  �the potential capacity for growth or change of centres in the network: 
opportunities 

�  �retailer representation and intentions to change representation 
�  shopping rents 
�  �proportion of vacant street level property 
�  �commercial yields on non-domestic property  
�  �pedestrian flows (footfall): 
�  �accessibility: ease and convenience of access by a choice of means of 

travel, including  the quality, quantity and type of car parking; the frequency 
and quality of public transport services and the range of customer origins 
served; and, the quality of provision for pedestrians, cyclists and disabled 
people and the ease of access from main arrival points to the main 
attractions; 

�  �customer and residents’ views and behaviour: regular surveys will help 
authorities in monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of town centre 
improvements and in setting further priorities. Interviews in the town centre 
and at home can be used to establish views of both users and non-users of 
the centre, including the views of residents living in or close to the centre. 
This information could also establish the degree of linked trips; 

�  �perception of safety and occurrence of crime: should include views and 
information on safety and security, and where appropriate, information for 
monitoring the evening and night-time economy; and 

�  �state of the town centre environmental quality: should include information on 
problems (such as air pollution, noise, clutter, litter and graffiti) and positive 
factors (such as trees, landscaping and open spaces). 

Looking at the above Health-Check for the town, this strongly indicates that the 
Wesham centre can not adequately support an increased population.   

The town needs to have significant investment in it’s infrastructure, and 
investment or incentives for job creation prior to adding to the population in such 
a manner as housing developments.  However, at the point housing should be 
developed – Brownfield land should be used before Greenfield land. 

The Metacre WRDTA section 4.1.0 cites PPG13 paragraph 4 as “promoting 
accessibility to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and services by public transport 
walking and cycling and reduce the need to travel by car.’’ 

We would draw attention to the fact that there are few amenities in Wesham, 
and that whilst unemployment is relatively low, the number of skilled/semi skilled 
and manual jobs being advertised in the Wesham area are also low.  This 
suggests that the proposed development will not attract people seeking nor 
attending work in Wesham or Kirkham, but rather that their jobs will be outside 
the community, and thus the site becomes a dormitory group of dwellings on the 
outskirts of the town.  Such an event would limit the inclusion of these residents 
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into the Community, equally, the location (outer limit of Wesham’s ‘Urban 
sprawl’) would inhibit or restrict the ability of residents to become included in the 
Community. 

The CPRE submission (objection letter dated January 2009.) makes the valid 
point that this development is not in-line with the stated aims of PPG13 in that 
the development location does NOT promote accessibility to jobs, shopping etc 
due to location, lack of Wesham town infrastructure and the distances between 
those homes and these facilities. 

Other Principles outlined in the PPS1 and PPS7 documents mention that 
developments should ‘Maintain high and stable levels of economic growth and 
employment’  This proposal will do neither There is no evidence that there are 
new jobs being created in the local area which would sustain a new 
development of 264 houses.  Indeed there has been no such increase in 
available local employment to justify the increase in housing already built in 
Wesham, and the remaining houses yet to be built. 

Should the population increase by the estimates above due to the proposed and 
existing developments, the Wesham population will approach that of Kirkham, 
however residents of Wesham do not have access to the same or similar 
amenities found in Kirkham. 

4.3 Roads/Road access 

From the DT’s “Manual for Streets” section 3.8.3  

It is critical that as many issues as possible are resolved at the outline planning 
application stage so that they can receive thorough and timely consideration. 
This will help to make detailed planning applications or the consideration of 
reserved matters as straightforward as possible 

The access points onto Fleetwood Road and indeed Mowbreck Lane have not 
been clarified and resolved.  Given that recent housing developments have had 
access points modified at the planning stage (the Willow Fields’ original 
Mowbreck Lane access was changed and the Crossing Gates proposed access 
onto Fleetwood Road was changed) we would suggest that sufficient planning 
precedent was exhibited during these two recent developments that the Metacre 
proposal currently has no reasonable and safe access onto and off the 
development, and therefore should be rejected. 

Metacre’s WRDTA document states : 

����  The footpath shown on the Master Plan (Appendix G), running on the 
outside of the hedgerow along Mowbreck Lane, would actually narrow 
Mowbreck Lane further.  

����  Parking on the lane this lowers the width to approximately 4.6m.  The 
footpath reduces this width, which is contrary to the intent indicated in the 
Manual for Streets(Appendix E) by the DT Section 7. 
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The suggestion in Metacre’s WRDTA section 3.1.3 that traffic from Park Lane 
should share the proposed Spine Road to access Fleetwood Road, would likely 
cause a tailbacks on the Spine road at peak times, and place more pressure on 
the Fleetwood Road roundabout (Appendix F, pictures 4-6). . There only needs 
to be 4-5 cars waiting at the roundabout to prevent traffic leaving the proposed 
development.  A tailback in this position would in likely increase traffic on 
Mowbreck Lane as motorists used this access onto Fleetwood Road, an issue 
that has already been acknowledged in Metacre’s WRDTA section 3.1.3 and by 
the Wesham Town Council in response to previous development applications. 

The WRDTA also shows an entrance to the proposed site opposite Park Lane.  
HGV’s , farm traffic and delivery vehicles use this junction frequently to turn, 
which is one of the reasons why the road is splayed to such an extent. 
Additional traffic at this junction will pose a hazard to pedestrians and road users 
from the Mowbreck Caravan Park. 

The exit onto Fleetwood Road appears to be within 55m of the roundabout. Cars 
exiting the roundabout coming into Wesham from the M55, will have very little 
time to react to vehicles turning onto the roundabout from the proposed 
development.  A potential pedestrian crossing between the roundabout and the 
proposed exit road from the development, would place pedestrians into the path 
of fast moving traffic, and lead them onto a grass verge, not a footpath 

����  The Weeton Road development, Planning Application 05/1060 was 
commented upon by Alan Sharples (Town Clerk) of Medlar-with-Wesham 
Town Council.  This was a letter of 6th December 2006 stating that 

 “The crossing on Fleetwood Road must have pedestrian controlled traffic 
signals”.  This was not done and goes to the location of the proposed Mowbreck 
development pedestrian crossing mentioned above.” 

����  A letter of the 21 December 2006, again by Mr Sharples also shows traffic 
concerns with the building of the Weeton Road and Derby Road 
developments.  In summary it raises parking concerns, school safety, 
general road safety and introduction of traffic calming methods.  It also 
makes mention of an inevitable increase in traffic onto Park/Mowbreck 
Lane in order to access the M55,  

“compounding the already difficult manoeuvre turning out of Mowbreck Lane 
onto Fleetwood road.  Improvements at this Junction are essential” 

The proposed Mowbreck site will increase these problems.   

The addition of the 2 new roundabouts in Wesham centre has made no 
improvement to these traffic problems. (see Picture 2 Appendix F) 

Pictures 3 and 7 Appendix F show the restricted flow of traffic due to the need to 
park on pavements. 

A MORE COHERENT SUMMARY OF THE “JUNCTION CAPACITY MO DEL 
IS REQUIRED 
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The data about traffic volume and flow is not easy to understand,  and studies at 
different times of the year are required.  The time of the study in May was a 
snapshot and not representative of the reality experienced by existing residents.   

The study also takes no account of flooding at the road dip near Greenhalgh, 
nor the frequency of traffic incidents on that stretch of road.   

The number of off street car parking spaces that are mentioned in the Metacre 
proposal also leads to a concern if you look at the Weeton Road development 
the development is not yet fully populated but residents are already parking cars 
on the roadside and verges. 

4.4 Transport 

4.4.1 Rail  

It is part of the North West of England Regional Spatial Strategy SP5 to reduce 
the need to travel and to assist people to meet their needs locally, whilst 
ensuring all new development is genuinely accessible by public transport, 
walking and cycling. It goes on to say for journeys to work, 74% of residents 
travel by car, and it is estimated that around 20% of vehicles on the road during 
the morning peak period are associated with the school run. 

Wesham is a small semi rural town that has evolved around the train station and 
its Town Centre. Wesham Town Centre is predominantly made up of terraced 
houses and narrow roads with very limited off-road parking.  Provision of rail and 
bus services is also limited as is referenced in Metacre’s WRDTA 4.2.19 
document. Off peak  trains are hourly to Blackpool North and South as well as 
Manchester and every 2 hours to Preston.   

We would argue that this does not encourage train use by a ‘dormitory 
community’ (which is likely given points outlined earlier), for commute to 
employment.  Equally, for leisure and shopping, the use of a ‘car and park-and –
ride’ allows one to be in Preston in 25 minutes total time.  Return cost by train to 
Preston for a family of 4 would be £12.30 (Source: National rail Enquiries).  
Using the car and park-and ride scheme would cost £6-7.   

Of more concern is the railway station provision of amenities, and with reference 
to PPS6, the railway station that serves Kirkham and Wesham is located on the 
boundary of the two parishes.  The Wesham Residential Development Transport 
Assessment (WRDTA) produced by Metacre claims Kirkham and Wesham is a 
well equipped station with facilities including a staffed booking office during the 
daytime, CCTV, seated waiting areas and shelters.  In fact: 

����  There are eight parking spaces for the station and a drop off point for no 
more than 3 vehicles.  This is inadequate given the estimated population 
growth in the town, and certainly when one accepts the fact that the 
majority of new residents will likely need to commute to employment 
areas. 

����  There is no disabled access.  A steep flight of stairs makes a wheel chair 
user arriving at Wesham alone, unable to leave the platform – especially 
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when the station is unmanned (Appendix F, picture 1).  The station is not 
manned 24 hours.  

����  The Department of Transport’s document “Access All Stations” does not 
list any disabled access improvement work to be done at 
Kirkham/Wesham station during  2006-2015.  Part 3 of the Disability 
Discrimination Act 1995, specifies Disabled person’s right of access, this 
is not in-line with the stated policy of .PPS 6 section 1.4  

 ‘which allow genuine choice to meet the needs of the entire community, and 
particularly socially-excluded groups’. 

����  Sheltered seating areas are in the ticket office up a flight of stairs away 
from the platform.  The platform is exposed to the elements with only a 
shelter able to sit 12 people available on the actual platform.. 

����  There are no amenities, such as hot drinks or food provision. 

����  The station has been prone to vandalism as can be confirmed by the 
Community Policing Group. 

����  Due to only 8 available designated parking spaces, nearby residents 
already experience road congestion problems due to rail-users parking at, 
and around Station Road, for long periods according to reports – this 
issue also contributes to a significant road access issue discussed. 

����  The North & South Bus Stops are also in close proximity to the station 
entrance, restricting access and causing traffic flow issues. 

For all of these points we would suggest that the railway infrastructure does not 
currently meet the requirements of PPS6 section 1.4  and thus would certainly 
not meet the requirements of an expanded population. 

4.5 Buses   

Metacre's WRTDA document section 5.4 regarding bus services notes that for 
Saturday evening and the whole of Sunday that there is one bus per hour.  This 
is not a particularly accessible service at a time when people will be going out 
for recreation, and at a time when the council would wish to discourage driving.   

The service is limited on Saturday where there are only 3 trips to Blackpool over 
2 services early evening and thereafter five one hourly trips offered by one 
service.  There are none at all to Preston. 

The situation on a Sunday offers only one service (hourly) to Blackpool and 
none at all to Preston. 

      For early morning worker transportation(7am to 9am): 

i. There are 4 opportunities to go to Lytham or Cleveleys 

ii. One opportunity to get to Preston (06:51) 

iii. One opportunity to get Blackpool (07:09) 
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Saturday evenings, Sundays and early work days, especially, are poorly served 
by the local bus services.  Whilst it is unknown where likely residents of the 
proposed site would be employed, given the lack of industry and employment in 
the immediate area it is logical to conclude that a majority of the residents would 
need to use cars in order to attend work.  This is actually supported by the 
continuous mention of the M55 location at a positive feature in section 2.2.3 of 
Metacre’s WRTDA document.  We would like to understand how this, in fact, 
promotes public transport use and non-car travelling. 

4.6 Cycling 

Cycling through Wesham is precarious. Garstang Road North is something of a 
bottle-neck exit from the town, having cars parked on the pavement in order to 
avoid ‘blocking’ Garstang Road (Appendix F, pictures 3 & 7).  This situation 
often calls for vehicles to halt while others pass, particularly when a bus or a 
HGV uses Garstang Road on entering or leaving Wesham.  HGV’s use this road 
frequently to access the Fox’s Biscuit Factory as well as using Wesham as a 
“cut-through to Kirkham 

. 

The DoT’s Manual for Streets would have required, had it been in place at the 
time, Garstang Road North to be 9.5m wide to allow for on-road parking 
Appendix E.  Kerb to kerb this is reduced to 6.5m wide.  Only because cars park 
on the pavement is a restricted traffic flow possible.  This is common for the 
whole road infrastructure in Wesham and most parts of Kirkham.  Adding more 
vehicles from the proposed site and the 2 recent builds will exacerbate the road 
problem, especially at peak times. 

Station Road is wider than Garstang Road North but still has road-side parking 
at all times of the day.  The recently built roundabout at the Wesham Chippy has 
a restricted line-of-site, and the Derby Road roundabout has one road offset with 
pedestrian crossing lights 3m from the roundabout.   

Local cyclists have found this roundabout particularly dangerous to negotiate, 
This location sees numerous ‘near miss’ collisions every day.   

Both roundabouts are regularly driven over as they are hard to negotiate and not 
painted well (Appendix F, Picture 2, shows the wear to the mini-roundabout) 

Referencing the Metacre WRDTA document: 

There is some confusion in the statement at section 2.2.1 :  it states ‘access 
points on Fleetwood road and at two points on Mowbreck Lane  (Please note 
this is a lane NOT a B road like Fleetwood road, yet it has 2 access points 
proposed ).  Section 3.1.1 then adds 3 additional access points to Mowbreck 
Lane. According to The Department of Transport’s  (DT)Manual For Streets 
2007 
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6.4.6 The design of junctions affects the way motorists interact with cyclists. It is 
recommended that junctions are designed to promote slow motor-vehicle 
speeds. This may include short corner radii as well as vertical deflections 

The design on Metacre’s illustrated layout is inconsistent with safe cyclist use.   

Equally of concern is that there is no mention of a pedestrian footpath along the 
edge of the site, which the ‘Manual for Streets’ states should be 2m wide.   

This is at odds with Metacre’s WRDTA section 3.1.5 stating the design is 
suitable for cyclists and pedestrians. (figure 3.1 is the architect’s Master Plan in 
Metacre’s WRDTA, showing the access points re-printed in Appendix G with a 
pavement along the outside of the hedgerow, which will shrink the width of the 
lane.  The architect is WPS who were on the Core team for Manual for Streets) 

The three extra access points onto Mowbreck Lane have no line-of-site with the 
hedgerows blocking sight.  This goes against Manual for Streets which 
discusses in Section 7 that visibility splays are required. 

4.7 Pedestrian Access 

Access to footpaths on Garstang road North are extremely limited due to above 
mentioned need to park on pavements (necessary to allow road use).  This 
restricts pedestrian and disabled access through Garstang Road North.    

Mowbreck Lane pavements are not well-kept and are located on one side of the 
lane only, access and safety of existing paths have been the subject of at least 
one legal dispute when a resident was injured, likely due to poor maintenance of 
the pathway. 

The stretch of road next to Wesham C of E Primary School, Garstang Road: is 
narrow and very busy at peak periods. The nature of the terraced houses and 
lack of on or off-road parking means that local residents have to park their cars 
on the road/pavement. This obscures vision for both drivers and pedestrians. 
Traffic calming measures would be unlikely to resolve this issue because 
‘speeding’ is not the primary issue on this stretch of road, with regard to 
immediate safety of our schoolchildren, it is the 2-way flow of traffic and lack of 
visibility for pedestrians and road users alike. 

4.8 Provision of Medical Services 

4.8.1 Health Services 

The two surgeries Ash Tree House and Moor Park in Kirkham, have, 
respectively, 10,800 and 8,727 patients registered as of February 2009. 
Because of the requirement that Medical Centres to service areas wider than 
their immediate Parishes, there are more people registered in these two 
surgeries than the combined population of Kirkham and Wesham, (at 2001 
census dates).  
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The Primary Care Trust (PCT) actually covers a wide area of approximately 34 
parishes.  Using the 2001 census data from The Office of National Statistics, of 
the 11 Parishes with published census data, there is a conservative estimate of 
some 51,604 people that the Medical Centres cover.  The surgeries in Wesham 
and Kirkham are required to accept anyone in the PCT area.  

Between the 2 surgeries there are 9.5 doctors.  With a maximum doctor : patient 
ratio of 1:2000 (it is preferred to be less than this), we can see that our available 
GP access is already oversubscribed (Appendix H – communication with Ash 
Tree surgery and the PCT.   

Additional residents as expected through the two recent Wesham developments 
and the one proposed by Metacre, could add over 2,350 people to this demand. 
As can seen from the letter in Appendix H The PCT has not been consulted nor 
has Ash Tree House, nor have the PCT included this increased demographic 
into its strategic or tactical service delivery plans.  We urge the DCC and 
Planning Dept to ensure that ALL  Wesham residents have local access to GP 
facilities – and by ‘Local’ we mean – within walking distance in accordance with 
the PPS 6 policy. The recommended distance for medical facilities as 
recommended by the Institution of Highways Transportation is all Medical 
facilities should be within 1000M the actual distance to these surgeries is 1750M 
(not 1300M as stated in the Metacre Planning Statement).    

There are also only two Dentists in Kirkham, none in Wesham,  one no longer 
takes NHS patients, and the other is ‘private patients only’ – hardly the ‘social 
inclusion’ expected in PPS 6 and beyond.  

4.9 Provision of Emergency Services (Fire, Ambulance) 

Our Initial contact with the Fire service, has  revealed that no contact about 
population growth have been fed into the Lancashire County Council(LCC)  
(Integrated Risk Management) IRM for Fire Service Provision, the same can be 
inferred from contact with the Ambulance Services. 

The Ambulance and Fire Brigade exits are also in close proximity to the 
proposed Metacre development’s exit onto Fleetwood Road.  Coupled with a 
proposed pedestrian crossing this exit seems dangerously close to the 2 
emergency services locations.  Wesham Fire Station is located geographically 
closest to the Fylde’s area where most of the Borough’s fires have occurred 
(The Yearly Report for the Fylde Area, LCC website).  

The Fylde as a whole has seen a rise in Fire and Ambulance calls.  Any Delays 
caused by this exit will have serious consequences for those in need. 

4.10 Provision of Police Services 

Crime figures for Wesham do not mirror the CRIME AND DISORDER ACT 1998 
(Chapter 37) statement of 
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‘Without prejudice to any other obligation imposed on it, it shall be the duty of 
each authority to which this section applies to exercise its various functions with 
due regard to the likely effect of the exercise of those functions on, and the need 
to do all that it reasonably can to prevent, crime and disorder in its area.’   

Data in Appendix A show a marked increase in violent crime, domestic violence, 
serious road injuries or fatalities, criminal damage and burglaries. Vehicle Crime 
and anti-social behaviour are also reportedly on the increase.  Wesham appears 
to be an increasingly unsafe place to live, especially in light of the serious sexual 
assault that occurred early February 2009 on Fleetwood Road (very close to the 
proposed development).   

The efforts of the Police to maintain ‘Law and Order’ seem stretched now, an 
influx of possibly 2,350 people from the new developments in the town, including 
the Metacre Proposal suggest that an increase of resource allocation is needed 
in anticipation, however there is no public strategy that suggests this is being 
reviewed. 

The nearest Police station is Kirkham, this is open to the public for only  manned 
10 hours per day and has no public access  not manned during the nights of the 
week, nor Saturday.  Contact has been made with several local Community 
Liaison officers, none of whom were informed of the proposed development and 
had only heard about this proposal by ‘word of mouth’.  Whilst Officers could not 
comment directly on manning levels, this proposed development and the 
demographic impact of the other two developments (Willow Fields and Crossing 
Gates), they conceded that it was possible that these would put a strain on 
resources/manpower.   

Lancashire Police Corporate Development Directorate have commented that 
“With regards to   traffic, we will most certainly be consulted regarding traffic 
management, road layouts and access and the development will fully reflect 
police advice at the design stage”.  They have also written “we would wish to be 
involved in how that housing is being developed, particularly in relation to traffic 
management”.  The communication does not indicate that they have been 
consulted as yet ( as of 11/3/9). We would question the Fylde Planning Dept 
justification for not consulting relevant Public and Emergency Service Providers 
during the planning phase and the consultation periods,  given the significant 
demographic increases envisaged, and the likely impact on their strategic 
service delivery plans that this population increase will have.   

4.11 Drainage 

The proposed site is on farmland, which does not drain easily.  Surface water is 
evident after rainfall in certain areas, and this flows onto Mowbreck Lane at 
certain points.  Concreting and paving the farmland, which is a natural sink for 
water will increase flooding in the Marsh area as well as increase the level of 
road flooding on Mowbreck lane.   

There is high probability that there will be areas of standing water next to some 
of the proposed site exits from the development. 
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United Utilities objection ref DC/09/104  (26/1/9) objects to the application due to 
capacity issue in the public sewer network. 

A follow up letter (6/2/9) states that United Utilities would be prepared to lift the 
objection if certain conditions are met, namely: 

The control of highway drainage from the site will include run off from the 
development, which is not permitted, to flow to the public wastewater network..  
Along with the other conditions it is hard to envisage how the site would be able 
to retain the water long enough to get it to flow into a site water disposal system 

Sudden sustained rainfall would likely overwhelm any system as it does now.  
Due to the amount of woodland in the area, drains frequently block, and the 
brook at the Mowbreck residential Park rises dramatically and has on at least 
one occasion overflowed in 2008. 

Mowbreck Park Ltd. Reference Michael Carrolls objection 29/1/9: 

Flood Risk 

In the flood risk assessment there is no provision made for the top water that will 
run onto Mowbreck Lane. The existing top water drainage on Mowbreck lane 
runs down the lane and into an existing dyke. 10 years ago Mowbreck Park had 
to address the problem of serious flooding on the residential area of the Park. 
With permission from Mowbreck Hall Farm we laid a new drain through his field 
to solve the problem. There is no way this existing drain could cope with top 
water from the proposed development. From our local knowledge of this area I 
am sure that this would cause serious flooding to the 26 residential park homes.  

NOTE. Therefore any top water drainage from the proposed site must not be 
allowed to drain into the top water drain on Mowbreck Lane. 

Alison Cox  (ecologist) objection 2/2/9 states 

Hydrology:  Potential impacts on the BHS could arise through increased or 
decreased surface water run of and/or contaminated water input. The ecology 
report implies that there will be a negligible impact on the hydrology of the BHS.  
This conclusion does not appear to be based on any detailed hydrological site 
investigation or hydrological modelling.  I advise that further assessment of the 
hydrological impacts on the proposed development should be made and the 
applicant should clearly demonstrate that the proposed development 
(incorporating the proposed habitat creation/landscape works), would not 
adversely impact on the water table and the water quality of the BHS 

DE Pickervance and Sons Ltd objection 28/1/9 extract regarding flooding.      
Pictures can be viewed in the original document 



 

   43 of 57       � www.weshamction group.co.uk 
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The above objections challenge the Flood Risk Assessment done on behalf of 
Metacre.  The Government in 2008, made reference to paving over grass to 
develop driveways, were causing an increased flood risk, thus they made 
several recommendations to local councils, the primary one being that councils 
refuse planning permission unless the paving is permeable..   
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A CRIME Statistics  from the Safer Lancashire 
Statistics Website, Linked FROM Lancashire  
Constabulary 
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B Crime and Disorder Act 1998  CHAPTER 37 

Duty to consider crime and disorder implications  

(1) Without prejudice to any other obligation imposed on it, it shall be the duty of each authority to 
which this section applies to exercise its various functions with due regard to the likely effect of the 
exercise of those functions on, and the need to do all that it reasonably can to prevent, crime and 
disorder in its area.  
(2) This section applies to a local authority, a joint authority, a police authority, a National Park 
authority and the Broads Authority.  
(3) In this section—  

·  “Local authority” means a local authority within the meaning given by section 270(1) of the 
[1972 c. 70.] Local Government Act 1972 or the Common Council of the City of London; 

·  “Joint authority” has the same meaning as in the [1985 c. 51.] Local Government Act 
1985; 

·  “National Park authority” means an authority established under section 63 of the [1995 c. 
25.] Environment Act 1995.) 
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C Bus Timetable 
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D Wesham Infrastructure: 

 
����  Population:   3,245 INLCLUDING 1,294 HOUSEHOLDS  (2001 

Census) 

����  Doctor surgeries       none 

����  Dentist     none 

����  Pharmacy      none 

����  Laundrette   none 

����  Bank     none 

����  Bus    Limited services 

����  Rail    Good connections but timetable limited to 
certain areas 

����  Roads    Good links to Preston/Blackpool.  Well 
served. 

����  Public leisure facilities   None 

����  Sewerage   United Utilities – Objection letter 

����  Police     Kirkham part-time 

����  Ambulance   Station 

����  Fire brigade   Part-time station 

����  Allotments      Yes 

����  Community Centre        Yes 

����  Town Council                Yes 

����  Bowling Green              Yes 

����  Church     2 off one under threat of closure 

����  Primary schools    3 off  

����  High School      none 

����  Open spaces    Recreation ground and Park Lane. Derby 
Road area 

����  Industry      Foxes Biscuits 

����  Hospital    Rehabilitation for elderly folk.  Nearest A&E is   

                                                  Preston or Blackpool 

����  Pub       3 off 

����  Car sales      one off 

����  Mechanic      one off (K and  A) 



 

   50 of 57       � www.weshamction group.co.uk 

����  Builder’s premises     one off (Barnes) 

����  Funeral director                 Gillets 

����  Off Sales      Bargain Booze 

����  General Store      CO-OP 

����  PO       Sub-post office 

����  Hairdresser      3 off 

����  Bookies      one off 

����  Tyre repairs     one off 

����  Sandwich shop                  one off 

����  Beauty Salon      one off 

����  Takeaway     Chip shop and Chinese (restaurant as 
well) 

����  Public rights of way     Numerous 
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E Section 3.6.34 Manual for Streets – 
Department of Transport 
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F Wesham Pictures 3rd-6th February 2009 

 

Figure 1 Kirkham/Wesham Railway Station 

�  Shows a shelter on an open 
platform – with seating for  
approximately 12 people. 

�  Note the white structure.  These 
are the stairs from the Upper 
waiting room (no visibility of 
platform), to the platform.  Mobility 
impaired passengers have no easy 
access to the street. 

 

 

Figure 2 War Memorial roundabout 

�  Shows the road layout at the War 
Memorial to be difficult.  
Roundabout is frequently driven 
over as witnessed by the paint 
being worn.   

�  Its design is such as to make  it 
hard for more vehicles (especially 
large ones), to use it properly. 

 

 

Figure 3– Garstang Road North 

�  Shows the road layout at the 
passing of the C of E primary 
school.  Due to the narrowness of 
the road cars are parked on the 
pavement.  The car in the middle of 
the picture is having to straddle to 
dividing white line. 
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Figure 4 Fleetwood Road roundabout 

�  The Roundabout at Fleetwood Road 
leaving Wesham. Rush Hour with 
standing traffic on the roundabout, 
and beyond. 

 

Figure 5 Fleetwood Road 

 

�  Leaving Wesham towards the 
Fleetwood Road Roundabout. 

�  Traffic is stationary, preventing a 
right turn from Proposed 
Development (Ringed) 

 

 

Figure 6  Leaving Fleetwood Road roundabout 

�  Entering Wesham from 
Fleetwood Road roundabout.  
Note the bungalow to the left.  
This is the site of the proposed 
exit 

�   
�  Cars exit the roundabout at 

30mph plus.  There is little 
reaction time to cope with the 
roundabout and then any traffic 
coming out of proposed site exit 

�   
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Figure 7 Side Street off Station Road (Wesham 
centre) 

�  Typical parking scene (12pm 
weekday) just off Wesham High 
Street.  Garstang Road North has 
same scenario 
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�  contact 

 

www.weshamactiongroup.co.uk 

email admin@weshamactiongroup.com 
 
 
© WAG 2009 
The copyright in this document is vested in Wesham Action Group. 
The contents of this document must not be reproduced (wholly or in part) used or  
disclosed without the prior written permission. 


