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1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1  This document presents the outcome of consultation on the Draft SPD - ‘The Leisure Quarter Draft Development Brief SPD’ - 

which was produced for consultation purposes in October 2010. 
 
1.2 The consultation exercise took place over a six week period, between Monday 11th October and Monday 22nd November 2010.  

Appendix 1 details those organisations / individuals / properties who were consulted. 
 
1.3 All statutory consultees, elected representatives, local businesses, travel operators and planning agents listed in Appendix 1 

were consulted by email.  All landowners, site occupiers, adjacent properties and respondents to Core Strategy Policy R10 
listed in Appendix 1 were consulted by letter.  Other organisations listed were consulted by letter or email.  All emails and letters 
were sent on the first day of consultation (Monday 11th October 2010) 

 
1.4 A public notice was published in the Blackpool Reporter on the 14th October giving notice of the consultation and listing all SPD 

matters.  The SPD Matters are detailed in Appendix 2. 
 
1.5 The Draft SPD and supporting documents (including notice of the SPD Matters) were published on the Council’s website 

www.blackpool.gov.uk/theleisurequarter and deposited in the following locations: 

�  Customer First Reception, Municipal Buildings, Corporation Street, Blackpool, FY1 1LZ  
�  Blackpool Enterprise Centre, Lytham Road, FY4 1EW  
�  Revoe Library, Revoe Street, FY1 5HN 

 
1.6 An event was set up on the Council’s online consultation portal https://blackpool.limehouse.co.uk/portal/draft_lq_spd 
 
1.7 When consultation commenced a letter from Communities and Local Government (CLG) dated the 6th July 2010 regarding the 

revocation of regional strategies meant there was no obligation for local authorities to check conformity with regional spatial 
strategies (RSS).  This was confirmed by 4NW in an email to Blackpool Council.   

 
1.8 Prior to consultation ending, a letter from CLG dated the 10th November 2010 confirmed the re-establishment of regional 

strategies (although it remains the Government’s intention to revoke these in the emerging Localism Bill).   Due to regional body 
resources, local planning authorities should reach their own view on whether an emerging Plan is in conformity with RSS.  
Blackpool Council’s view is that ‘The Leisure Quarter SPD’ is in conformity with the North-West RSS, and this is summarised in 
Appendix 3.   

 
1.9  The consultation enabled us to obtain views on the development principles and advice on whether specific issues had been 

appropriately addressed, including heritage and infrastructure. 
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2.0 Summary of Consultation Responses  
 
2.1 Sixteen representations were received from the following organisations / individuals: 

�  42-50 Central Drive, Blackpool (submitted by Preston & Bedford Chartered Surveyors) 
�  Brunswick Property Group (submitted by Lambert Smith Hampton) 
�  Blackpool, Fylde and Wyre Economic Development Company 
�  Greenbank Developments 
�  Highways Agency 
�  Lancashire County Council Archaeology 
�  Mr TP Kenyon (submitted by Leeming Associates) 
�  Natural England 
�  Network Rail 
�  Northwest Regional Development Agency 
�  Theatres Trust 
�  United Utilities 
�  HM Court Service (submitted by DPP) 
�  English Heritage 
�  Lancashire County Council Ecology 
�  Noble Organisation (submitted by DPP) 

 
2.2 A summary of representations received is set out in Appendix 4 together with the Council’s response and how these issues 

have been addressed in the SPD where appropriate. The key issues raised were: 
 
Key Issues Raised 
 

�  Loss or harm to heritage assets must meet the tests in PPS5 and the need for a Heritage Study should include the 
requirements of PPS5 Policy HE6 

�  The transport requirements are too detailed, impose unrealistic demands for off-site infrastructure, appear pre-judged and 
reduce the flexibility required 

�  The Council needs to seek a structured solution for car parking; town centre parking shouldn’t be hived off to other sites; re-
providing only 80% of existing spaces on the site is inadequate 

�  The future status of New Bonny Street needs to be clarified and access to Coral Island should be retained 
�  The development should complement existing resort attractions 
�  A Leisure Impact Assessment should be submitted with a planning application  
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Appendix 1: List of Consultees  
 

  Appropriate Statutory Consultees   Appropriate General Consultees   Appropriate General Consultees   Appropriate General Consultees 
Government Office North West 
4NW 
Lancashire County Council 
Fylde Borough Council 
Wyre Borough Council 
Preston City Council 
St Anne’s Parish Council 
Westby with Plumptons Parish Council 
Staining Parish Council 
Lancashire Constabulary 
Lancashire Police Authority 
The Coal Authority 
Environment Agency 
English Heritage 
Natural England 
Highways Agency 
Network Rail 
Department For Transport 
NW Regional Development Agency 
Electricity North-West  
BT Group Plc 
Mono Consultants Limited 
O2 
Orange 
T-Mobile 
Vodafone 
Mobile Operators Association 
Blackpool PCT 
North Lancashire PCT 
Blackpool, Fylde & Wyre NHS Trust 
Strategic Health Authority (North West) 
National Grid Land & Development 
British Gas Properties 
United Utilities  
Homes and Communities Agency  

Elected Representatives  
MP for Blackpool North 
South Blackpool MP 
Blackpool Elected Councillors 
 
Local Businesses  
Blackpool Transport Services Ltd 
StayBlackpool 
Lancashire & Blackpool Tourist Board 
Hounds Hill Shopping Centre 
Blackpool Football Club 
Blackpool Airport 
Blackpool Fylde & Wyre EDC 
Blackpool Pleasure Beach 
Shoosmiths (on behalf of Silcock Leisure) 
 
Travel Operators  
Tan Zo-Go 
National Express 
Stagecoach 
 
Other Organisations  
Lancashire Fire & Rescue Service HQ  
Blackpool Holiday Traders Association 
CABE 
Theatres Trust 
Blackpool Civic Trust 
Greenbank Partnerships Limited 
Merlin Entertainments Ltd 
Muse Developments Ltd 
Six Piers Ltd, C/o Northern Trust Co Ltd 
Centros 
Modus 
Leisure Parcs Ltd 
 
Response to Core Strategy Policy R10  
Ms Angelia Hinds 
Mr Christian Cox 
Silcock Leisure (North West) Ltd   

Planning Agents  
Development Planning Partnership 
Carpenter Bidwells Planning 
Cass Associates 
Cliff Walsingham & Company 
Croft Goode Partnership 
DePol Associates Ltd 
Dev Plan UK 
Fusion Online Ltd 
Leith Planning Limited 
GVA Grimley 
Halcrow Group Ltd 
Higham & Co 
How Planning LLP 
Indigo Planning 
JMP Consulting 
Jones Lang LaSalle 
JWPC Ltd 
Keystone Design Associates 
King Sturge LLP 
Lambert Smith Hampton 
Malcolm Judd & Partners 
Mosaic Town Planning 
MPSL Planning & Design Ltd 
Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners  
Paul Butler Associates 
Peacock & Smith Consultants 
RPS Planning & Development 
Steven Abbott Associates 
Stewart Ross Associates 
Strutt & Parker 
Taylor Young 
Turley Associates 
CA Planning 
Drivers Jonas Deloitte 
Adams Holmes Associates  

  Land Owners  
Brunswick Property Co. Ltd 
Crossco No.3 Unlimited 
Terence Peter Kenyon 
Lancashire Police Authority 
Punch Taverns (Pubs) Ltd 
 
Site Occupiers  
Noble Organisation 
Mr T's Amusements 
Sealife Centre 
Golden Isle Adventure Golf 
Golden Pyramid 
Happy Dayz 
Louis Tussauds 
Central Beach Holiday Flats 
Blackpool Magistrates Court 
Lancashire Constabulary  
Ladbrokes Ltd 
King Edward VII Hotel 
The Union Club, 37 Central Drive 
King Edward Holiday Flats, 35 

Central Drive 
31-33 Central Drive 
29 Central Drive 
27 Central Drive 
25 Central Drive 
23 Central Drive 
21 Central Drive 
19 Central Drive 
19A Central Drive 
Drummers House of Jokes, 13-17 

Central Drive 
 
Properties adjacent to the site 
(201 properties in total – see plan 
overleaf for details of area)   
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Map Showing Properties Consulted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

201 properties adjacent to the site were directly consulted on the Draft SPD by mail shot (these 
properties are shown within the black line). 
 

Plan not to scale 



 5 

Appendix 2: SPD Matters 
 

Blackpool Council 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
The Town and Country Planning (Local Development) ( England)  

Regulations 2004 (as amended, 2008, 2009) 

The Leisure Quarter  
Draft Development Brief Supplementary Planning Docu ment 

 

SPD Matters  

Blackpool Council has produced a Draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), entitled ‘The Leisure 
Quarter – Draft Development Brief SPD’ for consultation and public participation purposes under 
Regulation 17 of the above Regulations. 
 
The SPD will: 

�  Help to secure private sector investment for comprehensive development of the entire site, that will 
transform the area and deliver economic growth 

�  Ensure that proposals for the site achieve urban design, architecture and illumination of the highest 
standard, lifting the quality of the built environment  

�  Provide a framework of planning and design principles and performance criteria to guide, promote 
and develop creative scheme proposals in accordance with the Local Policy Framework  

�  Guide developers and the Local Planning Authority on making, assessing and in determining planning 
applications, including providing examples of planning conditions and obligations which may be 
required 

�  Determine the submission requirements to accompany a planning application.  

Once adopted, the document will be a material planning consideration in assessing planning applications 
for development on the site. It will replace the existing Conference Leisure Quarter Planning Brief, 
published in 2006.  
 
The Draft SPD and comments form are available for viewing and download from the Council’s website: 
www.blackpool.gov.uk/theleisurequarter.  The Draft SPD is also available for inspection at the following 
locations during normal opening hours (copies of comments forms are also available): 

1. Customer First Reception, Municipal Buildings, Corporation Street, Blackpool, FY1 1LZ 
2. Blackpool Enterprise Centre, Lytham Road, FY4 1EW 
3. Revoe Library, Revoe Street, FY1 5HN 

 
In accordance with Regulation 18, representations on the draft document are welcomed but must be 
made in writing by the deadline using one of the following methods: 

·  Submitting a comments form online using the Council’s online consultation portal – 
http://consult.blackpool.gov.uk/portal 

·  Sending a comments form or a written representation by post or email to: 

Planning Department, Blackpool Council, PO Box 17, Corporation Street, Blackpool, FY1 1LZ 
development.plans@blackpool.gov.uk 

 
Representations may also include a request to be notified of the adoption of the SPD.  
The deadline for representations is 5pm Monday 22 nd November, 2010  
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Appendix 3: Conformity with NW Regional Spatial Str ategy (RSS) 
 
Following advice that local planning authorities should reach their own view on whether an emerging Plan is in conformity with RSS, we 
have reviewed the RSS and identified key policies relevant to ‘The Leisure Quarter SPD’.  These are as follows: 
 

Key RSS Policies relevant to ‘The Leisure Quarter SPD’ 

Policy DP1: Spatial Principles 

Policy DP2: Promote Sustainable Communities 

Policy DP3: Promote Sustainable Economic Development 

Policy DP4: Make the Best Use  of Existing Resources and Infrastructure  

Policy DP5: Manage Travel Demand; Reduce the Need to Travel and Increase Accessibility 

Policy DP7: Promote Environmental Quality 

Policy DP9: Reduce Emissions and Adapt to Climate Change 

Policy RDF1: Spatial Priorities 

Policy RDF3: The Coast 

Policy W1: Strengthening the Regional Economy 

Policy W6: Tourism and the Visitor Economy 

Policy W7: Principles for Tourism Development 

Policy RT2: Managing Travel Demand 

Policy EM1: Integrated Enhancement and Protection of the Region’s Environmental Assets - EM1 (A), (B) and (C) 

Policy EM5: Integrated Water Management 

Policy EM11: Waste Management Principles 

Policy EM17: Renewable Energy 

Policy CLCR1: Central Lancashire City Region Priorities 

Policy CLCR2: Focus for Development and Investment in Central Lancashire City Region 

 
RSS is underpinned by the spatial principles in Policy DP1, to which ‘The Leisure Quarter SPD’ conforms.   The role of the SPD is to 
attract inward investment, strengthen the tourism and visitor economy and encourage regeneration.  It identifies measures to manage 
travel demand; promotes public transport, walking and cycling; encourages sustainable development; and advises on the resort’s 
environmental assets, including heritage.  Furthermore, it is consistent with the Central Lancashire City Region priorities.   
 
It is Blackpool Council’s view that ‘The Leisure Qu arter SPD’ is in conformity with the RSS. 
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Appendix 4: Summary of Representations and Council Response 
 

Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
English 
Heritage 

Support development objectives. Suggest conservation of 
heritage assets and their setting is included 
 

Support ‘exploring the scope to retain the listed former King 
Edward cinema and locally important King Edward pub’ although 
suggest the conservation of these could be more positively and 
proactively sought e.g. requiring the re-use of these buildings to 
be integrated with development proposals  

Loss or harm to designated heritage assets must meet the tests 
in PPS5 

Welcome the recognition given to setting of Grade I Listed 
Blackpool Tower and the need to retain its status in the skyline 

Part 6 should refer to PPS5 policy HE6 on information required 
for consent affecting heritage assets  

Objective 4 acknowledges the need 
to respond to Blackpool’s historic 
townscape and character. 

This is considered to be the most 
appropriate wording although the 
SPD must be clear that any loss or 
harm will need justification and 
must meet the tests in PPS5. 

Agree, this needs to be more clearly 
referenced in the final SPD 

Comment noted 
 

Agree, this needs to be more clearly 
referenced in the final SPD 

No change required. This is 
considered the most appropriate 
wording. 

The need for justification is stated in 
Sections 4 and 5. This includes 
demonstrating there is no other 
means of delivering similar public 
benefits through different design.  

This is explicitly stated in Section 4 
 

No change required  
 

Details of a Heritage Assessment are 
referred to in Section 5, in accordance 
with PPS5 

United 
Utilities 

A strategically important large diameter public sewer runs down 
Bonny Street - building over it will not be permitted and an 
access strip width of 13m (6.5m either side of the centre line of 
the sewer) is required.  It may be feasible to divert the sewer, at 
the applicant's expense.  Deep rooted shrubs / trees should not 
be planted in the vicinity of the public sewer + overflow systems.  

There are a number of large trunk mains in the area. Developers 
need to confirm their location before finalising the proposals.  

The site must be drained on a separate system, with only foul 
drainage connected to the public sewerage system.  Surface 
water should discharge directly into the sea, or via the Blackpool 
BC promenade drainage-requires Environment Agency consent.  

A water supply can be made available to the development and a 
separate metered supply to each unit will be required  

The applicant is advised to contact UU to check the location and 
conditions of our easement / discuss full details of the site 
drainage proposals / establish if a sewer diversion is feasible / 
regarding connection to the water mains/public sewers  

Officers have been in dialogue with 
UU when discussing development 
proposals on the site and are aware 
of these issues.  These will be 
flagged up in future discussions 
with potential developers and 
continuous dialogue with UU should 
help to resolve them.  A developer 
will be encouraged to undertake 
their own investigation and 
approach UU at an early stage. 
 
  

For the avoidance of doubt, the text 
has been expanded on as follows: 
 
[Part 3] Most utilities and services 
tend to follow the boundary of the 
site beneath roads, not transgressing 
across the site.  However, utility 
equipment is sited below Bonny 
Street, including a large public 
sewer.   

 
[Part 5 … the Council and the EDC 
will facilitate pre-application 
discussions with key external 
organisations, including English 
Heritage and United Utilities.  

 

Highways 
Agency 

No comments on this SPD due to the distance of this site from 
the Strategic Road Network  

Comment noted No change required 
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Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
Natural 
England 

Suggest reference PPS9 in the Policy Framework and that HRA 
screening has been done for the Core Strategy Preferred Option 

Support the inclusion of design guidance that specifically relates 
to protected species which are protected from harm by law  

There may be opportunities to encourage developers to make 
provision for wildlife in the built environment. This could include 
provision of open greenspace, street trees and nest boxes.  

There should be policy support for high standards of sustainable 
design / construction measures, with targets/minimum standards 
for such measures. As well as energy efficiency and sustainable 
drainage, there are other areas of sustainable construction e.g. 
minimising construction waste and use of recycled materials. 

Agree; this needs to be referenced 
in the final SPD. 

Comment noted 
 

Existing text on Landscape Design 
& Biodiversity in Appendix 3(e) is 
considered to be appropriate 

Existing text on Energy and 
Resource Conservation in Appendix 
3(f) is considered to be appropriate 
 
 

PPS9 is listed in Appendix 1; HRA 
screening is referenced in Part 1. 

Reference to resting / nesting birds 
and a bat survey will remain. 

No change required  
 
 

No change required 

Network Rail No issues with the principle and support the SPD aims, however 
the Council would be required to provide and fund the Station’s 
transport improvements should regeneration works commence 
rather than as currently stated as an aim or desire  
 
 
 
 
 

Network Rail is pursuing design discussions for an improved 
station facility which would fit in with Blackpool Council’s wider 
strategy and the development of the Leisure Quarter  

Funding the station’s transport 
improvements is not identified as an 
aim or desire in the SPD. Instead, a 
key transport requirement is to 
promote and maximise use of 
existing connections to both railway 
stations. Detailed measures 
required would be identified in the 
Transport Assessment. 

Comment noted 
 

No change required 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
No change required 
 

Northwest 
RDA 

Support a comprehensive approach to future development and 
promoting the highest design quality 

Suggest list the key policies within the Minerals & Waste 
Development Framework  

Comment Noted 
 

Agree; some policies in the MWDF 
are pertinent to this SPD and 
should be listed. 

No change required  
 

Key policies CS2, CS6 + CS7 are 
listed in the MWDF 

Theatres 
Trust 

Hope that a use can be found for the listed former King Edward 
cinema which, together with the public house, forms a historic 
landmark in the locality 

The option to retain these buildings 
and incorporate them into the 
development must be explored. Any 
loss or harm will need justification. 

No change required 
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Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
LCC 
Archaeology 

Suggest minor text amendments to the paragraph on page 18 
regarding buried archaeological remains  

Map evidence suggests that only three pockets of land have 
significant potential for the retention of 19th century buried 
remains, associated with the early occupation and development 
of the town (maps provided).  Any surviving remains are unlikely 
to be of national importance and to merit preservation in situ, but 
some recording in advance of development may be appropriate.   

Suggest incorporating the text on built heritage (page 15) into a 
‘built heritage and archaeology’ sub-heading. 

The built heritage within the site includes a Listed Building (the 
former King Edward VII Cinema) and at least one unlisted 
building of local importance (The Huntsman Leisure building).  It 
is likely that these structures will need to be retained. It is likely 
that a scheme of recording that includes these two buildings and 
any other identified built heritage sites will be required in 
advance of development.  

The development proposals will need to include an assessment 
of its impact on Blackpool's built and buried heritage and on the 
setting of other nearby important structures.  Information on the 
need for a heritage assessment should be provided in Part 6. A 
desk-based study, accompanied by a rapid identification survey, 
should be undertaken and the results set out, together with an 
assessment of the impact of any proposals. This could include 
proposals for mitigating the impact of development such as 
those mentioned above. 

Agree; the minor text changes 
make the paragraph read better. 

This information is considered 
useful to inform the Heritage 
Assessment requirements.   
PPS5 requires a scheme of 
recording where the loss of a 
heritage asset is justified. 

Agree; this would make the section 
more succinct 

The Listed Building and adjacent 
public house are identified heritage 
assets within the site.  If the Council 
decide to locally list any building 
within the site in the future this 
would also be a heritage asset; and 
the SPD should acknowledge this.  

The need for an assessment on 
archaeology and built heritage is 
included in the Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA). It is 
acknowledged that requirements to 
satisfy PPS5 should be provided.  
This will be identified as a separate 
‘Heritage Assessment’ as opposed 
to forming part of the EIA, for clarity. 

Minor text changes made 
 

These 3 areas are referred to in 
supporting text to the Heritage 
Assessment to inform the walk-over 
survey required.  A scheme of 
recording has been added as a 
suggested planning condition. 

Text amalgamated 
 

As well as the Listed Building and 
adjacent public house, the final SPD 
refers to any local listings within the 
site which may come forward in the 
future.  It clarifies the presumption in 
favour of conserving designated 
heritage assets and that any loss or 
harm will need clear justification.  A 
scheme of recording is added as a 
suggested planning condition. 

A separate Heritage Assessment is 
listed as a required technical 
assessment, along with information 
required to satisfy PPS5 which 
includes an assessment of 
significance and impact. 

LCC Ecology Given the area’s character, with little if any semi-natural habitat 
(other than coastal) there is low potential for biodiversity without 
a major change to infrastructure (un-realistic); however:   
�  It would be appropriate to include at least some mention of 

the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009.   
�  Whilst breeding birds and bats are recognised on pages 35-

36; it was reported some years ago that there was a 
terrestrial area, isolated by development, in the vicinity of 
Bloomfield Road supporting Water Voles.  However, it is not 
known whether this area is still extant. 

�  It may be appropriate to recognise the habitat networks 
terminating to the north and south of the area; i.e. along the 
railway corridors, Queen's Promenade, etc. 

 
 
 
Reference to these is not 
considered appropriate given the 
location of the site in relation to the 
coastline (i.e. it does not provide 
direct access to the sea); and the 
extent of intervening developed 
land between the site and 
Bloomfield Road and railway 
corridors. 

 
 
 
No change required 
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Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
HMCS 
(Leasehold – 
Law Courts) 

Support the SPD.  

Have the desire to relocate although this is on hold for the 
foreseeable future due to financial constraints. Relocation 
without financial assistance is not an option.  

Further clarity is required with regards to development 
timescales and engagement with existing landowners 

The SPD details the need to submit 
a phased development programme 
with a planning application to 
provide an indication of timescales. 
It is not the role of the SPD to detail 
development timescales or means 
of engagement with landowners; it 
is understood the EDC are holding 
discussions with key landowners on 
land assembly / relocation options.  

No change required  

Freeholder, 
42-50 Central 
Drive 

Asked to be notified of the adopted SPD Comment noted No change required 

Mr TP 
Kenyon 
(Freeholder -
Huntsman 
Leisure 
Centre) 

Support the overall development objectives and proposals 

The SPD states that if redevelopment of the whole site is not 
possible, the retention and improvement of existing buildings will 
be allowed which meet the SPD objectives. This is important to 
existing land owners and appears open ended from a timescale 
and acquisition point of view. What defines ‘after all reasonable 
measures have been taken to redevelop the whole site’? 

It is hoped that in the short term the planning and trading 
requirements for existing land owners will be sympathetically 
considered and development works / change of use that may be 
required before any redevelopment would not be resisted 

Comment noted 

The retention and improvement of 
existing buildings is an option to 
ensure the site remains deliverable 
e.g. it may not be viable to relocate 
the Courts and police station and so 
retaining them may be an option. 

Any proposal will be considered on 
merit but must not compromise the 
comprehensive development of the 
site.    

No change required  

No change required   
 
 
 
 
 

No change required  

Brunswick 
Property 
Group 
(Freeholder –
Golden 
Pyramid and 
Pump & 
Truncheon) 
 

Many buildings are new and do not need to be replaced 

Support the vision and objectives although question why this 
area is earmarked for comprehensive redevelopment as 
opposed to the Foxhall neighbourhood  

Pursuing comprehensive redevelopment for the entire site is 
unreasonable and impractical, and removes the right of owners 
to develop their sites as they wish.  The option for single sites to 
be redeveloped individually which will complement each other, 
and the site as a whole, should be considered as a first option 
not as a last resort.  Unnecessary to redevelop the whole area in 
phases, dispelling current independent owners/occupiers, losing 
the character of the area. Oppose the option of CPO 

SPD incorrectly refers to the property as ‘Golden Nugget’ – it is 
the ‘Golden Pyramid’. Also the site sizes are 930.8sq.m (Golden 
Pyramid) and 162.1sq.m (Pump & Truncheon) 

The site is currently unsightly and 
under-utilised and comprehensive 
redevelopment has long been at the 
heart of our plans given the site’s 
potential to become a major catalyst 
for resort regeneration. Proposals 
that are piecemeal in approach 
would not achieve the development 
objectives in the SPD and will not 
be supported.  The Council will only 
use its CPO powers to assist with 
land assembly after all reasonable 
measures have been taken to 
relocate existing incompatible uses.  

The plot name will be correctly 
labelled and indicative plot sizes will 
be discussed with the EDC.  

No change required  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The plot name now refers to ‘Golden 
Pyramid’. Indicative plot sizes are 
928.3sq.m and 163.9sq.m. 
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Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
Noble 
Organisation 
(own/occupy 
Coral Island 
and have an 
interest in 
Funland) 
 

Support in general terms the principle of development of the site 
subject to a number of considerations: 
- The SPD should recognise the important role that existing 

leisure and amusement uses play, and will continue to play, 
in the future prosperity of the resort  - giving specific 
recognition to Coral Island and ensuring its position is not 
undermined by development (including during construction) 

- Development should complement and not undermine the 
traditional resort offer on which Blackpool depends 

- Support general aspiration for major leisure development 
although small, large and regional casino uses should be 
specifically precluded as a permissible use.  Blackpool has no 
right under current legislation to any casino licenses 

- The future status of highways around the site, particularly 
New Bonny Street, is confusing and needs to be clarified 

- The site must continue to provide sufficient car parking for 
existing leisure and town centre uses in the vicinity – any 
requirement to provide car parking for existing uses cannot 
be hived off to another site to the detriment of critical activities 
in this part of the resort/town centre.  It is also unacceptable 
that only 80% of existing car parking provision is retained. 
The prosperity of existing town centre and leisure uses 
depends on the availability of sufficient convenient and 
readily accessible car parking for visitors and residents 

 

The vision + objectives should refer to the fact that development 
must complement and not undermine existing attractions 
 
 

The red line excludes highways with the exception of New 
Bonny Street, suggesting that this road is to close and 
incorporated in the development site.  Elsewhere it is suggested 
that New Bonny Street could be restricted to buses and 
pedestrians. Either of these will have an unacceptable effect on 
the servicing and access arrangements for Coral Island and 
must be reconsidered – the SPD should advise that existing 
servicing and access to Coral Island must be maintained 

Support strong connections between the development and the 
surrounding area via the Promenade and Bank Hey Street 

Existing and emerging local policies 
encourage new attractions which 
make a strong contribution to the 
regeneration of the resort; raise 
quality; relate well to adjacent uses; 
and enhance important 
longstanding attractions.  
Furthermore, the SPD demands 
physical and functional integration 
with the surroundings.   

Blackpool isn’t permitted to issue 
casino licenses under the 2005 
Gambling Act so it is not necessary 
to specify this as inappropriate use  

NBS will remain a public highway 
although access may be restricted. 

Convenient car parking to serve the 
town centre and nearby uses is a 
key requirement. The Council 
expects this to be provided within 
the site unless another convenient 
location for this area is agreed 
which would be just as accessible 
to existing uses. The 80% provision 
is supported by the current short 
stay use of the existing car park. 

Relating well to adjacent uses / 
enhancing important longstanding 
attractions are policy requirements 

By including New Bonny Street 
within the red line it is not the 
intention this will close. Appendix 2 
suggests restricted vehicular 
access to improve connectivity with 
adjacent businesses and the town 
centre (benefiting Coral Island).  It 
is acknowledged there should be 
greater clarity on the need to retain 
servicing and pedestrian access. 

Comment noted 

The SPD now refers to what these 
policies say in Part 1; and specifically 
mentions that the best of the existing 
attractions will continue to play an 
important role in the resort’s future in 
Part 2. The need for a ‘Handover, 
Maintenance and Management Plan’ 
to minimise disruption in the area 
(including Coral Island) remains 
 

No change required 

 

 

The SPD now states that access to 
Coral Island needs to be retained. 

No change required. The SPD 
ensures that parking would not be to 
the detriment of existing activities in 
this part of the town and the 80% 
figure is justified as a footnote in the 
SPD. 
 
 

 
The SPD now states that the best of 
existing attractions will continue to 
play an important role in the resort’s 
future. 

The SPD now states ‘New Bonny 
Street could restrict vehicular access 
and introduce shared surface 
treatment … The service and 
pedestrian access off New Bonny 
Street to Coral Island needs to be 
retained and designed into the 
scheme in consultation with the 
operator’. 
 

No change required 
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Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
The policy framework is lengthy and contains plans of limited 
significance 

Wider resort context (pg8) – key attractors in the town centre 
should include Coral Island 

Key investment sites (pg10) – contradiction relating to car 
parking provision. Here it implies the LQ site must meet demand 
from other major investment sites to ensure these town centre 
sites remain accessible. Yet elsewhere it is suggested that the 
site will not accommodate enough parking to meet existing 
demand plus the demand from the development. Object to any 
notion that existing parking demand should be displaced to allow 
demand from other sites in the town centre to be met here as 
this would be seriously detrimental to the viability of existing 
leisure and town centre uses 
 
 
 

Site description (pg15) - Coral Island is described as a ‘sizeable 
leisure use’: the contribution that this major attractor makes to 
the role and prosperity of the resort should be recognised 

Development character (pg19) - support the need for a 
comprehensive approach to site development and the need to 
ensure that disruption during construction is minimised. 
However the minimisation of disruption to surrounding uses 
should also apply to the completed development 

Appropriate uses (pg20) – major leisure development – small, 
large and regional casino uses should be specifically excluded. 
Further proposed uses should complement and not compete 
with existing major leisure uses 

Technical Assessments (pg24) – it is vital that a leisure impact 
assessment is required to be submitted with any planning 
application given the nature of the proposed principle uses, the 
fundamental contribution of leisure uses to the prosperity of this 
part of the resort and the effect that major new leisure uses 
could have on the future viability and vitality of the resort 

Planning conditions and legal agreements (pg25) –They will also 
be required to mitigate economic impacts on other leisure and 
town centre uses and this should be established here 

Request to be notified of the adopted SPD 

The presentation and format of the 
document will be improved. 

Specific mention to Coral Island 
here is not considered appropriate  

The need for parking is important to 
support the viability of existing town 
centre uses; and the developer 
must provide 800 dedicated spaces 
to serve the wider town centre and 
nearby resort attractions (to 
compensate for the loss of those 
currently within the site).  This 
provision must be within the site or 
elsewhere if the developer can 
demonstrate this is as conveniently 
located to serve the town centre 
and nearby resort attractions.  

This relates to land use. Describing 
Coral Island as a large leisure user 
is the most appropriate wording 

Minimising disruption to surrounding 
uses will need to be considered in 
the overall design of the scheme, 
the phasing plan and by issuing 
appropriate conditions. 

See above comments re. casinos 
and the need to relate well to 
adjacent uses and enhance 
important longstanding attractions 

Major leisure development within 
the resort core is in accordance with 
Policy RR1 of the Local Plan; and 
therefore a leisure impact 
assessment is not required as 
advised in PPS4.  

The current wording on page 25 
reflects existing and emerging 
policy on planning obligations.  

Comment noted 

Policy framework moved to Appendix; 
higher quality plans now incorporated 

No change required 
  

This paragraph has been omitted to 
avoid confusion. The parking 
requirements are clearly stated in the 
transport objectives (Part 4) and 
Appendix 2.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
No change required 
 
 

No change required 
 

 

 

The need to relate well to adjacent 
uses and enhance important 
longstanding attractions is now stated 
in section 1(policy)  

No change required. The requirement 
for a retail impact assessment to 
support any ancillary retail within the 
site will remain, as this is not 
supported in an up to date 
development plan. 

No change required 
 
 

No change required 
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Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
Blackpool, 
Fylde & Wyre 
Economic 
Development 
Company 
(EDC) 

Broadly support the type and scale of development outlined  

The guidance should not have unrealistic demands for 
contributions towards off-site infrastructure 
 
 
 
 
 

Suggest flexibility in the controls applied to retail on the site (the 
Core Strategy defines the site within the town centre boundary) 
–consider on a case by case basis 
 
 

The SPD should be a pro-active tool not just a control document 
 
 
 
 

Suggest the site boundary is extended from Chapel Street to 
Sands Way roundabout and reference is made to opportunities 
for new development in this area. This acknowledges the 
importance of Seasiders Way to the success of the scheme and 
supports efforts for comprehensive development of gateway  

Support a comprehensive approach to development and the 
need for impact assessments to justify proposals 

Suitably located town centre parking is vital to sustaining the 
town centre and local attractions – these demands will need to 
be balanced in the development equation. Appropriate pricing 
mechanisms will be crucial.  

There is a danger of providing a list of requirements for off-site 
highway improvements at too early a stage – may give the 
impression these have been pre-judged. Recognition should be 
given to the iterative process that will result in a contribution 
towards an agreed package of improvements 
 

In terms of design, proposals must be considered on their own 
merits and have regard to the functionality of the development 
and long term maintenance of the investment to ensure 
longevity and maintenance of quality over time  

Comment noted 

Transport requirements are general, 
expand on key transport objectives 
and provide an overview of off-site 
demands; it is stated that the scale 
of impact and appropriate remedial 
measures will be determined in the 
Transport Assessment (TA) 

Notwithstanding the proposed town 
centre boundary; the site is 
allocated for major leisure 
development. Only ancillary retail 
will be appropriate 

The Final SPD will be presented as 
a promotional document although 
the SPD will be used to determine 
future planning applications and so 
needs to manage development  

The boundary has not been 
extended to Sands Way roundabout 
to provide flexibility  

 
 
Comment noted 
 

Comment noted. This is sufficiently 
detailed in the SPD and the EDC/ 
Council’s transport division will 
assist in seeking a resolution 

This refers to the list of junction/link 
improvements in particular; whilst 
this is considered useful the SPD 
should make it clear that these are 
indicative and exact requirements 
will be determined in the TA  

Design principles are instrumental 
to ensue proposals achieve the 
highest quality over time; regardless 
of function 

 

The demands in Appendix 2 are now 
clearly related to each transport 
objective and less ambiguous. There 
is also more consideration given to 
the outcome of the TA     
 
 

No change required 
 
 
 

 
Sections 1 (introduction) + 2 (context) 
have been redrafted to encourage 
development and investment in 
Blackpool.   
 

No change required 
 
 
 
 

No change required 
 

No change required 
 
 
 

Text before this list of improvements 
has been reworded: ‘Given the scale 
of development, link and junction 
upgrades will be necessary….these 
will be determined in the TA and may 
include some of the following’ 

The design principles are unaltered 
although Appendix 3 has been re-
drafted so the guidance is more 
focused on supporting each principle  
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Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
Greenbank 
Partnerships 

Support development objectives but identify that: 

-  If the Council has aspirations of the development assisting 
other related regeneration projects in the town (e.g. through 
improved linkages) these should be stated to give certainty 

-  Excellence in design quality is subjective and the SPD should 
recognise that the design of any development should relate to 
its stated function: a national leisure complex 

-  'Spectacular' means different things to different people, 
particularly when relating to a 'sense of arrival'. It could be 
argued that the 'gateway' should be further up Yeadon Way, 
as the visitor enters the town 

-  Increasing permeability across the site reduces the flexibility 
to create large building forms. Access E-W across the site is 
restricted by the change in levels / retaining wall. For security 
reasons the complex may need to close to the public outside 
normal operating hours. It is suggested permeability be 
'insofar as is practicable given the nature of the development 
and the constraints brought about by the site's topography' 

-  It is unreasonable for the development to 'provide a solution 
for' town centre car and coach parking. Whilst the new 
attraction may add to the demand for both, the Council needs 
to seek a structural solution for this, which will require looking 
beyond the site.  

The observation that there are significant pedestrian flows 
'through the site' needs qualification. There are very few 'cross-
site' flows and most of the pedestrian movement relates to 
visitors accessing / leaving their cars  

The site area comprises 7.15 hectares  

The presence of the retaining wall should be noted in the 
'Topography' section as it is a major barrier to movement 

 
Recognise the historic value of the King Edward pub/cinema but 
question their value as 'landmarks'. Any major development on 
the site would change this local context, affecting the visual role 
of these and other buildings nearby.  Any new development has 
the clear potential to deliver a new and possibly more 
appropriate 'landmark' in the south-eastern corner 

 

 

The development would assist with 
wider resort regeneration due to its 
visitor draw and townscape value 

This is a unique site; we expect the 
highest quality of design which is 
identified by key design principles  

It is recognised that Sands Way 
roundabout is the ‘gateway’; 
although the boundary has not been 
extended to provide flexibility  

Permeability across the site during 
the day and evening is critically 
important to allow the scheme to 
integrate with the surrounding area. 
The SPD does not specify desire 
lines or 24hr permeability to provide 
more flexibility for operators. 

Town centre car parking (coach is 
not specified) must be provided to 
compensate for the loss of existing 
spaces on site; this is detailed in 
one of the key transport objectives.  

‘Cross-site’ flows are strong along 
New Bonny Street and Bonny 
Street, as well as along the site 
edges.  This will be clarified. 

The SPD states ‘some 7 hectares’. 

The topography section will include 
more detail 
 

In this context it is their value as 
heritage buildings that it is important 
and this will be emphasised; 
reference to them being landmark 
buildings will be omitted. 

 

 

 

No change required  
 
 

No change required  
 
 

No change required  
 
 
 

No change required  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The word ‘solution’ appears 
ambiguous and has been changed to: 
‘provide a suitable level of convenient 
town centre car parking’ 
 

The wording has been changed to: 
‘N-S routes through the site and along 
its edges are well used. 
 

The exact site area is now stated. 

The difference in levels between the 
car park and Bonny Street, and the 
retaining wall, is referenced. 

The wording has been changed to: 
Designated heritage assets are 
identified in Part 3. Proposals must 
demonstrate that the scope to retain 
and incorporate them into the 
development has been fully explored. 

 



 15 

Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
Hotel Development: the desire to create 'spin off' trade for 
existing hotel stock is understandable, but the legitimacy of 
requiring a Hotel Assessment' is queried as being anti-
competitive - particularly when competing hotels of a similar 
quality are all located well outside the town centre. Further 
justification is also required on the restrictions imposed on any 
hotel's star rating, which again appears anti-competitive given 
the site's location. The justification that any on-site hotel(s) can 
accommodate only up to 60% of the demand generated appears 
arbitrary and unworkable - the demand cannot be predicted with 
any great accuracy and will vary according to the season (hard 
to enforce throughout the year) 
 
 

Parking and Servicing: it is onerous to expect the development 
to act as a panacea for the town centre's parking issues: the site 
is physically incapable of fulfilling this role and the development 
itself will need customer car parking if it is to be successful as a 
'national leisure attraction'. The Council must recognise that the 
solution to the Resort's car parking issues will involve other sites 
being made available in strategic locations within the Resort 
(irrespective of whether this development goes ahead) 

Highway Access: Any major development on the site is unlikely 
to provide scope for vehicular permeability through it. Pedestrian 
permeability may also need to be controlled for security reasons  

Parking: Need to clarify how 800 town centre car parking spaces 
can be 'dedicated'. Many will visit both the new development 
and the town centre making it difficult to make a practical 
distinction. These requirements will have major ramifications on 
the design of any scheme. If 800 spaces are required in addition 
to those needed by a national leisure attraction, then the result 
inevitably will be a tall multi-storey building that may dominate 
the site and fall foul of the urban design principles 
 

Access by Public Transport: It is questionable whether it should 
be the developer's responsibility to ensure that all public 
transport which currently serves the town centre should be 
upgraded and made more attractive 
 
 
 
 

The purpose of a Hotel Assessment 
is to demonstrate ‘spin off’ trade for 
existing accommodation and wider 
regeneration benefits which is a key 
development objective.  The SPD 
gives justification for 3-5* standard; 
based on a study of existing visitor 
accommodation which identifies a 
shortage of high quality hotel 
provision. Achieving under provision 
is about calculating projected bed-
space demand and providing 60% 
of this; it is not about enforcement 
or monitoring as stated. 

800 dedicated town centre car 
parking spaces must be provided to 
compensate for the loss of existing 
spaces on site; within the site or 
elsewhere if it can be demonstrated 
to be as conveniently located.   
 
 

Key requirements are pedestrian 
permeability and good vehicular 
connections; this will be clarified. 

Dedicated car parking spaces will 
need to be detailed in the ‘traffic 
and parking management strategy’. 
We envisage long-stay parking for 
the development; and short-term 
parking for the town centre. A multi-
storey may be appropriate, if it is 
well designed and integral to the 
development. 

The requirement is for appropriate 
improvements to public transport 
access to the site (which could 
include better located bus stops); 
not upgrading all public transport 
within the town centre.  The use of 
‘more attractive’ will be looked at 

No change required  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The term ‘solution for town centre car 
parking’ appears ambiguous and has 
been changed to:’ major public car 
park provision to serve the 
development and town centre…’ 
 
 
 

Strong permeability replaced with 
‘good vehicular connections…must be 
retained or enhanced’ 

No change required  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The requirements have changed to: 
‘Appropriate improvements to public 
transport access to the site for 
employees and visitors, and 
measures that ensure attractive bus 
and tram travel to the site.’ 
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Consultee Comment Summary Council Response Change to Final SPD 
Further clarification is required on how the developer is 
expected to 'promote and maximise the use' of connections to 
the airport and railway stations 
 
 
 

Pedestrian and Cycle Access: The site is largely undeveloped 
and open to the public, so it is difficult to see how pedestrian 
permeability can be enhanced. It may perhaps be useful as a 
guide for prospective developers if the Council identifies within 
the SPD any current desire lines or routes of high footfall that it 
would like to see preserved or enhanced 
 

The development of the site, relocation of existing uses and the 
purchase of third party land gives rise to significant abnormal 
costs that in turn require capital expenditure (in terms of the cost 
of construction) to be minimised wherever possible. This means 
that some of the aspirations on public art and 'spectacular 
illumination' may need to be tempered 

Many of the leisure tenants have their own brand identity that is 
often reflected in the appearance or morphology of the building. 
In this regard, form follows function and a leisure destination 
must look like a leisure destination if it is to be successful. Whilst 
the urban design principles are not necessarily inconsistent with 
this, there should be a recognition that there are industrial 
standards of design which the developer must comply 

Retail Assessment: this should be dependent upon the scale 
and nature of the retail uses proposed. 
 

The transport requirements in Appendix 2 are too detailed and 
reduce the flexibility required to bring forward the site. It should 
be reduced in length to focus on the key transport objectives.  
Specific comments are also made on some of the paragraphs 
being too detailed.  

 

 

 

As well as measures to facilitate 
arrival to the site by bus and taxi 
(which connect to nearby railway 
stations and the airport) the 
developer may need to consider 
demand responsive transport. 

‘Enhanced’ is misleading and will be 
replaced with ‘good’. High footfall 
routes are identified in Section 3 
including N-S links across the site 
which should be preserved. Desire 
lines are not specified to give 
operators more flexibility. 

Disagree. This is a unique 
opportunity site and we expect the 
highest design and material quality 
to include lighting, illumination and 
public realm /art 
 

Design principles are instrumental 
to ensue proposals deliver a 
landmark attraction of the highest 
quality over the long-term; whilst the 
needs of the operator(s) will be 
taken into account this should not 
weaken the design ambition 

Agree. The need for a supporting 
impact assessment will depend on 
what ancillary retail is proposed. 

The transport requirements identify 
general solutions and clearly state 
that the Transport Assessment will 
detail appropriate remedial 
measures required. This is an 
iterative process and solutions have 
not been pre-judged; they are there 
to guide developers.  It is accepted 
that the requirements could be 
more focused on the key objectives 

Further clarification is given in 
Appendix 2. 
 
 
 
 

The requirements have changed to: 
‘Good, safe and accessible 
pedestrian and cycle links to the town 
centre, Promenade and resort 
neighbourhoods with defined 
pedestrian routes to and through the 
site during the day and evening 

No change required  
 
 
 
 
 

No change required  
 
 
 
 
 
 

The requirements have changed to: 
‘impact assessment… is likely to be 
required…dependent on scale and 
nature of ancillary retail proposed. 
 
Key transport objectives are used as 
sub-headings; and the requirements 
are now more focused on each 
objective and less ambiguous. 
 
 
 
 

 


