DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
PLANNING COMMITTEE

4th September 2012

PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR DECISION

Ladies and Gentlemen,
The plans in this report have been submitted for approval under the Town and
Country Planning Acts.
All County Council Matters are “Delegated” to the Committee for comment and
cannot be moved “Non-Delegated” (Minute No. 244, 20th July, 1992).
All other applications in this report are also “Delegated” but can be moved “NonDelegated” by a Member of the Committee under the terms adopted for the Scheme of
Delegation approved by Council, 16th May, 1994. Any such motion needs to be
accepted by a majority of Members of the Committee present (Council, 8th August,
1995). All applications left as delegated will be decided by the Committee and will not be
subject to confirmation by Council.
The application plan numbers also refer to files for the purposes of background
papers.

Jason Hipkiss
Planning Manager
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2012/0396

Mr Mike Corris

Mr W Woodhouse

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Walney North

Barry Jesson
01229 876323

08/06/2012
STATUTORY DATE:
02/08/2012

LOCATION:
32 Foxfield Road, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Proposed bay window to existing bedroom on principal elevation.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
FORMER LOCAL PLAN:
POLICY D21
In determining all applications submitted to it the local planning authority will have regard
to the General Design Code set out in paragraph 5.4.28 of this plan.
In towns and villages, proposals shall relate to the context provided by buildings, street
and plot patterns, building frontages, topography, established public views, landmark
buildings and other townscape elements. Proposals that do not respect the local context
and street pattern or the scale, height, proportions and materials of surrounding buildings
and development which constitutes over development of the site by virtue of scale, height
or bulk will not be permitted, unless there is specific justification, such as interests of
sustainability, energy efficiency or crime prevention.
Development proposals in the countryside shall respect the diversity and distinctiveness of
local landscape character. New farm buildings will, in general, be required to be sited
within or adjacent to an existing farm building complex or in other well screened locations
and to be subject to a complementary design and use of materials, with, where necessary,
a ‘planting’ scheme.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
Proposed bay window does not harm the residential amenities of the adjoining neighbour
or the wider streetscene.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
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REPRESENTATIONS:
The Occupiers, 34 Foxfield Road, Barrow in Furness
“My wife and myself would like to object to the above mentioned application for planning
permission as we feel that any extension to next doors property within such close proximity
to our own (i.e. bedroom) would block out our natural light and would also be an invasion
of our privacy. We have viewed the plans online at length and have taken everything into
consideration but we feel we must object to this application”.
CONSULTATIONS:

OFFICERS REPORT:
Proposed is a bay window addition to the bedroom on the front elevation of the semi
detached bungalow. The property already features a bay window to the lounge, the room
adjacent to the bedroom (approved under reference 11/0213). The front elevation would
therefore contain 2 bay windows should the application be approved. Off road parking is
common to the properties in the area, and remains unaffected by the proposal.
The design is almost identical to the existing bay, with the same projection and height,
though is not quite as wide. Materials consist of matching brickwork and a flat roof, again
like the existing bay. An objection has been received from the adjoining neighbour, raising
concern about a loss of both light and privacy. Given the short projection of the bay, at
0.9m, and the west facing orientation, the bay will not have a significant impact upon light
reception. With regards to privacy, again due to the shallow projection, any views back
toward the front elevation of the neighbour are that acute they will not afford any direct
view into either the lounge or bedroom. When visiting the application site, this was
evidenced by looking from the existing lounge bay window back towards the applicant’s
own bedroom. Any views were extremely limited and only possible if specifically standing
in the corner of the bay and purposely looking back. The provision of curtains and
furniture in the bedroom and the neighbour’s house will also minimise any limited view.
Privacy to the front, across the road, remains at existing levels.
The bay matches the style of the existing bay and is in keeping with streetscene which
features other bay windows and porches with a similar appearance. The minimal
projection should ensure no loss of sunlight, whilst the acute angle afforded should prevent
any significant erosion of privacy.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that planning permission be GRANTED subject to the standard duration limit
and the following conditions:
2) The development must be carried out in accordance with the plans (drawing numbers
WAW 1504 1A-7A inclusive) hereby approved as submitted with the application dated
01.06.12
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Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces, including any
walls, roofs, doors, and windows, of the extension hereby permitted shall be of the same
type, colour, and texture as those used in the existing building.
Reason
To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development, and to minimise its impact upon
the surrounding area.
Reason for Approval
The development hereby approved has been assessed against the Development Plan for
the area, specifically policy D21 and material considerations, including third party
representations. The Planning Authority concluded that the development, subject to the
conditions imposed, would accord with the Development Plan and there were no other
material considerations to justify a refusal of permission.
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2012/0457

Mrs E Williams

Bryan Greaves

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Hawcoat

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

04/07/2012
STATUTORY DATE:
28/08/2012

LOCATION:
157 Dalton Lane, Barrow-in-Furness.
PROPOSAL:
Fell one Pine tree subject to Tree Preservation Order 1993 No. 1.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
FORMER LOCAL PLAN:
No specific policies.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:

NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Application advertised on site.
The Occupiers, nos. 155, 159 Dalton Lane, nos.1, 2 Dane Ghyll, nos. 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12,
14, 16 Glenridding Drive, Barrow all informed.
The Occupiers, 14 Glenridding Drive, Barrow in Furness – dated 6.8.12
“I am writing to object to the felling of both the Pine and Lime tree at 157 Dalton Lane.
These trees feature prominently in the landscape value of both Dalton Lane, from many
view points on Glenridding Drive and from Furness General Hospital. I am able to see
both trees from my property and feel that it would be a real shame to fell these trees which
add to the fringes of a larger woodland area (areas which are becoming increasingly rare).
I would ask that the council seek a second opinion to find alternatives to felling, such as
reducing the height of the large Pine to reduce any risk that the property owner might feel
is presented. I feel that there is absolutely no justification in felling the Lime tree which
12
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does not present any real concern currently. It has not cracked down the stem (only
judged as likely to as it gets larger). Are their symptoms of decay in the union of the tree?
Have the owners explored options of reducing height of stems through proper crown
reduction techniques?
I would ask that the council takes a harder line on property owners who seek to fell trees
that are under TPO – and who can hopefully see that what value these trees add - not only
to the aesthetics of any area, but their greater importance to wildlife and eco–systems.
In recent months a number of trees have been felled in close-by/adjacent properties and I
would also like to express my concern that this is starting a ‘snow ball’ effect where the
quickest and cheapest way to deal with tree issues is to fell and not seek appropriate tree
management methods such as, in this case, reducing the height of the Pine by 15-20%
which I feel would correct the weight issue.
I am therefore appealing to the council to uphold the Tree Preservation Orders (and put in
place TPOs in this area where appropriate). The fortunate property owners who have the
privilege of owning such trees should also see the value in preserving them”.
CONSULTATIONS:
OFFICERS REPORT:
Application initially proposed the felling of two trees, a Lime and a Pine. The Lime has
been excluded from the application such that only the pine is now proposed to be felled.
The applicant’s tree surgeon has provided the following assessment of the tree’s condition:
‘Due to the poor balance of the crown the tree is likely to fall over the boundary fence
causing large amounts of damage.
The tree is of an age that pruning would not correct the weight issue. In my opinion the
tree needs to be dismantled as it is a high risk.’
The tree has limited amenity value due to its shape and condition. This can be seen from
the photograph attached at appendix
RECOMMENDATION:
That consent be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):
1. This consent is valid for a period of two years beginning with the date of the consent
and expiring on 4/9/2014 after which no works authorised by this consent shall be carried
out unless a further application has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
planning authority.
Reason
Required to be imposed by virtue of the Town & Country Planning (Tree Preservation)
(England) Regulation 2012.
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2012/0442

Mr D Beauman

Mr W Woodhouse

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Newbarns

Leanne Parr

28/06/2012
STATUTORY DATE:
28/08/2012

LOCATION:
4 Valley Drive, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Proposed rear ground floor lounge and kitchen extension with bedroom within roof
space and a side extension providing a garage and utility.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
FORMER LOCAL PLAN:
POLICY B14
Extensions to the rear of dwellings will not be permitted where they adversely affect the
amenities of neighbouring properties by virtue of loss of sunlight or privacy or by the
creation of an overbearing impact or excessive level of enclosure.
POLICY B15
Where privacy is to be protected through distance, a minimum of 21 metres will be
required between the facing windows of habitable rooms of different homes. Exceptions to
this policy may be made for the facing windows of ground floor habitable rooms, where
adequate screening exists and also in cases where normal standards of separation cannot
be achieved and existing standards will not be eroded by accepting distances of less than
21 metres.
The use of obscure glazing in habitable room windows will not be an acceptable measure
to overcome the provisions of this policy if this is deemed to provide a sub-standard level
of accommodation.
POLICY B18
Dormer extensions will only be permitted where they are of a scale and appearance
appropriate to the property and do not adversely impact on the overall streetscene.
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POLICY B20
Applications for garages will be refused unless the proposed garage is located a minimum
distance of six metres from the highway. Exceptions to this policy will be allowed only
where the safety of people using the highway will not be unduly diminished such as along
back streets.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The design has been amended to reduce the impact upon neighbouring properties. The
application now conforms with Local Plan policy.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
Property Values
REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site
The Occupiers of 3, 5 Hollow Lane, 2, 6 Valley Drive, Barrow in Furness all informed.
The Occupier, 2 Valley Drive, Barrow.
“I have viewed the proposed planning application to my neighbour’s bungalow at 4 Valley
Drive and would like to make the following comments.
The size of the extension is very big and appears to double the existing dwelling space.
The extension to the roof in particular will make this very large. The height of this extends
from the maximum height of the existing roof by 9 metres at the rear as seen on plan
WAW 15074A -proposed side elevation north. This construction being north facing will
take a considerable amount of my light and cast a big shadow over my property
particularly the windows in my living/dining room for a good part of the day and even more
so in winter months. I understand that the proposed extension could be in contravention of
Local Plan Review 1996-2006 policy B14.
It is quite possible that the value of my property will be devalued due to the restricted
outlook and lack of sunlight from this intrusive extension.
In conclusion I would like to seek guarantees that any alterations to the existing roof which
faces my property namely the installation of Velux windows, will require no access to my
property “
CONSULTATIONS:
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OFFICERS REPORT:
The application site is a detached bungalow on the Western side of Valley Drive. There
are a variety of different styles of housing within the vicinity of the site.
The proposal involves the substantial enlargement of this detached bungalow. This would
take the form of a 6m long rear extension of equal height to the bungalow. Its ridge would
run at 90º to the existing ridge, would be level with it and originally would have extended
back 10m. The last 3.5m has been replaced with a hip but including a dormer. A new
garage and utility room are proposed at the side of the property. As part of the
development, an existing detached shed/garage to the side of the house will be
demolished.
Rear extension
The proposed rear extension will extend 6 metres from the back of the main property (the
existing living room extends 1.6 metres from this point). The extension will be almost the
full width of the bungalow, however the northern elevation will be stepped in by 1.2 metres.
This means it will be approximately 2.2 metres from the boundary to the north and
approximately 5.2 metres from the neighbouring property, no. 2 Valley Drive, at it’s closest
point.
The main issue is the impact the extension will have upon this neighbouring property. No.2
is set on a slightly higher ground level than the application site and features windows
within both the rear and side elevations. These windows overlook the applicant’s house
and are likely to be affected by it in terms of sunlight at present.
Sunlight indicator charts have been used to assess whether there will be any further
impact caused by the extension (see appendix E). The amended drawings show, at 2
metres in from the side of the roof, the height of the roof is 4.6 metres with a ridge height
of 6.2 metres. Sunlight indicator charts show that the extension will not result in any
significant loss of sunlight to the neighbouring property to the north, given the distance
from the neighbour.
I believe that, given the amended roof design and the distance from the neighbouring
property, the extension will also not have an overbearing impact upon the neighbour.
No openings are proposed within the side elevations of the extension (apart from
rooflights) and windows within the house to the rear will be protected from overlooking by
distance. However roof lights proposed in both roof pitches could impact upon privacy
levels and should therefore be obscure glazed.
Garage and utility room
The side extension will form a garage and utility room and will measure 9 metres (length) x
3.2 metres (width). It will be stepped back from the front elevation of the house by 6.5
metres, ensuring a driveway in excess of 6 metres remains and preventing a terracing
effect from being caused. The garage will measure 5.5 metres (length) x 3 metres (width)
which will provide adequate sized parking space.
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The extension will feature a flat roof approximately level with the existing eaves of the
bungalow. The neighbouring property to the south, no. 6 Valley Drive, features windows
within the side elevation which will partly overlook the side wall of the proposed garage.
These windows do not appear to serve habitable rooms, however given the orientation of
the houses, the extension will have no impact upon the amount of sunlight received by
these windows.
Other issues
An objection letter has been received, the main issues regarding the impact of the rear
extension have been dealt with above. The letter also refers to property values and land
ownership issues, however, these are not planning considerations.
Summary
In my opinion, the amended design ensures the rear extension has no significant impact
upon neighbouring properties. The side extension raises no particular issues. The overall
scheme therefore complies with saved policies B14, B15, B18, B20 and D21 of the Local
Plan.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that planning permission be GRANTED subject to the Standard Duration
Limit and the following conditions:
2. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the hereby approved plans
and drawings shown as (WAW1507 2A, 3A, 4AA, 5A, 6A, 7AA, 8A, 10A, 12AA,
13A, 14A, 15A) and defined by this permission.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3. The garage must be used for purposes incidental to the enjoyment of the dwelling
and no trade or business must be carried out in, or from the premises without the
prior written express consent of the Planning Authority.
Reason
In order to protect the residential amenities of the area.
4. The garage and access thereto must be reserved for the parking of private motor
vehicles and no permanent development, whether permitted by the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order, 1995 (as amended)(or
any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modifications) or not,
shall be carried out on that area of land or in such position as to preclude vehicular
access to the development hereby permitted.
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Reason
To ensure that proper access and parking provision is made and retained for use
associated with the development hereby permitted.
5. The roof lights hereby approved shall all be obscure glazed to level 4 of the
Pilkington range (or equivalent) and which shall then be permanently retained.
Reason
In order to protect the residential amenities of neighbouring properties from overlooking or
perceived overlooking.

6. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) (Amendment) (No. 2) (England) Order 2008 (or any Order
revoking or re-enacting that Order with or without modifications) no additional
dormer extensions, additional roof lights or enlargements of the roof lights shown on
the approved drawing shall be carried out.
Reason
In order to protect the residential amenities of neighbouring properties from overlooking or
perceived overlooking.
7. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) (Amendment) (No. 2) (England) Order 2008 (or any Order
revoking or re-enacting that Order with or without modifications) no opening of any
kind shall be made in the north or south elevation of the permitted extension.
Reason
In order to protect the residential amenities of neighbouring properties from overlooking or
perceived overlooking.
Reason for Approval
That having regard to the provisions of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act and all other material considerations, and subject to the proposed
conditions, the development as proposed by reason of its location, design and orientation,
will not have a detrimental impact upon the neighbouring properties or the visual amenities
of the area. As such, the proposal complies with the Development Plan for the area,
specifically policies B14, B15, B18, B20 and D21.
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2012/0440

Mr K Shereston

Datum Design Company

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Newbarns

Barry Jesson
01229 876323

27/06/2012
STATUTORY DATE:
21/08/2012

LOCATION:
Lynwood - Ashtree Day Nursery, Hollow Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
First floor extension to Hollow Lane elevation to provide an additional nursery room
and a new internal staircase.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
FORMER LOCAL PLAN:
POLICY D21
In determining all applications submitted to it the local planning authority will have regard
to the General Design Code set out in paragraph 5.4.27 of this plan.
In towns and villages, proposals shall relate to the context provided by buildings, street
and plot patterns, building frontages, topography, established public views, landmark
buildings and other townscape elements. Proposals that do not respect the local context
and street pattern or the scale, height, proportions and materials of surrounding buildings
and development which constitutes over development of the site by virtue of scale, height
or bulk will not be permitted, unless there is specific justification, such as interests of
sustainability, energy efficiency or crime prevention.
Development proposals in the countryside shall respect the diversity and distinctiveness of
local landscape character. New farm buildings will, in general, be required to be sited
within or adjacent to an existing farm building complex or in other well screened locations
and to be subject to a complementary design and use of materials, with, where necessary,
a ‘planting’ scheme.
POLICY F3
Childrens’ nurseries catering for more than six children at a time will not be allowed if they
are considered to bring undue harm to the residential amenity of an area by virtue of the
amount of traffic generated or the amount of disturbance from play areas. Play areas must
either not adjoin the curtilages of other dwellings or, where there is reasonable separation
from other curtilages, must be provided with adequate screening either by acoustic fencing
or as a result of the presence of substantial landscaping.
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SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
Proposed extension is to allow an improved service provision rather than to merely add
capacity. The extension does not harm the residential amenity of the area.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
House Values.
REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site and in the local press
The Occupiers of 104 Hollow Lane, Ashtree House, Farmers Arms, Wesselton, 19, 21, 22
Newbarns Village, Barrow in Furness all informed.
The Occupier, Wesslton, 21 Newbarns Village, Barrow in Furness
“My wife and I totally object to this planning application due to the property being next door
if the plan was to go ahead a large amount of our natural light would be blocked also our
privacy which we enjoy would be put at risk”.
The Occupiers, 104 Hollow Lane, Barrow in Furness
“I strongly object to the proposed planning application as it will clearly impact on the
privacy I enjoy in my garden which is directly opposite the nursery. It is clear that the
elevated extension will overlook my property.
I am also concerned that there will be an increase in staff car parking which I am sure will
increase car parking on the nearby streets as there are no facilities for staff parking in the
nursery grounds. I can also foresee an increase in the intake of children at the facility
which will result in a further increase in traffic using the nursery. A great number of the
parents drop their children off by parking on Hollow Lane and not using the entrance and
exit driveway in the nursery which is intended to be used for this purpose”.
The Occupier, 63 Hollow Lane, Barrow.
“We would strongly object to this planning application for the following reasons,
1, The additional floor space would increase the number of children attending with
corresponding increase in the noise level, detracting ever more from the original quiet of
the area.
2, The increase in numbers of children attending would increase traffic movement at a
busy and hazardous road junction.
3, The increase in children would mean an increase in staff and corresponding increase in
on street parking, as the on site parking, agreed to in a previous planning application, has
been replaced with a decked play area.
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4, The first floor window in the north west elevation will overlook our property and reduce
privacy.”
The Occupiers, 3 Dorcas Avenue, Barrow in Furness – dated 22.7.12
“We assume that the owners wish to extend their premises in order to increase their intake
of children and we think this would add to the traffic chaos in the junction of Hollow Lane
and Fairfield Lane because of the increased number of cars entering the nursery grounds
in order to drop their children off and pick them up later in the day. Parking in this already
congested area, particularly outside the Farmers Arms Pub where there is a very bad bend
in the road, making it dangerous for children and parents from Fairfield Lane attempting to
cross here to take their children to and from the Holy Family School via Hector Street
which is the shortest way, as the view of the oncoming vehicles becomes more and more
restricted with every car which is parked in this junction.
We also assume that the owners will require more space to allow these additional children
to play outside and that he will need to purchase more land. The only place he can obtain
this would be from his neighbours’ gardens adjoining the back of his property and if he
does manage to buy some, there would be nothing to stop him turning this into the much
needed space that the children will need thus devaluing the houses which would then
adjoin the extended playground, including ours. The person whose land he purchases,
would be enumerated but not the other people whose gardens would adjoin the new play
area.
It could be said that our last paragraph is a separate issue but it is a fact that more pupils
need more outside space”.
CONSULTATIONS:
Cumbria Highways

5.7.12

“I can confirm that the Highway Authority has no objection to the proposed development as
it is considered that the proposal does not affect the highway.”
OFFICERS REPORT:
The property, originally known as Ashtree House, is a day nursery offering childcare for
children of varying pre-school ages. It is located close to the junction of Hollow Lane &
Lesh Lane. The nursery is bounded by Hollow Lane and the Farmers Arms Public House
on the western side, a footway linking Hollow lane and Hector Terrace to the south eastern
side, whilst the northern boundaries are shared with residential properties. The planning
history shows that the building was previously a mixture of a dwelling and shop, which
occupied the flat roof wing fronting Hollow Lane, though this was later incorporated into the
dwelling. In 2002, planning permission was granted for the conversion of the dwelling into
its current use, a day nursery. No restrictions were placed upon the maximum number of
children that could attend.
The nursery features a drive through off-road lay-by to the front, accessed from Hollow
Lane. This allows for the dropping off and collection of children off the highway, though
on-street parking is also available close by if required at busy times. Unlike a school the
dropping off and collection times are more varied, generally with a 90 minute window at
the start and end of the day. This helps spread any potential congestion as opposed to a
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fixed opening and closing time. The location within a residential area also allows some
children to be walked to the nursery, again reducing some need for vehicle movements.
Cumbria Highway’s have no objection to the proposal as they do not consider it will affect
the highway.
The proposal involves adding a first floor above the existing flat roof wing to the front,
which will also extend 2.5m further toward the bungalow known as Wesselton, constructed
from matching materials. A disabled access ramp adjoins the south eastern side where
access into the nursery is provided. A window at first floor level was originally shown in
this elevation, serving a staircase, though it has now been relocated to the rear of the
extension to prevent any overlooking of Wesselton (amended plans to follow). The
extension will continue the existing roof profile, maintaining a gable facing Hollow lane. A
dual pitched roof with a slightly lower ridge will run off the main roof. Skylight tests show
the side elevation of the bungalow to the south east will not be impacted due to the
distance from the extension, around 14m.
Windows to the extended nursery are proposed in the front elevation facing Hollow Lane,
and in the north west elevation of the extension, facing over the nursery’s garden, with
only acute angle views to the rear of the public house. The distance to the dwellings on
the opposite side of Hollow Lane is approximately 40m, with around 30m to the front
gardens. The distance between the extension and no.63 Hollow Lane is approximately
24m. As such no loss of privacy will occur to any surrounding properties, and remains the
same as existing levels. However, to alleviate concern, the applicant has proposed to use
obscure glazing in the north east side elevation.
Objections have been received, citing a loss of privacy, daylight and potential traffic
problems and noise associated with the extension. As demonstrated, the extension will
not result in a loss of privacy or daylight for surrounding houses. The objections assume
the additional floorspace will directly result in an increase in children attending. The agent
has stated the following in response,
“They (the nursery) can cater for children in the age range 0 to 4 years with a capacity of
65.
The nursery never runs at full capacity as most children only attend part weeks, due to this
there are always days when there are vacancies because of the need to provide an
overlap in case the children are not collected on time.
The increased floor area is to allow greater flexibility for the accommodation of the younger
children not to increase the capacity there will be a dedicated area for the 0 to 1 age range
which will provide a quieter environment separated from the existing nursery activity areas.
These changes would not result in an increase in staff levels however the nursery are
hoping to employ a further 2 part time staff in the future as part of a planned upgrading of
the services offered by the nursery.”
The overall number of children that can attend is determined by national legislation,
namely the Children Act 1989, whereby various spacing and quality standards have to be
achieved. The entire floorspace of the nursery cannot be used solely for childcare as
kitchen, bathroom and storage facilities also have to be provided appropriate to the
number of children catered for. The applicants have explained that the intention is for a reorganisation and upgrade of the facilities and services provided rather than to increase
capacity. Both local and national policy recognises the social need for childcare facilities,
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and encourages their promotion and support. Taking this into account, the extension will
improve the standard of service offered, have little impact in terms of privacy and already
has sufficient pick up and drop off facilities.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that planning permission be GRANTED subject to the Standard Duration
Limit and the following conditions:
2) The development must be carried out in accordance with the plans (drawing
numbers 616/01 & 616/02 rev A) hereby approved as submitted with the application
dated 22.06.12.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings
approved by the Planning Authority.
3) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces, including walls,
roofs, doors, and windows, of the extension hereby permitted shall be of the same type,
colour, and texture as those used in the existing building.
Reason
To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development, and to minimise its impact
upon the surrounding area.
4) Prior to the beneficial occupation of the development the 1st floor window in the north
west facing side elevation of the permitted extension must be fitted with manufacturers
obscure glazing of an obscurity rating of no less than level 4 from the Pilkington glass
range (or an equivalent range and rating subject to prior agreement with the Planning
Authority) and thereafter permanently retained.
Reason
In order to protect the residential amenities between neighbouring properties from
overlooking or perceived overlooking.

Reason for Approval
The development hereby approved has been assessed against the Development Plan
for the area, specifically policies D21 & F3 and material considerations, including third
party representations. The Planning Authority concluded that the development, subject
to the conditions imposed, would accord with the Development Plan and there were no
other material considerations to justify a refusal of permission.
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2012/0324

Barrow Island Rugby Club

M & P Gadsden

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Newbarns

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

09/05/2012
STATUTORY DATE:
03/07/2012

LOCATION:
Barrow Island Rugby Club, Ostley Bank, Barrow-in-Furness.
PROPOSAL:
Engineering scheme for the levelling of the pitch, including new training area and
removal of hedgerow.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
FORMER LOCAL PLAN:
POLICY D13
Proposals for developments or land use changes which adversely affect, direct or
indirectly, the integrity of wildlife and landscape features such as hedgerows, ponds,
woodland or continuity of the Wildlife Corridors will only be approved if the development
cannot be accommodated elsewhere and the need for the development clearly outweighs
the need to retain that particular section of the wildlife network. Where the development
will result in the loss of trees or woodland or other wildlife features, the Authority will
require the developer to submit a detailed landscaping scheme with the planning
application, which must be completed as part of the development, and which must provide
for the replacement of trees or other wildlife features lost as a result of the development.
POLICY D26
Open areas will be protected from development where they:
a)

Are important to the appearance and character of housing areas or settlements; or

b)

Are used as amenity areas by the public

POLICY G6
Proposals for the provision of outdoor sports facilities with their related buildings and
structures, or for the replacement of existing facilities, including those facilities whose
location requirements cannot be accommodated within existing built-up areas, will be
permitted provided that;
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a)
The proposal would not result in visual harm to the character and
appearance of the surroundings, the countryside or the coast;
b)

Residents’ living conditions would not be harmed;

c)

Site access and parking arrangements would not harm the interests of
traffic flow or road safety;

d)

The proposal would not result in the loss of the best and most versatile
agricultural land; and

e)

The proposal would not harm any site of identified nature conservation
interest.

POLICY G13
For the quiet enjoyment of recreation activities such as walking, cycling and horse riding
the Borough Council will protect the following designated routes from development taking
place on; or in the immediate surroundings where an interesting or visually pleasing view
would be adversely affected:The Cistercian Way
Haematite Trail
Cumbria Coastal Way
Public Footpaths
Any existing right of way joining the rights of way network
POLICY G14
The Borough Council will seek to protect and enhance all public footpaths where new
development is to take place and will encourage the linking of footpaths into housing
development to provide easy access to the countryside.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:

NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site.
The Occupiers of no’s 170, 172, 174, 176, 182, 184 Rating Lane, 17 Ostley Bank, Holy
Family Roman Catholic Church, Ostley Bank, nos. 10, 17 Ostley Bank, Millhaven, Ostley
Bank, Newlands, Ostley Bank, nos. 28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45,46 Holyoake
Ave, nos. 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35, 37, 39 Harrel Lane, nos. 10, 11, 12, 14, 16 Kirkstall Close,
2 Tennyson Avenue, Barrow all informed.
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Petition
“We the undersigned object to the above mentioned proposal as being unnecessary and
detrimental to the wildlife and the amenity of the neighbourhood”.
Signed by 301 people”.
REPRESENTATIONS AGAINST THE APPLICATION
The Occupiers, 1 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 25.5.12
“Regarding the application by Barrow Island Rugby Club for levelling of the pitch, new
training area and removal of hedgerows.
We strongly object to such work on a number of grounds. Firstly the reckless removal of
hedgerows, which apart from destroying ancient and now rare hedgerows, this will affect
the natural habitat of a number of animals, rabbits, hedgehogs mice, birds and bats (a
protected species) to name but a few. To remove this would be sacrilege and downright
wrong. We are amazed that the council would even consider this application on this point
alone.
Secondly our very nice residential area (we live on the corner of Ostley Bank) will be
turned upside down if a succession of large and heavy industrial machinery makes it's way
constantly up the narrow and hitherto quiet and pleasant road. Access is already limited.
We have in the past had damage to our car from a coach carelessly reversing up to the
rugby club and we do not relish the prospect of this happening again.
Also, if this work goes ahead we can only imagine that the volume of traffic from cars,
coaches and those on foot will increase dramatically, which in turn will increase the noise
level / nuisance level, particularly following alcohol intake from rugby players and
supporters. We regularly remove cans and bottles (broken glass) from our garden, thrown
from the roadside and on occasion youngsters have urinated on our garage (extremely
unpleasant).
This disrupts the neighbourhood and any further development will only cause the problems
to magnify.
We find it incongruous that Barrow Island Rugby club do not build their new ground on
Barrow Island.
We strongly object to this proposal”.
The Occupier, 5 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness dated 25.5.12
As a resident of Newbarns I would normally expect to be notified about planned change to
the nature of this club I was informed by a friend about the application. The proposal
being in part the removal of hedges. I now learn that the hedges referred to are the two
which extend from the club house to the stream bed bordering the playing park, Rating
Lane. My immediate reaction is why is it necessary to destroy this quite extensive wildlife
particularly insect habitat.
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Those hedges are I would estimate at least 150 years old, probably much older and one
defends the edge of the ancient footpath part of the Haematite Trail.
The reason put forward for this work was that one pitch is too narrow and that the changes
would facilitate ease of maintenance.
The size of the pitch does not appear to have been a problem during the time I have lived
in the area.
Ease of maintenance echoes the cry of the agriculture barons of the last century who saw
the financial values of hedge removal and mono-culture.
Somewhat late in the day this has proved to be an unmitigated disaster with the
depreciation of insect populations.
Hedges, by their very nature, will encroach on neighbouring land however generations of
farmers have been able to maintain hedges as a stock proof barrier and maximise the
adjacent land for grazing etc.
The plight of the bumble bee has frequently featured in the press in recent years and in a
highlighted feature at this years Chelsea Flower Show. Old hedgerows with their
attendant loose vast structure are a favoured habitat for bumblebee. By contrast short
mown grass is useless to insects.
In my opinion there is no justification for the destruction of theses hedgerows or for the
disturbance of any of the vegetation on the slopes facing Rating lane.
The ancient Footpath and the hedgerows form part of the environment enjoyed by the
children of Holy Family School what sort of a message is being passed to them if we have
so little regard that we are prepared to destroy valuable wildlife habitat and also change
the nature of part of our heritage.”
The Occupier, 7 Harrel Lane, Barrow
“It has come to my notice from a few people in Harrel Lane, and Newbarns Village, that
you are proposing to remove a 100year old hedge next to a Public right of way.
I assume it is something to do with Barrow Island Rugby club.
I thought the idea in this day and age was to protect the countryside and wildlife and to try
to keep it save. It would be a terrible crime to see this hedge removed.
Don’t you think that they have altered the place enough; I’m all for teaching the children
Rugby and etc. But I think it’s going to far removing the Hedge, and to what use.
I am opposed very strongly, my reasons being (a) Protection of the Wild life, (b) Protection
of the Shrubs and trees which are many years old and also the way it would look after all
this, it will spoil the look of the area. (c) It is next to a very old public footpath.
I have lived in this village for the past 40 years and it is at present wonderful to walk over
the fields with the wild live etc. No matter what you have been told by anyone who has
been to see this environment and check on the Hedge mentioned they are wrong. They
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have not, and I repeat not lived here as long as my wife and myself, and can not know the
area as well as we do.”
The Occupiers, 19 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 23.5.12
“My attention has been drawn to the letter dated 15-05.2012 referring to planning
application Number 18/2012/0324 submitted by Barrow Island Rugby Club proposing
leveling of the pitch and removal of hedgerows at Ostley Bank, Barrow in-Furness.
I am surprised at the limited number of addresses to which the copy notification has
been sent since many of my neighbours from Harrel Lane, Ostley Bank and Newbarns
Village regularly walk these fields and several have already expressed their opposition
to the removal of hedgerows. We have lived at the above address for over 44 years
and have walked the public footpath adjacent to the hedgerow concerned regularly.
I fail to see the necessity for the removal of this hedgerow. I cannot believe it to be
necessary to accommodate more spectators since I have never seen enough
spectators at a match to even ring the field one deep.
At a time when Local Authorities are increasingly aware of the benefits of hedgerows
in supporting wildlife e.g. rabbits, hedgehogs, bats, squirrels, birds, plant life, etc. and
the value of such an amenity in a built-up area, I would be appalled if this part of the
proposal were to be sanctioned for the convenience of club members and spectators,
the great majority of whom do not live even close to the site.
The adjacent public footpath is so close to the touch-line that the hedge affords a great
degree of protection from rugby balls 'kicked for touch' on that side of the field.
Needless to say we are opposed to this part of the proposal.
P.S. Overleaf for your information is a list of birds seen in these fields during our walks.
House sparrow
Tree sparrow
Dunnock
Wood pigeon
Collared dove
Great tit
Long-tailed tit
Coal tit
Sparrow hawk
Kestrel
Rook
Carrion crow
Thrush
Pheasant
Greenfinch
Jackdaw
Tawny Owl
Lapwing
Great Spotted Woodpecker
Swallow

Wren
Blackcap
Willow Warbler
Chiffchaff
Goldcrest
Robin
Fieldfare
Redwing
Willow tit
Treecreeper
Bullfinch
Blackbird
Red-backed Shrike
Chaffinch
Goldfinch
Magpie
Snipe
Starling
Swift
Herring Gull
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Waxwing
The Occupier, 19 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 7.7.12
“Thank-you for your neighbour notification letter dated 02/07/2012. 1 see from the
amended plan that it is intended to remove the hedgerow running roughly East to West
at the Southern side of the playing pitch and in these circumstances the objections
contained in my original letter dated 23rd May, 2012 still apply.
In addition I wish to make the following comments with reference to this application.
As far as I am aware there is no opposition to the proposed leveling of the pitch. The
objections are to the removal of hedgerows. Mature hedgerows and their associated
wildflowers are extremely important to many types of wildlife including birds, bees,
butterflies, voles, field mice, hedgehogs and bats. In a letter which I submitted to the
Planning Department
In May I listed 43 different bird species seen in the fields and hedgerows surrounding the
rugby pitches.
Bumble bees are one of the most important pollinators of commercial crops and
hedgerows and hedge banks provide pollen, nectar and hibernating and nesting sites
for bumble bees.
Nettles are the principal food plant of Red Admiral, Small and Large Tortoiseshell, Comma
and Peacock butterflies and dog violets the main food plant for five species of fritillary.
The ecological appraisal furnished by the applicants makes no mention of butterflies or
bees.
The hedge bottoms contain nettles, lesser celandine, dog violet, dandelion,
cuckoopint, red campion, stitchwort gooose grass, rosebay willowherb, buttercups,
poppies, hedge bindweed, meadow buttercup, creeping buttercup, creeping thistle,
dock, hedge woundwort, blackberry, tufted vetch, tutsan and several different
umbelliferae.
Turning now to the so-called ecological appraisal commissioned by the applicants,
instead of an unbiased scientific appraisal what we have here is a document
containing emotive negative statements such as, 'unremarkable assemblage of
plants', 'species poor hedges', 'minor importance as nesting sites for birds', 'limited
value to wildlife, 'negligible ecological value' and so on, all this based on a two-hour
visit in the middle of the day on April 23rd this year.
As to 'species poor hedgerows' the first 50 metres of hedgerow which runs along the
South side of the pitch and which the applicants wish to remove contains Crab Apple,
Hawthorn, Ash, Blackthorn, Holly, Blackberry, Dog Rose and Elder.
The appraisal states, and I quote, 'the area is used extensively by dog walkers
with large amounts of dog feaces apparent along with well-walked paths'.

49

PLANNING COMMITTEE
4th September 2012
Whilst I deplore the behaviour of irresponsible dog owners who fail to remove
dog faeces or even leave plastic bags full of it swinging from hedgerows, trees
and bushes, I have to say that the statement quoted is a gross exaggeration.
In short it is my opinion that this appraisal does its best to say exactly what the
Rugby Club want it to say.
One final point, the applicants seem not to have considered the hedgerows as a
visual amenity, but then the great majority of their supporters only visit the site briefly.
The majority of those who live in the vicinity enjoy them all year round since they have
something to offer at any season to those with eyes to see. In short, we like them and
in a largely built-up area they form part of a semi-rural oasis and removal of any part
of them would be nothing less than an act of vandalism”.
The Occupiers, 21 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 18.6.12
“I wish to place an objection to the proposal to level/enlarge the playing fields and remove
hedgerows.
This proposal would completely change the rural nature of the area, urbanising it in a way
that a few token trees at the edge will not repair. The area to be levelled includes a steep
bank, which would become an unsightly 8 metre high sloping wall. This is adjacent to a
children’s park and would then become an inevitable temptation for dangerous climbing
activities.
The application denigrates the area as having low importance to wildlife with poor quality
hedges. This is far from the truth. This is a rural oasis within the town and much valued by
local people. It is of high value to wildlife and is home to many birds, including the song
thrush which is on the red list of threatened species.
By the standards laid out in the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 these hedgerows are of high
importance:
They are field boundaries, hundreds of years old and planted on banks.
One of the hedges runs alongside a public footpath.
They are species rich, containing between them - hawthorn, holly, crab apple, wild cherry,
rose, elder, ash, hazel, whitebeam, sycamore, blackthorn and oak; many of these being
mature trees.
Finally, the club does not have enough parking facilities for their current fixtures. During
busy games Ostley Bank and surrounding streets become choked with vehicles which
often block driveways and cause inconvenience to residents.
The application expresses a wish for more and better fixtures to be held but does not
acknowledge or address the parking problems this would cause”.
The Occupier, 29 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 3.6.12
“I feel strongly against this proposal not only are these hedgerows protected (over 30
years old) how can you disregard the wildlife in this area?
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This is a residential area not a public training ground, the wildlife and hedgerows should be
protected for the future.
We have to deal with excess beer cans, bottles etc. littering the hedgerows and fields,
listen to foul language and shouting sometimes late into the night. Sundays are all about
car boot sales in the summer months, no longer a quiet morning in the privacy of your
garden. Where will it end?
Was planning permission actually given for the car park? Which constantly causes
flooding in my garden during the winter months.
No more we say our hedgerows and wildlife must be protected”.
The Occupiers, 31 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 28.5.12
“We are writing to strongly oppose the planning application Number 18/2012/0324
submitted by Barrow Island Rugby Club.
We are residents in Harrel Lane and have lived here 38 years, we love all the wildlife in
our garden that need the hedgerows to survive, we cannot believe that the council will
pass planning to remove the ancient hedgerow, we have lost so much to housing
development and we should be trying our best to retain our countryside not just for us but
the next generation.
Please planners come and look at this site surely they have more than enough land to play
Rugby without us losing all this habitat and beauty.
We now live with a car park at the bottom of our garden, when we bought this house we
had cows grazing there, now we have to listen to cars from early morning and until late at
night.
We would like to ask if planning permission was granted for this area?
Our total peace and the sanctuary of our garden has all gone, thanks to Barrow Island
Rugby Club. We have had to compromise but we now feel this is one step too far and we
ask you to look carefully at this before it is too late for it can never be replaced.
P.S. Since the car parking area we now have our garden flooded when very wet and most
of all we have to put up with coach loads of people arriving at weekends and many of them
urinating at the back of our garden.
If you would like to come and see what we mean please just telephone us and you are
welcome. Would you like this to happen where you live?
We would like to attend the meeting and we would like to speak.”
The Occupier, 31 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 6.6.12
“So here we go again. Firstly application for clubhouse, then application for so many club
nights, now removing our wonderful hedgerows, which are corridors for the abundant
wildlife that frequents all the gardens in the area.
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The car park that has arrived behind our back garden creates plenty of noise every day
with school mums and dads dropping off their children and the sound of car doors
slamming and shouting of voices. Then each evening shouting and bawling which I
understand goes with enthusiastic rugby lads training, never the less, very disturbing when
its just a few yards away from what has been up to now a little piece of heaven.
I and my wife have been involved with sport all our lives, and believe it is a great character
builder for young people, but also feel (as other residents do) that our quality of peace and
quiet has also been reduced by the noise of both people traffic and certainly by the noise
created by cars that can only get worse, if we believe what will happen if and when the
club go into a higher league. We are convinced that will bring more cars and coaches,
more people using our back hedge as a urinal, (which has happened more than once) and
we feel strongly that our hedgerows and our way of life should not have to be sacrificed
after 37 years living here.”
The Occupier, 33 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 6.6.12
“In section 6 of the application form, the No box is ticked in answer to the question "Do the
proposals require any diversions to any rights of way?". When I looked at the maps and
other information showing the changes to the pitch boundaries etc, it seemed to me
obvious that the right of way, which at the moment follows a hedgerow which is to be
removed, unless it is to be diverted, will be sitting on the playing surface of the widened
pitch.
So, can you tell me if I am right or not, and if I am right, where will the pathway be diverted
to, as that will be an important consideration to myself and many of my neighbours? Also
will the application be republished with the correction, including the position of the diverted
right of way?”
The Occupier, 35 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 18.5.12
Please could you tell me how the rugby club intend to drain the land when they level the
pitches and where the water is going to go as my garden is already very wet and due to
the lie of land the ground water from the rugby pitches already comes into mine and
adjacent gardens. The culvert at the bottom of the car park is not maintained by the club
and causes flooding in the winter.
Are there drainage plans I can view?
The Occupier, 35 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 25.5.12
“I wish to object on the following grounds
1.Land Drainage - my already wet garden will become water logged with the drainage from
the pitches. Since the car park was installed at the rugby club, I now have a river let that
runs down through of the centre my garden in the winter straight into my garage!
The water actually now puddles at the top of my garden and my lawn is now moss. The
culvert situated by the rugby ground car park is not maintained by the club and already
causes increased water seepage into mine and surrounding gardens.
2. Loss of habitat - In an area where habitat loss is very evident - do we really need more
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hedgerows uprooted?
3. Increased noise/cars from more games - On a Tuesday and Thursday evening it is
impossible to sit in my garden, unless i want to listen to the absolutely foul language that
comes from the pitches, and not just from the adults!
4 On rugby days the cars are parked everywhere and if the games are more frequent and
of a higher level does this mean even more supporters/cars/coaches blocking the already
congested streets?
Furness Academy will have a brand new perfect full size 3g all weather pitch available to
hire from September 2012 - why not use a bit of common sense and re-locate the rugby
club there, where there are no houses and plenty of parking and make the land where the
rugby club is into public amenity land with plenty of habitat for wildlife and plant a jubilee
wood for the local community to use.
A bit of consideration for the local residents from the club wouldn't go amiss either. I have
no problem with children playing rugby in fact I would encourage children into sport in any
form but with three clubs within 1/2 mile of my home, a bit of commonsense wouldn't go
amiss either.
I would like to speak at the planning meeting”.
The Occupier, 35 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 6.7.12
“Whilst we are happy that the plans have been amended I wish to comment regarding the
wildlife in the area. I have bats, rabbits, owls, stoats, & foxes come into my garden from
the back fields so to say there is no habitation is wrong. The removal of any hedgerow
needs careful consideration especially one that has been in existence for decades.
I still think there is a need to use some commonsense here, with three rugby clubs in close
vicinity.
Also will the improvement of the pitches will lead to increased foul language and traffic on
home games in an already congested area. The drains on Ostley Bank and Harrel Lane
already cannot cope with the weather runoff, as seem by recent flooding in the area - will
the improved pitches cause an even greater problem?”
The Occupier, 37 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 25.5.12
“I wish to object on the following grounds
1.Land Drainage - my already wet garden will become water logged with the drainage from
the pitches. The culvert on the rugby ground is not maintained by the club and already
causes increased water seepage into mine and surrounding gardens.
2. Loss of habitat - In an area where habitat loss is very evident - do we really need more
hedgerows uprooted?
3. Increased noise/cars from more games - I am disabled and on a Tuesday and Thursday
evening and sat/sun find it impossible to sit in my garden, unless I want to listen to the
absolutely foul language that comes from the pitches.
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4 On rugby days the cars are parked everywhere and if the games are more frequent and
of a higher level does this mean even more supporters/cars/coaches blocking the streets?
Furness Academy will have a perfect 3g all weather pitch available to hire from September
2012 - why not use a bit of common sense and re-locate the rugby club there, where there
are no houses and plenty of parking and make the land where the rugby club is into public
amenity land with plenty of habitat for wildlife and parkland for the local community to use”.
The Occupiers, 41 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 29.5.12
“It has come to my attention that the destruction of some part of the hedgerows at the back
of Harrel lane is intended.
I have lived in this area for 49 years and bit by bit the green fields that surround us are
being developed. Where will it stop?
I enjoy the singing of the birds and encourage them into my garden but if their nesting
places are destroyed then they may have to move on.
Many creatures depend on this greenscape and it saddens me that even with today’s
awareness of our selfish destruction of the nature around us, this application hasn’t
thought of an environmentally friendly alternative.
We may only be saving a few creatures but I think if we asked the children who will be
using this pitch, should we save them I think we all know what the answer would be.”
The Occupier, 51 Harrel Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 30.5.12
“It is with great distress, I have heard of the proposed removal of the mature hedges
bordering the playing fields behind Harrel Lane and Ostley Bank.
I beg you to reconsider this action and consider the distress the removal will cause to
small mammals, birds etc namely Woodpeckers, Blackbirds, Thrushes, Robins need I go
on, also the nice quiet walks myself and others, take through the fields, I have walked
regularly for the last sixty-five years, when I came to live in Harrel lane as a twenty-two
year old bride.
Please, please I beg you, think again.”
The Occupier, 170 Rating Lane, Barrow – dated 28.5.12
Appendix A – (Colour Booklet)
The Occupier, 174 Rating Lane. Barrow in Furness – dated 31.5.12
“I have submitted a PDF document relating to this planning application by email, stating
my concerns and objections to the planning application, and at the end I pointed out that I
was considering and seeking advice as to whether I should attend or even speak at the
meeting.
I am extremely concerned about the implications of the plans, *particularly* regarding the
risk of flooding my garden (and neighbours)
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I also have concerns with this planning application, where the plans are incomplete
(planting scheme at east end of plot TBA), and other aspects which have not been
thoroughly researched or do not feature in the submitted reports (e.g. no design report on
the potential quantity & rate of water that will now be diverted East, or ability of the chosen
destination to handle this water satisfactorily; also the ecological report does not consider
amphibians).
As a consequence of my deep concerns, I would like to request an opportunity to attend
and ideally speak at the planning meeting. Please can you confirm that this is possible,
and what date and time the planning meeting will be conducted.
Will there be an opportunity for me to review submissions from other people in response to
this planning application, before the meeting”
The Occupier, 174 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 3.7.12
“This correspondence deals specifically with Envirotech Response to Revised
Consultations PLAN_2012_0324_ADDITIONAL_1.pdf
Please could you pass on a copy to Envirotech suitably redacted to prevent any
identification of name or address.
1)

Envirotech “would take the opportunity to respond to comments made by
Cumbria Wildlife Trust and Cumbria County Councils Ecologist” and this has been
published on the planning portal for public scrutiny, but the public has not been
given equal access to the full CWT and CCC Ecologist comments.

2)

Envirotech note that neither party has visited the site. Envirotech presumably had
sufficient time and money to schedule a visit to the site and produce their report.
The original planning application consultation period was quite short and in the
middle of the busiest surveying period of the year I believe. I was also told that a
survey would be a good idea, so the intention was certainly there to do a site visit.
Perhaps a more constructive response from Envirotech would be to
encourage/invite Cumbria Wildlife Trust and Cumbria County Councils Ecologist to
come and make a site visit, especially now that the application is not going before
the planning committee until at least August.

3)

Envirotech say “neither party has visited the site and both appear to have been
lobbied by local residents”.
Clearly the first point of contact for concerns of damage to the environment is to go
and consult the established and respected environmental organisations and data
recorders.
The paragraph goes on to “question any conclusions drawn from discussions with
the local residents” because “this application is obviously an emotive issue for
them”.
I find this insulting, because it infers that Envirotech believe that none of the local
residents can discuss the issues objectively with these organisations.
It also suggests that Envirotech do not respect the Cumbria County Councils
Ecologist and Cumbria Wildlife Trust sufficiently to have confidence in their
objectivity, and ability to consider all the available information including the plans
and Envirotech’s own reports.
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4)

“Neither consultee has had any direct discussion with ourselves to obtain a
balanced overview of the situation”.
Did Envirotech consult either Cumbria Wildlife Trust or Cumbria County Councils
Ecologist to ask for information on any recorded species of flora or fauna in the
area, or ecological concerns & considerations before creating the Ecological
Appraisal report?
I would expect that CWT and CCC Ecologist considered the Ecological Appraisal
Report to represent a complete account of Envirotech’s ecological assessment of
the planning application. Perhaps there was an opportunity for CWT and CCC
Ecologist to contact Envirotech directly for any clarifications, but their attention had
been drawn to the Planning Portal which seems to be the mechanism that the
planning authority is encouraging public consultation.

5)

“Many of the comments raised by the respondents are incorrect, are out of
context, or lack basis” and the first comment Envirotech dispute is the Cumbria
Wildlife Trust comment that “Birds nesting within hedges are unlikely to suffer
predation from dogs”. This comment from the Cumbria Wildlife Trust does not refer
to the disturbance, but specifically picks up on predation. Envirotech mentions
research that supports reduction in bird diversity and abundance, but no published
research reference is provided, and it is not clear whether the research suggests
the reduction is due to disturbance or predation (or both). I shall not continue to
review the remaining responses from Envirotech, but hope that CWT and CCC
Ecologist will contact Barrow Borough Planning Department and Envirotech to
resolve each dispute.

6)

The Envirotech response does not make it clear whether copies were sent to the
CWT or CCC Ecologist.

I shall submit a separate comment about the revised plans later this week. Especially
about our primary concern – the flooding risk to properties along the stream that the
revised plans still seem to drain into.
Please confirm receipt of this correspondence and that it will be read in full by the
members of the planning committee. Thank you”.
The Occupiers, 174 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 23.7.12 – Appendix B
(Colour Booklet)
The Occupier, 176 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 24.5.12
“Having received your information regarding the proposed planning application for the
development of the fields used by Barrow Island Rugby Club at Ostley Bank and adjacent
to Rating Lane, I have the following comments :
1. It is my understanding that the fields at this location were left to the people of Barrow “in
Perpetuity” for recreation purposes and as such do not belong to the Barrow Island Rugby
Club but that currently they are the authorised users of the rugby pitches on that ground.
The planning application suggests that the Barrow Island Club have been the only rugby
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club using those pitches, but my father played regular matches for the Corporation
Combine Rugby League Club on those fields during the 1950s.
2. I have lived at 176 Rating Lane for over 38 years and have noticed a significant change
in the surface drainage in the area over that time. The planning application shows
extensive land drains to be installed in the proposed development draining into the area
adjacent to the recreation area (known locally as “the little park”). The existing drainage
from this area passes through the gardens at the rear of the houses along Rating Lane as
an open stream until it enters a pipe at the rear of 190 Rating Lane. Before the recent
housing developments at Wellbeck Close and Stoneleigh Close the flow in the stream was
seasonal and in fact was virtually dry for 4 to 5 months a year. This was due to the
buffering capacity of the original wooded glade upstream. Since that was removed the
stream at the bottom of the gardens is never dry and in fact during the winter months is full
and fast flowing to such an extent that a flooding risk exists to the houses along Rating
Lane and the gardens of those houses ( 170 to 188 ) are waterlogged for most of the
winter. Therefore any increased flow that the proposed development would generate
would significantly increase the threat of flooding to the aforementioned houses. The
planning application does not state that any consideration has been given to the risk that
an increased flow would cause to the houses in Rating Lane.
3. Having played rugby myself on the said fields I do appreciate the difficulties incurred by
the rugby club and I would not object to a partial removal of the hedge and an
improvement to the slope of the actual playing pitch. However I consider the addition of a
training area beyond the playing pitch to be the crux of the problem. As a recently retired
Chartered Environmentalist I consider the total removal of the hedgerow as environmental
vandalism and against the spirit of the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 and as such I will be
referring this matter to The Campaign to protect rural England. That hedgerow has been
in existence for at least 150 years (I suspect in fact much longer than that). The proposed
planting of a few trees at the base of the slope to compensate for the removal of the hedge
raises several questions in itself, i.e. a) will indigenous deciduous trees be used ? b) will
the species planted have limited height potential ? c) who will be responsible for
maintenance of the trees ?
( this last point is important because vandals have damaged most of the new trees
planted along Rating Lane and I suspect the persons responsible would do similar damage
to any new trees planted in the proposed area ).
4. The proposed extension to include a training area would result in a high very steep
banking. The plans do not show any method of slope stabilisation to be used and
suggests that as no material will be imported that the bank will be composed of compacted
earth only. The risk of landslip must therefore be considered and this could exasperate
the drainage problem. Furthermore as a recently retired Chartered Member of the Institute
of Occupational Safety and Health, I regard such a high steep slope as a potential safety
risk to members of the public, particularly children. This is a well-used public area and the
Council has an obligation to ensure the safety of the public using public areas.
5. I do not believe the “ecological survey” considered the presence of newts at the rear of
the recreation area. I suspect these are of a protected species and therefore relevant to
the planning application. As I stated initially I have lived in Rating Lane over 38 years and
I have noticed a severe drop in the wild bird and other wildlife populations visiting the
gardens along Rating Lane and I consider the proposed development will result in an even
further reduction in the bird and wildlife population.”
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The Occupier, 176 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 23.7.12
“Further to my letter sent to you on 24 May 2012 and having received your information
regarding the amended planning application for the development of the fields used by
Barrow Island Rugby Club at Ostley Bank and adjacent to Rating Lane, I have the
following further comments :
1. It is my understanding that the fields at this location were left to the people of Barrow “in
Perpetuity” for recreation purposes and as such do not belong to the Barrow Island Rugby
Club but that currently they are the authorised users of the rugby pitches on that ground.
The planning application suggests that the Barrow Island Club will have exclusive use of a
large proportion of the fields which I feel is not in the spirit of the original bequest. Please
can you clarify the status of these fields.
2. As a recently retired Chartered Environmentalist I find the response and the tone of that
response by Envirotech to be rather unprofessional, e.g. Cumbria Wildlife Trust and
Cumbria County Councils Ecologist are independent bodies, whilst Envirotech are acting
on behalf of the Rugby Club. Furthermore you have published on your web-site
Envirotechs response but not the statements from Cumbria Wildlife Trust or CCCs
Ecologist, thus giving your web-site a potentially biased view. In addition, Envirotech have
continued to ignore any wildlife associated with the stream at the bottom of the hill (behind
the childrens playground). Having lived in Rating Lane for over 38 years I have seen
plenty of wildlife in the area, although regrettably it has been substantially reduced due to
the recent housing developments.
3. The revised planning application shows no change to the slope of the new pitch or in
the extensive land drains to be installed draining down into the stream adjacent to the
children’s recreation area. As stated before, the existing drainage from this area passes
through the gardens at the rear of the houses along Rating Lane as an open stream until it
enters a pipe at the rear of 190 Rating Lane. The stream at the bottom of the gardens has
never been dry following the housing developments upstream and in fact during the winter
months is full and fast flowing to such an extent that a flooding risk exists to the houses
along Rating Lane. The recent heavy rain showed that any increased flow that the
proposed development would generate would significantly increase the threat of flooding
to the aforementioned houses. The revised planning application still does not state that
any consideration has been given to the risk that an increased flow would cause to the
houses in Rating Lane. If the development was approved by Barrow Council as it now
stands and went ahead with full knowledge of the unresolved drainage issues and flooding
did occur then would your department at Barrow Council bear the costs of the clean-up?
4. The proposed extension to include a training area would result in a high very steep
banking. The revised plans do not show any recognised civil engineering method of slope
stabilisation to be used and suggests that as no material will be imported that the bank will
be composed of compacted earth only. As stated previously, the risk of landslip must be
considered and this would exasperate the drainage problem and furthermore such a high
steep slope poses safety risk to members of the public, particularly children. This is a wellused public area and the Council has an obligation to ensure the safety of the public using
public areas.
5. As stated previously, I have no objection to the partial removal of the hedgerow to allow
a widening of the existing pitch but I do object to the addition of the training area and
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consequently the total removal of the existing hedgerow, and most of all I do object to the
increased threat of flooding to the houses on Rating Lane that will result due to the
proposed drainage of the development.”
The Occupier, 182 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 26.7.12
“I have massive concerns about this application as the beck at the rear of my property
regularly over flows when we get heavy rainfall and these proposals will not improve this
situation. The drainage must be diverted away from this beck as it is not substantial
enough to be utilised as a drain.
I have spoke to several of my neighbours and they are of the same opinion.”
The Occupier, 184 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 24.5.12
“I have viewed the proposed plans, and am alarmed at not only the extreme changes
proposed to the fields, and the destruction of mature hedges, but also by the lack of
research and risk assessment with regard to the drainage. The ‘stream’ where the
drainage for the entire site is to be fed is totally unsuitable. The section of this stream at
the bottom of our garden is fairly shallow and also narrow. During the winter months the
level is frequently at capacity and any additional water being channelled into this stream
would certainly cause our garden to flood. No attempt has been made to check the
suitability of this proposed drainage plan. Our neighbour at 186 has not been consulted
about these plans and yet the stream also runs at the bottom of his garden.
Section 13 of the Planning Application (Assessment of Flood Risk) has clearly not been
completed correctly. The proposal is within 20 metres of a watercourse. The stream is
clearly shown on an ordnance survey map. The proposal will significantly increase the
flood risk to the houses along Rating Lane. It will also significantly change the local
landscape character.
The Design & Access Statement (section 4) indicates that there is currently poor drainage
on the site. It is logical to therefore conclude, that there will be a significant amount of
extra water being channelled solely into the narrow stream which runs at the bottom of our
garden.
The Preliminary Risk Assessment Report in section 2 refers to the stream as a ‘drain’.
This is incorrect, it is a stream. It is and always has been, at least since our house was
built some 80 plus years ago, an open stream with sandstone walls. It should not be
referred to as a ‘drain’. The Ecological Appraisal document (section 2.3.1) states “The
ground slopes towards an area of tall ruderals and a stream on the East boundary”. The
plan shows a break in the stream on our property which is completely wrong.
We have lived at our current address for 25 years and are well placed to offer an opinion.
I myself have lived on Rating Lane for over 36 years. Some years ago the slopping areas
of these fields were maintained to a much higher standard, as were the hedges. Rugby
training frequently took place on the sloped area. It is only in more recent years that
maintenance of these areas has become more sporadic and less thorough. On this basis I
would also be concerned as to who would be responsible for maintaining the proposed
new planting. Some of which would be very close to housing. Some extra fencing could
reduce the areas available to dog walkers, and dog fouling could be reduced with the

59

PLANNING COMMITTEE
4th September 2012
addition of suitably placed bins. Currently there are no bins located at the entrances to
these fields or anywhere on the site.
There must be less drastic options, and more considered and appropriate drainage
methods available than the unacceptable proposed plans that have been submitted”.
The Occupier, 186 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 31.5.12
“In the rear of my property is an open beck this watercourse leads from the fields on which
the development is proposed the beck comes under considerable pressure and not least
during the winter months it overflows, recently a new trench had to be created at the rear
of Kirkstale Close this was undertaken by Continental landscapes under the direction of Mr
Steven Warbrick the then chief executive of Barrow council and had to be done because of
the pressure of water coming from the playing field at the back of the houses the field had
some years ago had drainage installed and the result was the land did no longer act as a
soakaway, the result was yet more pressure on the beck if the rugby club do the same I
fear every winter the beck will overflow more causing myself and the other residents of
Rating lane considerable damage. I have no problem at all with the rugby club leveling the
pitch but why tear out hedgerows that house nesting birds and move the pitch to cover a
public right of way ( the footpath across the fields )it seems that whoever submitted the
plans did not think that wildlife would be affected I can tell you that it will and so will I and
many others, The application excuses itself under the premise that the club needs a bigger
pitch if that’s the case all the years they have played must mean the pitch is big enough as
before why not just level what they have. “
The Occupier, 186 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 19.7.12
“Having viewed the amended plans I see no sign of change to the problem with the
increased amount of water the BECK to the rear of the houses on Rating lane will
have to deal with, the BECK could not cope with the recent rainfall and this is in
summer. Envirotech have stated they regard the new plans to be an improvement
and treat any argument with contempt I see no improvement in the new plans and
only more and worse flooding, Andrew Gardner has said nothing about how
increased levels of water would effect the residents that live on Rating lane that’s
probably because he didn’t bother to look beyond what he thought was a drain, a
basic mistake”.
The Occupiers, 188 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 30.5.12
“We have only very recently been made aware of the above planning application (we were
not originally consulted) and have severe concerns regarding the proposed development
and how it will affect our land and property.
To the rear of our property is an open beck, which even now in the winter and during
severe weather is prone to overflowing, thus flooding our garden. Even as it is now, the
beck cannot cope with the excessive build up of water and due to the force of the water
flow at these times, the banks of the beck are being washed away causing the sides to
collapse. I regularly have to deal with this problem and clear the debris myself to prevent
a total blockage.
Our property and land bears the brunt of the force of water as it is the last house with an
open beck before it goes into a piped section. We also have a cellar which has previously
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flooded when the beck is full and/or overflowing as the land drains in our garden simply
have nowhere to empty into. We have already experienced problems with our sewer pipe
due to softening of the land at the rear of our property and this is a continuing problem.
The proposed development clearly shows plans to drain the land via a solid pipe into a
‘drain’ to the east of the development. This ‘drain’ is referred to a number of times in the
plans and is actually the OPEN BECK I have previously referred to and NOT a drain.
Within the application, section 13 asks the questions:
‘Is your proposal within 20 metres of a watercourse (e.g. river, stream or beck)?
‘Will the proposal increase the flood risk elsewhere?’
The applicant has answered both these questions as ‘NO’.
Clearly this is incorrect as the proposal IS within 20 metres of the open beck and there
definitely is an increased flood risk elsewhere – both to our property and to that of other
residents on Rating Lane.
In view of the obvious threat to our property, why were we not consulted or sent details of
the proposed development? It was only brought to our attention by a resident of Rating
Lane who had received your notification.
We do not object to the development in principal but we cannot support the application
with the drainage plans as they are now. The existing beck / watercourse is certainly not a
suitable means of drainage for such an area and it is ourselves and other residents that
will suffer the aftermath. The drainage plans as they are would only be of benefit to the
rugby club, NOT the local residents whom in our opinion are surely more important.
We would ask that you consider our comments and we look forward to your response in
due course.”
The Occupier, 188 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 20.7.12 Appendix C
(Colour Booklet)
The Occupiers, 192 Rating Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 31.5.12
“I write regarding the above proposed application and feel I must register my concern.
We have lived here at 192 Rating Lane for 43 years and when the house was built in 1968
there was always a problem with flooding from the "open beck" which flooded the rear of
the properties on this section of Rating Lane.
Some years later a section of the beck was enclosed and piped, but only from the rear of
190 Rating Lane and in a southerly direction towards the Harrel Lane junction. However
the natural fall of the land behind our property has a significant bearing on the drainage
which has never been completely eliminated and flooding still occurs when there is heavy
rainfall even now.
Your extremely detailed proposals do refer to drainage, but signify the beck as a drain,
which it most definitely is not!
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I can refer to our own plans submitted in 1968 and also the plans submitted by Messrs J
Leck &Co for their Holyoake Avenue development in 1983 (both of which I have a copy of),
which both show an "open beck" running at the back of the Rating Lane properties, clearly
not a drain. To direct the proposed drainage system of the redeveloped area into the open
beck becomes a much more serious matter, as if it is to be used as indicated there will
definitely be an increased risk of more serious flooding to those properties on Rating lane
which are going to be affected. Hence an adequate drainage system is a, must!
If the residents of these properties were to be approached, I feel certain they would agree
with my comments, as I am well aware that several of them have to clear the beck
themselves during and after heavy rainfall. Some other provision needs to be made within
the outline proposal and approved accordingly, rather than there be some embarrassment
from the extra flooding that will inevitably occur and a review of all the drainage within the
proposals does require some further investigation.
Could the answer be for a longer section of the beck to be contained and piped rather than
it be left completely open to the elements as it is at present?
Perhaps I should add that during our time in Rating Lane, the residents did consult with
yourselves and Messrs J Leck & Co during their Holyoake Avenue development, as that
project too had a direct bearing on the aforementioned beck, which was part of the
boundary between ourselves and some of their proposed dwellings.
I await your response and comments accordingly.”
The Occupiers, 4 Kirkstall Close, Barrow in Furness – dated 11.6.12
“We have recently been advised that Barrow Island Rugby Club are intending to do some
work to level their pitches which also involves pulling down natural hedges and eliminating
the public footpath from Rating Lane through to Newbarns village.
We are writing to object to the work that is planned.
Firstly because it involves pulling down natural hedges and therefore destroying natural
habitat for birds and other wildlife. We have a number of wild animals and birds that come
into our garden from these fields and the plans are a direct threat to this. There is little
enough natural habitat and what is left shouldn't be disturbed for small projects.
Secondly we are frequent users of the footpath both for recreational walks and also for a
quicker route into town. This footpath has existed for many, many years and there is no
reason it should be eliminated just to provide a convenience for a minority group.
Thirdly, whilst we are not opposed to the leveling of the pitches in principle I am concerned
about the effect of this activity to the third pitch as I already suffer flooding in my garden
which is directly in line with pitch three. I am concerned that the already inadequate
drainage will be rendered more ineffective and that the flooding will then extend further
onto my patio area or even to the house.
We would also like to point out that we have never received any formal notification of this
project even though our property is in direct line of one of the affected pitches.
We ask that you consider rejecting the application as it stands and to ensure that any
development does not impact natural habitats or the homes in the vicinity”.
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The Occupiers, 11 Kirkstall Close, Barrow in Furness – dated 23.6.12
“Firstly I reside at number 11 Kirkstall Close where my rear garden looks directly out onto
the proposed planning area, i.e. I consider myself to be immediately affected by these
proposals, however, the council planning department failed to notify me by letter of this
planning intent, could you please clarify the reason you failed to notify me and therefore
not allowing me sufficient time to communicate with you on this matter
I took time to review the plans at the Town Hall, I am not averse to the levelling of the
playing area, however I find the proposals for hedgerow removal deeply concerning,
reading the ecological survey failed to convince me of the minor impact removal of these
hedgerows would make to the wildlife that inhabits them, living here I know the extent of
wildlife that inhabit these hedgerows.”
The Occupier, 12 Kirkstall Close, Barrow in Furness – dated 21.6.12
“With reference to the above planning application for Barrow Island Rugby Club, Ostley
Bank, Barrow-in-Furness. I would like to register my strong objection to the scheme for
the three following reasons.
1. The removal of hedgerows is totally unacceptable as it destroys the habitat for wildlife,
namely birds, bats and insects which we have in quite considerable numbers at present.
Removal of wildlife habitat should be stopped because wildlife numbers are decreasing.
2. The appearance from all aspects would be totally changed from one of a
natural meadow area in an urban environment to something totally unnatural. I for one do
not want to look out onto a large open bank instead of hedgerows which do not only cater
for wildlife but produce colourful blooms in the spring and summer which is also an
attraction for different species of butterflies and moths.
3. The proposed drainage scheme into the existing beck by the playground would cause
more flooding than the present situation as the existing course of the beck is blocked with
debris possibly by vandals which is not only an eyesore but a danger to the wildlife that
frequent the beck.”
The Occupier, 12 Kirkstall Close, Barrow in Furness – dated 2.7.12
“I have viewed the revised plans for the Barrow Island Rugby Club proposal and while I am
still opposed to the removal of any hedgerow I can see the new proposal is a step in the
right direction, however there seems to be a conflict between two drawings
namely12015/04 Rev B and 12015/03 Rev B.
There is a revision to keep the northern of the two hedgerows but in order to achieve the
contours proposed in the north eastern corner on drawing 12015/03 Rev B (between
GL11-18 and GLI) they would have to disturb considerably the hedgerow which is to be
retained. The area of contention to me would be how can they bank up the corner to
achieve the required level in that corner without disturbing the hedgerow? The contours on
drawing 12015/06.9 GLI show this too.
I want the planners to rethink this area.”
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The Occupier, 36 Holyoake Avenue, Barrow in Furness – dated 28.5.12
I am a householder with a property backing on to the proposed development.
Currently the view from my upstairs rear windows is essentially rural due to the extensive
hedgerow which runs between the existing playing fields. The removal of this ancient
hedgerow will drastically alter this view as will the banking and raised ground level of the
eastern end of the playing pitch and proposed new training area.
The club already has a large training area on the south side of the playing fields - is it
necessary to develop a second training area which will be more obtrusive. Without the new
training area some of the eastern ends of the hedgerows beyond the new pitch could be
preserved.
If the development is to go ahead as planned then I would strongly advocate that the
landscaping area shown to the east of the training pitch should be expanded to the
southern side of the training pitch so that it would in time not be visible from properties like
mine which lie to the south of the development.
I have been concerned for many years that very little has been done to maintain the area
of field to the rear of my property. After a lot of correspondence and phone calls to the
council, eventually a regime of cutting grass to the east of the playing fields once a
year has been followed. However a substantial area of scrubland alongside the hedge to
the rear of properties in Holyoake Avenue and Rating Lane has been allowed to develop. I
would hope that it would be a condition of any planning permission granted that the area of
landscaping and the grass area in the south east corner of the site should be properly
maintained.
The heavily used footpath which runs through the site will obviously be disturbed by the
works - I would suggest that when it is reinstated it needs to have some type of surface
and be well drained to avoid it becoming muddy.
The Occupier, 36 Hollyoake Avenue, Barrow in Furness – dated 17.7.12
“Comment on amended application by Barrow Island Rugby Club B18/2012/0324
I welcome the decision to remove just one rather than two hedgerows as originally
proposed.
Revised plans however do not show any landscaping to reduce the considerable visual
impact of the new pitch on houses in Holyoake Avenue, which I consider to be
regrettable”.
The Occupier,1 Newbarns Village, Barrow in Furness – dated 22.5.12
“I as a resident of the village of Newbarns strongly object to any hedgerows being
removed in this ancient area, which is walked and enjoyed every day by the people of the
village. The wild life of birds, bats, owls, rabbits etc. plus wild hedgerow flowers is
wonderful to say nothing about the trees and bushes.
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Whoever has suggested such destruction should be ashamed of themselves, we will have
enough to put up with in late night noise and the usual bottles and glasses thrown in to our
gardens to say nothing about the urinating in our drives and porches.
I suppose this will go ahead no matter how we all feel but if it does you should be
prosecuted for vandalism.”
The Occupier, 6 Sandylands Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 27.5.12
“With reference to the above Planning Application, I strongly object to the removal of the
ancient hedgerows which separate the 3 rugby pitches currently used by Barrow Island
Rugby Club.
These 3 fields, known as "The Comrades", have been accessible to the public, to my certain
knowledge, for over 60 years. The hedgerows in question contain Ash, Hawthorn,
Blackthorn, Holly, Elder, Bramble and Dog rose. All these species provide nest sites, shelter
and food for a wide variety of birds. Rabbits and short-tailed field voles live in the hedge
bottoms and kestrels hunt along the margins. These hedges are part of our local heritage
and should be preserved and maintained. The May blossom at this Season is absolutely
delightful.
The well-used footpath which links Rating Lane and Ostley Bank must be maintained and
improved - improved in so much as it is often waterlogged during the winter months”.
The Occupier, 15 Flass Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 29.5.12
“In reference to the above planning application I feel very strongly of the need to remove
the existing hedgerow presently dividing the football pitches.
The loss of habitat to wildlife is of prime concern, indeed I am of the opinion this course of
action is totally unnecessary”.
The Occupier, 5 Kitchener Street, Barrow in Furness – dated 7.6.12
“I would like to voice my opposition to the application by Barrow Island Rugby Club to level
their pitch thus destroying long established hedgerows.
I can see that the applicants have appointed no-doubt suitably qualified people to carry out
the research into: land suitability and safety; site history and geology; environmental
impact etc. etc. and no doubt the claim that youngsters training and playing on the newlylevelled pitch will make them into infinitely greater rugby stars than they would have been if
they had trained/played on the slightly tapering, undulating, not-so-perfect pitch on
which people in my family and friends played but somehow, strangely still managed to be
brilliant players. It is however in simple terms wanting something cosmetic and superficial
at great cost to the wellbeing of other living beings and the council should stand firm
against this mindset.
As far as I am aware Barrow Island Rugby Club do not own that land but rather the
council, who should represent the whole for the good of the whole and in this case
providing pitches for a highly- and long-successful club in stunning surroundings and
preserving a very small pocket of countryside for wildlife to exist unthreatened and the
public to enjoy. Not content however with having already sold off acres of green land for a
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large amount of unappealing housing years earlier and letting the rugby club build a large,
unsightly club-house the council would be party to the tearing down of the few remaining
hedgerows for a few feet of levelling. No significant reference is made it seems to the
footpath, by the way and what will happen to it; this right-of-way should be protected.
The area used to be green up to the gate at the top of Ostley Bank but is now brown and
barren because of the huge amount of traffic shuttling supposedly fit people up to the very
threshold of their training/playing area. In addition I notice that Mr Clegg has ticked that
the works/project will have no particular impact on the surrounding landscape. This is the
height of arrogance; he and his supporters are more concerned with their pitch being a bit
more level than disturbing wildlife. Furthermore the terminology used by the ecological
report writers to describe the land and bird life is abominable and superior: "unremarkable
assemblage" and "minor significance". The council as the guardian of public land should
enforce a strict policy of live-and-let-live and demonstrate zero tolerance of people who
contravene this. This includes people who do not appreciate the luxury of being able to
play rugby in safe, peaceful and attractive surroundings, untouched by crime and violence
which will be common in other less fortunate areas. The countryside does not have to fit a
certain ‘look’; we live amongst it and our day-to-day living should be in harmony with it;
without it we cease to exist and amidst their disregard developers and the council should
remember that.
If the land was left as it is now, no-one would lose out; not the wildlife, nor the players, nor
the walkers. There will be no positive outcome from this project; a slightly more level pitch
will not produce greater players; the landscape/habitat will not be natural (any tree planting
projects etc. will be minimal and engineered); there will be even more traffic; people will
believe (and particularly the children involved) that they can have whatever they want at
any cost. "If it gets in the way, remove it" is an unhealthy and dangerous mindset for a
council to support. The council as the guardian of our collective land and facilities should
encourage education in preservation and conservation in its truest form. It should distance
itself from the arrogance and superiority, which such destruction and disrespect for our
much threatened countryside demonstrates.”
The Occupier, Sellergarth, Dorcas Avenue, Barrow in Furness – dated 5.6.12
“Please would the Planning Authority take into account the following objections to the
Planning Application before agreeing to the proposal:
1) As far as I am aware there has been little or no consultation with neighbours or the local
community about the proposals.
2) I believe the fields and hedgerows to be an integral part of the history and character of
Old Newbarns Village.
The hedges were planted in the mid eighteenth century, as part of the enclosure
movement, when, as farming methods changed, the original large `open` fields were
divided into smaller, more manageable units. They are a perfect example of an enclosed
field system around a small community. Having stood for over 250 years surely they
should be preserved, not destroyed. We should be encouraging the local schoolchildren to
learn about the history of the village, history they can actually see and `walk through`; the
cottages, houses and yes the enclosed fields of Old Newbarns Village.
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3) I believe that the local community should be made aware of the significance of these
hedges to the history of the village before any decision is made.”
The Occupier, Sellergarth, Dorcas Avenue, Barrow in Furness – dated 5.6.12
“As the fields and associated hedgerows are considered to be part of Old Newbarns I
believe that all the residents of the village should have been consulted over the proposal,
not just those people whose properties border the fields.
Also, in section 4.6 of the Ecological Appraisal by Mr Andrew Gardner he states:
"We have not assessed the hedge against other criteria such as archaeology and historic
field boundaries criteria"
But these hedges are `historic field boundaries`, for they were planted in the mid 18th
century as part of the enclosure movement, dividing the large, ancient, open fields into
smaller parcels of land. And as such I believe they are an integral part of the history of Old
Newbarns village.
As the historical significance of these hedges had not been assessed prior to its
submission, I hope that you will consider refusing this application.”
The Occupier, Sellergarth, Dorcas Avenue, Barrow in Furness – dated 18.7.12
“I would like to take this opportunity to voice my concern over the above Planning
Application in particular the proposed removal of the hedge to the south of the site.
I notice that nowhere in the original application, nor the subsequent amended proposal, is
there any mention of the historical significance of the fields and hedges, which I consider
to be an important omission and one which the Planning Committee should be made
aware.
The fields are, I believe, all that remain of the original Town Fields of Old Newbarns Village
and are a perfect example of how the large `open` fields were divided into smaller units by
the planting of hedges as part of the enclosure movement in the 18th and 19th centuries. As
such I believe the fields and hedges to be an integral part of the history of Newbarns
Village and to have them in such close proximity to the village itself is a bonus.
Like the oldest houses in the village, which have been given `Listed Building` status, the
fields and associated hedges should be preserved and protected for the benefit and
education of future generations. We should be encouraging local people, in particular
children from the local schools (Holy Family, Newbarns and St Pauls), to take an active
interest in the history of the local area, for there is so much to see if only they know where
to look.
I would therefore request that the Planning Committee give due consideration to my
comments before agreeing to the Application in its present form.”
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The Occupier, 17 Flass Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 26.5.12
“Anxious to see the applicants prosper & improve their facilities, but as a resident in the
area for many years. I would like to see the extent of any removal of hedging, & any
proposals for reinstatement. Is there to be any diversion of the public footpath through the
grounds?”
REPRESENTATIONS IN FAVOUR OF THE APPLICATION
The Occupier, 8 Shearwater Crescent, Barrow in Furness
“Rating Lane home of Barrow Island is a rugby league ground that provides rugby league
for youngsters through to adults the club has several teams from under 8s through to
Open Age and is one of the best supported clubs in the area.
Rating Lane has had a slope as long as the club has played there, and now it would suit all
players and supporters to have the playing area levelled out Barrow Island has produced
many Amateur players for Great Britain and also many have gone onto play at
Professional level.”
The Occupier, 191 South Row, Barrow in Furness – dated 21.5.12
“I think that this application would be a fantastic improvement to these rugby pitch's and
the area, as the pitches are at the moment, in winter most games have to be put off due to
flooding.
The foot path at the side of these pitches that goes from Ostley Bank to Rating Lane is like
a mud bath in the winter, with new drainage going in this would also help to keep this foot
path a lot better to use. “
The Occupier, 2 Chaucer Way, Barrow in Furness – dated 21.5.12
“This will be a great improvement to the club and local community. It will make this
sporting facility a much better venue with the pitch levelling and, I'm sure, encourage the
local kids to join the club and play rugby.”
The Occupier, 2 Chaucer Way, Barrow in Furness - dated 3.7.12
“I fully support this application. This will be an improvement on the existing facilities at the
rugby club and enhance the options for the young people within the local community to
use the level playing fields.
The consideration for keeping the balance of trees will also benefit the local wildlife
ecology.
Please grant planning permission as soon as possible and let the work commence”.
The Occupier, Well Lane, Barrow. – dated 21.5.12
“This planning application will be good for the club and the local community. It will benefit
Rugby league as a whole in the area as many club, not just Barrow Island, use the fields
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for events such as Service area, Regional, BARLA to name a few. It will also help the local
football clubs that use this area to play and park as well as the local school as the kids
from the school use the fields for sports days, football and other sports. The fields are
always flooding along with the paths / car park this will remove a major problem for all
concerned. This planning application can only be positive and help everyone.”
The Occupier, Red Hall, Red Hall Lane, Leeds –dated 21.5.12
“Barrow Island ARLC have supported RFL pathway activity for many years, including the
hosting of 'try it' events, Assessment Days, acting as a host centre for Player Development
Centre programmes and as a playing venue for pathway activities.
The levelling of the facility would not only enhance the playing surface for the team on a
regular basis but 'open up' the facility to more senior level pathway activity which
unfortunately due to the slope is unable to use the current field.”
The Occupier, 233 The Green, Eccleston, Chorley – dated 21.5.12
“Inform the Authority that you support the Planning Application.”
The Occupier, 101 Black Butts Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 21.5.12
“This would make a world of difference to the children and adults playing on this pitch if it
was level.
It would make it the best pitch around this area so this could help the club put on a lot of
different things if they wanted to as well as rugby there could be dancing comps and footy
comps on the pitch when it is not in use.”
The Occupier, 8 Shearwater Crescent, Barrow in Furness – dated 21.5.12
“Rating Lane home of Barrow Island is a rugby league ground that provides rugby league
for youngsters through to adults the club has several teams from under 8s through to
Open Age and is one of the best supported clubs in the area.
Rating Lane has had a slope as long as the club has played there, and now it would suit all
players and supporters to have the playing area levelled out. Barrow Island has produced
many Amateur players for Great Britain and also many have gone onto play at
Professional level.”
The Occupier, 12 Ruskin Avenue, Dalton in Furness – dated 21.5.12
“I believe that this application should be passed. All games on the current surface are not
ideal in the slightest, I coach the Under 10s and this surface really is not ideal for the
Children to be playing sport on. There are over 120 players within the age groups 7 - 16
and we need to provide better facilities.
If it was levelled it would create a far better surface and environment for our children and
visiting children to participate in the Sport.
I feel we need to encourage development of suitable environments for Young people to
participate in sport, and this would be an excellent step in the right direction.”
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The Occupier, 12 Ruskin Avenue, Dalton in Furness – dated 2.7.12
“I believe that this application should be passed. All games on the current surface are not
ideal in the slightest, I coach the Under 10s and this surface really is not ideal for the
Children to be playing sport on. There are over 120 players within the age groups 7 - 16
and we need to provide better facilities.
If it was levelled it would create a far better surface and environment for our children and
visiting children to participate in the Sport.
I feel we need to encourage development of suitable environments for Young people to
participate in sport, and this would be an excellent step in the right direction.”
The Occupier, 12 Ruskin Avenue, Dalton.
“This should have been done years ago I feel, and will be a far better environment for the
Children to play on and develop.”
The Occupier, 9 Appletree Drive, Barrow in Furness - dated 21.5.12
“Inform the Authority that you support the Planning Application.”
The Occupier, 9 Appletree Drive, Barrow in Furness - dated 5.6.12
“Inform the Authority that you support the Planning Application.”
The Occupier, 9 Appletree Drive, Barrow.
“This application can only enhance the current playing area and help the club to be able to
host representative games in the future “
The Occupier, 155 Greengate St, Barrow in Furness - dated 21.5.12
“I would hope this gets the go ahead because the loss of the Parkview fields results in less
area's for the kids of the town to use for recreation time. This club as for years run kids
rugby for kids ages from 5 to 16 who then have gone on to play for there open age, Barrow
R.L.F.C. and many other professional rugby teams.
The work the committee put in is beyond belief and any help is always very welcome.”
The Occupier, 26 Tweed Rise, Barrow in Furness – dated 22.5.12
“Any thing that improves the Area and Sporting Facilities has got my support 100%.With
the amount of games played at Barrow Islands Pitches the Town should make this happen
ASAP.”
The Occupier, 28 Roanhead Lane, Barrow in Furness – dated 22.5.12
“Barrow Island is a very well respected Rugby league Club with a very good history of
looking after our kids and giving them a worthy pass time and also helping them to
become successful players.
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Its about time they were allowed to upgrade the facilities to reflect the status of the club,
one such facility is a level pitch to play on, so that the players from u8s to open age WANT
to play on it.”
The Occupier, 90 Beach Street, Askam in Furness – dated 21.5.12
“I feel that allowing the application to proceed will greatly improve the facilities for both the
youth and adult sections of the club.
The Holy Trinity School next door also use the facilities to hold their football matches.
The club will be able to hold more games with fewer cancellations due to flooding issues.
The profile of the club within the rugby community will be enhanced with better facilities.”
The Occupier, 31 Maylands Grove, Barrow in Furness – dated 23.5.12
“I inform the Authority that I support the application”.
The Occupier, 29 Rivington Avenue, Swinley, Wigan – dated 24.5.12
“I inform the Authority that I support the application”.
The Rugby Football League, Warrington Business School, Winwick Road, Warrington –
dated 24.5.12
“I work with Barrow Island in 2 capacities for the Rugby Football League as a North West
Regional Development Manager for Clubs and I also am Chairman of the NWML
Competition structure where Barrow Island play there Rugby League, the development will
help the club continue to develop the environment providing the local community with
fantastic playing facilities.
I am very support for the project and will be providing Barrow Island the support they need
to make it a success”.
The Occupier, 3 Tarnfoot Cottages, Leece, Ulverston – dated 24.5.12
“It is important that sporting facilities in the area are updated so allowing more people to
participate in sport”.
Holy Family Catholic Primary School – dated 25.5.12
“The Governors of Holy Family Catholic Primary School are writing to support the planning
application (B18/2012/0324) submitted by Barrow Island Rugby Club.
We feel that the proposed alterations to the pitch and training area will be an asset to the
local community and will often be used by the School”.
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The Occupier, 7 Nelson St, Barrow in Furness – dated 30.5.12
“Fantastic opportunity to raise profile of Barrow in Furness through high achievers in
sport”.
The Occupier, 18 Grantley Road, Barrow in Furness – dated 1.6.12
“This work can only improve the quality of facilities in the Barrow area. “
The Occupier, 57 South Row, Barrow.
“Improvements to the playing surface and drainage are long overdue.”
The Occupier, Kelguards, Gleaston – dated 5.6.12
“Any thing that can improve sports facilities in the town should be supported, especially
where the involvement & enjoyment of children is concerned the rugby club should be
applauded for trying to improve on what they have.”
Rugby Football League, North West Region – dated 9.7.12
“Barrow Island ARLFC have been established since 1935 and have developed into a high
profile amateur rugby league club. For many years they have been providing teams to let
people get involved in community sport producing talented rugby league players who have
gone on to have great careers within the sport.
However, it is not just this conveyor belt of talented players that makes Barrow Island
ARLFC such a well-known and highly regarded club. They epitomise what a community
club should be and have become embedded right into the heart of the local community.
The club provides opportunities for players, coaches, volunteers and administrators from a
wide range of backgrounds to become involved in the sport. This can be seen when
looking at the number of teams that play out of the club, they provide playing opportunities
from U7’s right the way through to adults. The club even have a Masters Team to
specifically cater for players over the age of 35 to stay engaged in the sport.
Barrow Island ARLFC would further enhance the playing provision for the 9th most
populated island in England, improving the playing environment will strengthen the
financial viability of this amateur club and support the continued development of Rugby
League in one of the region’s premier amateur clubs.
I fully support Barrow Island ARLFC in their bid to provide their members and indeed the
wider local community with a playing environment that builds on their long standing
tradition. The RFL look forward to working closely with the club in the future.”
CONSULTATIONS:
16.5.12

Cumbria Highways

“I refer to the above consultation received here on 16/05/2012 and would inform you that
there are no objections to the proposal from a highway point of view.”
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17.5.12

Public Rights of Way Officer (County Council)

“I confirm that I do not object to the proposed development but there is clearly a
significantly high risk that construction works will interfere with the use & enjoyment of
public footpath No.601057 which is aligned through the site. With that in mind I should like
to advise that the applicant applies to highway authority for a temporary traffic regulation
order to close the footpath for the duration of the works. In addition I should like to stipulate
that any disturbance to the footpath surface is made good on completion of the works.
There might be some uncertainty as to the precise legally defined alignment of the
footpath as it would appear that overgrowing vegetation has pushed the walked route out.
Care should be taken by the developer to ensure that the definitive line of the footpath is
available on completion of the works & that the surface is at least as good as it was prior to
commencement. The definitive line runs parallel to the boundary on its south side. This
route does not have a prescribed width but if it was to be fenced in we would be seeking to
achieve 2.5m between fences.”
Public Rights of Way Officer (County Council)

21.5.12

“To add to this; it would be useful to see some cross sections at several chainage points
which specifically indicate proposed changes in levels, if any, to the footpath. I am eager to
be assured that the integrity of the footpath will be preserved. If it is to be disturbed I would
expect it to be reinstated appropriately & made at least as convenient to use as it is now.
The effect the work might have on drainage should be considered.”
Ecologist (County Council)

29.5.12

“I gather that there is a planning application in at the moment which involves the removal
of about 400m of hedgerow. As you know I don't usually contact you regarding the non
Cat 1 applications but I have heard of this from a member of the public and am concerned
about this loss - though I admit I have not had time to look at the application (the national
grid work and Roosecote are taking my time at the moment!) and will not be able to do so.
My main concerns are about:
(1) the loss of the UK BAP habitat per se, also on the NERC Act section 41 list as a
Habitat of Principal Importance (linked to our Biodiversity Duty), and the role that this
habitat plays in general connectivity, bird habitat etc, and
(2) specifically whether this hedgerow is an important bat communing and foraging
corridor.
This information should be in the application and there should be mitigation and
compensatory habitat provided. If not this would appear to not conform to planning policy.”
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Ecologist (County Council) – dated 31.5.12
“Hedge: This looks a useful connected habitat to me - it is described as species-poor
which is likely to undervalue it in the landscape, as it is a tall hedge on a hedgebank. I
would be most concerned if this was lost based on the information in this survey report.
Retention of the hedge to the north is not mitigation for the loss of the other hedge as
stated in the report!
Bats: There is no date or time given for the bat activity survey, and only one survey was
done. This is insufficient.
Birds: The statement in 4.4. is not ecologically sound. "The impact on nesting birds is
therefore considered likely to be minor. A check for nesting birds should be undertaken
prior to the removal of any trees or hedges if this is in the period March-September
inclusive. The potential for use of the hedges is however considered to be negligible due to
high levels of use of the area by dogs. " Dogs do not prevent birds from nesting in hedges.
And it is unacceptable for a hedge to be surveyed by using just " a check for nesting birds"
and " As nesting birds are easy to detect, the hedge to be cleared within this time period
should be searched for nesting birds prior to clearance by a suitably qualified individual.".
Many species are not at all 'easy to detect'. This would not be acceptable and is likely to
lead to contravention of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, i.e. it is likely to result in
destruction of nests.
Reptiles: No reptile survey was done, even thought the hedge is on a hedge bank, a
habitat frequently used by reptiles.”
Natural England

11.6.12

“Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of
present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
This proposal does not appear to affect any statutorily protected sites or landscapes, or
have significant impacts on the conservation of soils, nor is the proposal EIA development.
It appears that Natural England has been consulted on this proposal to offer advice on the
impact on a protected species.
Natural England’s advice is as follows:
We have adopted national standing advice for protected species. As standing advice, it is
a material consideration in the determination of the proposed development in this
application in the same way as any individual response received from Natural England
following consultation and should therefore be fully considered before a formal decision on
the planning application is made.
The protected species survey has identified that bats, a European protected species may
be affected by this application.
Our Standing Advice Species Sheet: Bats provides advice to planners on deciding if there
is a „reasonable likelihood‟ of bats being present. It also provides advice on survey and
mitigation requirements.

74

PLANNING COMMITTEE
4th September 2012
The standing advice has been designed to enable planning officers to assess protected
species surveys and mitigation strategies without needing to consult us on each individual
application. The standing advice was issued in February 2011 and we recognise that it will
take a little while for planners to become more comfortable with using it and so in the
short-term will consider species surveys that affect European protected species against
the standing advice ourselves, when asked for support by planners.
We have not assessed the survey for badgers, barn owls and breeding birds1, water voles
, widespread reptiles or white-clawed crayfish . These are all species protected by
domestic legislation and you should use our standing advice to assess the impact on these
species.
How we used our standing advice to assess this bat survey and mitigation strategy
We used the flowchart on page 10 of our Standing Advice Species Sheet: Bats beginning
at box (i) and came to the following conclusion:
Box (i) - Using Nature on the Map we determined that No, the application is not
within/close to a SSSI or SAC notified for bats. This took us to Box (v).
Box (v) - We looked at the survey report and determined that Yes, it did highlight that there
are suitable features for roosting within the application site (eg buildings, trees or other
structures) that are to be impacted by the proposal. This took us to Box (iv).
Box (iv) – We determined that No, detailed visual inspections (internal and external where
appropriate) had not been undertaken and no evidence of a roost was found. This took us
to Box (vii).
Box (vii) – We determined that No, the application does not involve a medium or high risk
building as defined in our standing advice. This took us to Box (iii).
Box (iii) advises the authority that “Permission could be granted (subject to other
constraints)” and that the authority should “Consider requesting enhancements”.
For future applications, or if further survey information is supplied, you should use our
standing advice to decide if there is a „reasonable likelihood‟ of protected species being
present and whether survey and mitigation requirements have been met.
If you would like any advice or guidance on how to use our standing advice, or how we
used the standing advice to reach a conclusion in this case, please contact us on the
number above.”
Environment Agency

13.6.12

“I apologise for the delay in replying, the Environment Agency has no objection to the
proposal as submitted.
For developments (other than changes of use) within Flood Zone 1, the main flood risk
issue to consider is usually the management of surface water run-off. Drainage from new
development must not increase flood risk either on-site or elsewhere.”
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Cumbria Wildlife Trust

25.5.12

“Concerning the removal of hedgerow. Whilst the hedgerow is species poor we do
not feel the applicant gives full value to its importance for breeding birds.
We do not agree that these hedgerows will be "subject to high levels of disturbance
and predation from dogs" (Ecological Report: page 14, paragraph 6). Birds nesting
within hedges are unlikely to suffer predation from dogs, particularly in dense scrub
and overgrown hedgerows. Disturbance is also unlikely to affect breeding birds in
this area as they will have become habituated over the many years it has been used
by dog walkers and other members of the public. We do not believe that the
statement "Trees around the edge of the site would provide hunting perches for
raptors which would increase the risk of predation" (Ecological Report; Page 14;
Para. 7) is relevant.
In our opinion the hedgerow, particularly those areas identified as
"dense/continuous
scrub" has the potential to hold good populations of breeding birds. This is
corroborated by information we have received from local residents. The hedgerow,
and the wildlife it supports is much valued by the local community.
We request that the developer seeks to redesign the proposal in order to retain the
hedgerows, particularly those described as "dense/continuous scrub"
Concerning the mitigation proposed of planting hedgerows. We would support the
creation of new hedgerows on site in mitigation for their loss elsewhere. However,
given the nature of the site and its use by a variety of user groups we question the
ability for the hedgerow to become established in the long tenn. Discussions with
local residents suggest that, unless the new hedgerow is properly protected, then it
is likely to be vandalized.
In summary we do not believe that the impact on nesting birds as a result of the
hedgerow/scrub removal "is likely to be minor". We believe that mitigation on site for
its loss is likely to be difficult and therefore we ask that the developer consider
redesigning the proposals in order to retain the hedgerows.”
Environmental Health (Barrow Borough Council)

29.5.12

“I have reviewed the Preliminary Risk Assessment (ref. P4164-01; dated 30 th April 2012)
prepared by Thomas Consulting(TC) which seeks to address the potential for land
contamination.
TC has not established any former land uses which may have impacted the development
site, however an area of made ground has been identified which requires intrusive
investigation to determine its suitability for re-use within the engineering scheme. I
therefore recommend that conditions are imposed to deal with the potentially contaminated
made ground. Planning conditions should be based upon the following:
A Fjeld Investigation and Detailed Risk Assessment, conducted in accordance with
established procedures (BS10175 (2011} Code of Practice for the Investigation of
Potentially Contaminated Sites and Model, Procedures for the Management of Land
Contamination (CLR11)}, shall be undertaken to determine the presence and degree· of
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contamination and must be undertaken by a suitably qualified contaminated land
practitioner. The results of the Field Investigation and Detailed Risk Assessment shall be
submitted to and approved by the Local .Planning Authority before any development
begins.
Where contamination is found, which poses unacceptable risks, no development shall take
place until a detailed Remediation Scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing
by the local Planning Authority, The scheme must include an appraisal of remedial options
and proposal of the preferred option(s), all works :to be undertaken, proposed remediation
objectives, remediation criteria and a verification plan. The scheme must ensure that the
site will not qualify as contaminated land under Part
•2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 in relation to the intended use.
3. ·The approved Remediation Scheme shall be implemented and a Verification Report
submitted to and approved in writing by the local Planning Authority, prior to use of the
development.
4. In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the approved
development, that was not previously identified, it must be reported immediately to the
Local Planning Authority.
Development on the part of the site affected must be halted and Field Investigations shall
be carried out.
Where required by the Local Planning Authority, remediation and verification schemes
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. These shall
be implemented prior to use of the development.”
Cumbria Amphibian and Reptile Group – dated 29.5.12
“Further to the submission made by Mr J A Pollock regarding the presence of great
crested newts near the site of the above planning application I have had the opportunity to
see his second picture of a newt. This left me wondering whether I had misidentified the
first newt picture as at that time I had only considered our native species as any other
species would be very unlikely to be present. With the benefit of both pictures and further
discussion within the Cumbria Amphibian and Reptile Group it seems reasonable to think
that the newts are more likely to be the non-native alpine newt rather than the fully
protected great crested newt. This causes several issues to resolve such as how many
newts there could be in the area and what to do about them. These are conservation
issues to deal with rather than planning concerns, assuming we have now got the
identification correct. A newt survey would have been likely to provide confirmation of the
species rather than relying on photographs. If there is habitat for alpine newts there could
be suitable habitat for our native newts. Please could you take this additional information
into account when considering the above application”.
Hesketh Ecology – dated 29.5.12
“Both of these pictures show alpine newts. I am almost certain. The fact that the juvenile
was photographed after the adult suggests there is a breeding population in the area.
Obviously alpine newts are a non-native species and their presence is quite worrying.
Fraya Smith would be interested in hearing about this record as it has potential
implications as regards the spread of chytridiomycosis which considering the proximity to
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natterjack sites could be of concern. Fraya has been re-sampling sites with known and
new alpine newt records.
I've attached the NNSS ID sheet and a photo (or comparison) of an alpine newt taken in
Orton in 2009”.
OFFICERS REPORT:
Barrow Island Rugby Club lease Council owned land in Newbarns. This extends from
Ostley Bank (near the Holy Family School / Church) towards Rating Lane. The clubhouse
and car park are located at the Ostley Bank end with the playing pitches running
lengthwise in the direction of Rating Lane.
The application relates to the main playing pitch which is situated immediately adjacent to
the clubhouse. The pitch follows the natural topography of what were once farmers fields
enclosed by field hedgerows. The pitch rises from a low point of 28.4m OD (south west
corner) to 33m (north-east corner). The main aim of the application is to address this 4.7m
difference in levels.
The Club have obtained sports funding to provide a more level playing pitch and to provide
an additional training area. Further information on the background to the application is
contained in the applicant’s design & access statement of which the following are extracts
Barrow Island Rugby Club is a long established local rugby league club based in the
Borough of Barrow-in-Furness. Established in 1935, it currently has 2 senior teams
with the first team playing in the prestigious North West Mens League, Premier
Division. It also has a thriving and expanding junior structure offering coaching and
playing to youngsters from the age of 6 years to 16 years for both boys and girls.
With this success, has come the demand for training and playing facilities for a
number of teams. All this work of bringing the towns youth quality rugby is provided
by a large number of volunteers.
Recently the club have been awarded "Talent Club" status by the Rugby Football
League, in recognition of them producing players that go on to play either
international, regional or town games at amateur and professional level, they are
the only club in South Cumbria with this prestigious status and one of only two in
the whole of Cumbria. Additionally, they have achieved "Club Mark" and "Club Mark
Gold" status with Sport England. This season they have been awarded some
regional fixtures at junior level.
As part of achieving "Talent Club" status, Barrow Island Rugby League Club have
been awarded major grant funding in order to improve their facilities, particularly
their main pitch and training areas.
The main pitch fits between two field hedgerows which are located along both long sides
of the pitch. The application involves a cut and fill operation to reduce the falls across the
site from the present 4.7m difference to 2m.
The effect of the cut and fill exercise will be in places to raise the pitch above natural
ground level and in others to be below natural ground level. The transition from pitch level
to adjacent natural ground will be formed by bank faces. The space for these engineered
faces effectively widens the playing pitch resulting in the loss of the hedgerow.
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When the application was submitted it proposed the removal of both lengths of hedgerow
(i.e. on both sides). This amounted to 400m of field hedgerow (2 x 200m). Revised plans
were received on the 25th June. These resulted in the northern hedge being retained
which was achieved by making adjustments to the proposed works.
Further adjustments have also been made in the form of a re-configuration of the proposed
training pitch. This is to be formed at the Rating Lane end of the main pitch. Plans
submitted on 21st August show a section of southern hedge also being retained (where it
would adjoin the proposed training pitch). This leaves a 135m section of hedgerow
proposed to be removed (the southern hedge where it would adjoin the re-levelled main
pitch).
Policy D13 Landscape Features (including hedgerows), D26 Open Space Protection, G13
and G14 Public Rights of Ways
The Club’s pitches form part of a wider area of land defined as an open area and protected
by Saved Policy D26. This is in response to the valuable contribution the area makes to
the character of the settlement. It also represents an amenity for the general public with a
Public Right of Way (PROW) passing through the site together with more informal access
through the wider designated area.
The PROW runs along the south side of the hedgerow proposed to be removed. The
removal of the hedgerow will result in a significant change in the character of the PROW.
This will occur from the change from running along side a field hedgerow to being sited in
a more open context between the two sets of play pitches and which are enclosed by wire
fencing.
The wider change from a more curvaceous natural land form (rises from Ostley Bank to a
summit which then falls more steeply towards Rating lane) to an engineered one (flatter
with earth faces) will also be less pleasing. The proposal therefore raises issues with
regards both saved policy D26 (open space), G13/G14 (seek to protect / enhance PROW)
and D13 protection of landscape features.
The PROW will not be directly affected by the re-levelling operations and therefore
sections through it are not required. Its location will also be un-changed from its current
position.
Policy D13 Ecology
Saved Policy D13 also seeks to protect wildlife habitat including hedgerows. The
application is accompanied by an Ecological Appraisal which concludes as follows:
“Ecological surveys, site appraisals and impact assessments were carried out with
respect to land at Barrow Rugby Club.
Bats are known to occur in the local area and are likely to use the site boundaries for
foraging. Loss of a single hedge at the site is not considered likely to be significant in
respect of a disruption to commuting routes as three other higher quality hedges are
retained to the North and South.
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Badgers are considered to be absent at the site. There is some, albeit a low potential
for use of the site for nesting by birds.
There was no conclusive evidence of any specifically protected species regularly
occurring on the site or the surrounding areas which will be negatively affected by the
proposed site development following the mitigation scheme outlined herein.
The hedgerow to be removed has a low species diversity and does not fall within the
Hedgerow Regulations for protection in respect of its ecological features.
I certify this report has been compiled in accordance with the code of professional
conduct for the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management”. (paragraph 8.0
Envirotech)
The assessment concludes that the hedgerow is not species rich and has low potential for
use by breeding birds. This is as a result of the level of recreational use in the area which
is recognised as having a major impact on the level of nesting which occurs.
However from the representations it is clear that the hedge helps support wildlife (i.e.
feeding, shelter etc) and that it is valued by the local community. Many residents quote
the wildlife seen with a long list of wildlife seen by one resident as follows:
House sparrow
Blackcap
Wood pigeon
Goldcrest
Long-tailed tit
Redwing
Kestrel
Bullfinch
Thrush
Chaffinch
Jackdaw
Snipe
Great Spotted Woodpecker
Herring Gull

Wren
Dunnock
Chiffchaff
Great tit
Fieldfare
Sparrow hawk
Treecreeper
Carrion crow
Red-backed Shrike
Greenfinch
Magpie
Lapwing
Swift
Waxwing

Tree sparrow
Willow Warbler
Collared dove
Robin
Coal tit
Willow tit
Rook
Blackbird
Pheasant
Goldfinch
Tawny Owl
Starling
Swallow

The applicant’s ecologist (envirotech) further comment on the matters raised by both the
County’s ecologist and the CWT (attached as appendix D). Envirotech reaffirm their
original conclusions.
Drainage
Reference is made in the representations to drainage problems and associated flooding.
This includes photographs of flood events.
There is evidence of very recent flooding in the vicinity of the children’s play area. To the
rear of the play area is a water course which is culvated under the PROW. Flood water
has clearly been held back by the culvert and the water level reached can be seen on the
adjacent garden wall (300mm above the PROW).
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The application site is to the west of this water course with the fields sloping fairly steeply
toward the beck. Water run off will occur naturally from the application site draining into
the beck.
The scheme has been designed to avoid water run off exceeding that which naturally
occurs. A land drainage scheme is proposed for the pitch. This is devised to compensate
for the reduced water run off which would occur due to the pitch’s flatter gradient.
The pitch will now be re-orientated to fall towards the water course (currently part slopes
back towards Ostley Bank). However the scheme has been designed to moderate water
flow through water retention measures (a gravel layer) prior to discharge to the water
course via land drainage. The scheme has been designed to have a neutral effect on
drainage/flood risk.
Other Issues
Photographs of newts have been provided. However these have been identified as a nonnative species. Furthermore the application site itself is not suitable for habitats for newts
with the water course and other wet areas situated beyond its boundaries.
Conclusion
A scheme does not need to meet all development plan policies to be granted planning
permission. Where there are policy conflicts it is necessary to consider the benefits and
the disadvantages of a scheme and arrive at a balanced decision.
In this case the proposal will result in some harm. The character of the site would be
changed to a more open, more engineered form from its current more enclosed, natural
form. This will have a negative impact upon the setting of the PROW contrary to saved
policy G13 & G14. The loss of the hedgerow will also harm a landscape feature (D13) and
the general change in landscape raises issues relative to D26.
In its favour are the benefits to sport. The pitch clearly suffers from an excessive gradient.
This together with the success of the Club in providing sport to both seniors and juniors
(‘has a thriving and expanding junior structure offering coaching and playing to youngsters
from age of 6 to 16 yrs for both boys and girls’), has resulted in the offer of grant aid.
The scheme has undergone significant adjustments since submission to reduce its impact
upon the character of the area. This has included reducing the amount of hedgerow
proposed to be removed from 400m to 135m. Having regard to the merits of the case I
conclude that the benefits to sport outweigh the reduced harm to visual amenity, the
setting of the PROW, and loss of a landscape feature and a modest ecological feature.
RECOMMENDATION:
That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the standard duration limit and the
following conditions:
Details of conditions to follow as extra information.
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2012/0298

Mr R Marshall

Building Plan Services Ltd

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Dalton North
Askam and Ireleth Parish
Council

Barry Jesson
01229 876323

19/05/2012
STATUTORY DATE:
13/07/2012

LOCATION:
10 Manx View, Askam-in-Furness.
PROPOSAL:
Proposed first floor extension to side elevation to provide bedroom accommodation.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
FORMER LOCAL PLAN:
POLICY B14
Extensions to the rear of dwellings will not be permitted where they adversely affect the
amenities of neighbouring properties by virtue of loss of sunlight or privacy or by the
creation of an overbearing impact or excessive level of enclosure.
POLICY B19
Applications involving the loss of garages or access thereto will only be permitted where it
can be demonstrated that sufficient alternative parking space is available behind the
building line or in such other position as will not have an adverse impact on the character
of the area.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The extension as proposed results in an unacceptable loss of off-road parking and causes
a reduction in residential amenity to a neighbouring bungalow.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
House values.
Party wall / boundary disputes.
REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site
The Occupiers of nos. 8 & 9 Manx View, Askam notified.
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The Occupiers, 9 Manx View, Askam in Furness
“We are writing regarding planning application for 10 Manx View Askam in Furness
planning number “B21/2012/0298”. We would like to offer our support for the application.
We have seen very similar extensions on our estate and we think they are very well
designed and provide practical solutions for space for larger families. They also blend very
well with the existing properties. We sincerely hope that Russ is granted permission so he
can accommodate his family and isn’t pressurised into moving due to lack of space. It
would be a shame for us to loose such decent polite and friendly neighbours as theses
types of people are few and far between”.
The Occupiers, 2 Manx View, Askam in Furness
“We are opposed to the application only because it will cause more parking on the road in
the cul-de-sac & access to other residents’ driveways.
We are having enough problems as it is, with access to our own driveway.”
The Occupier, 8 Manx View, Askam in Furness
“Further to the architectural observations made by Messrs John Coward Architects Ltd.
who are representing me with regard to the above planning application, I would like to
draw attention to my concerns regarding car parking.
Manx View at Askam is a cul de sac with a very restricted turning area on to which the
driveways of eight properties exit. Some of those properties choose to park cars in that
area constantly, which together with the presence of visiting cars very often makes it
extremely difficult to enter the drive ways.
Should this present planning application be approved there would be a potential for up to
four cars at No.10 Manx View, where the off street parking would be extremely
compromised.
I trust that this point will be taken into consideration.”
Enc.
John Coward Architects – dated 4.7.12
“We are writing on behalf of Mr Brian Fox who lives at No. 8 Manx View, Askam in
Furness, with respect to a recent planning application submitted on behalf of Mr Russell
Marshall by Building Plan Services for extensions and alterations at No. 10 Manx View.
The planning application reference number for the project is B21/2012/0298 and the
submitted drawings are numbers 01/0312/M01A and M02A. The description of the
proposed works on the submitted form is "Proposed first floor extension to side to
provide bedroom accommodation".
A 1:500 scale site plan, submitted with the application, very crudely outlines the site but
does not properly show No. 8 Manx View, nor the garages to both No. 10 and No. 8
Manx View nor the access drive to the two properties. Neither is there a north point. To
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our mind this plan is wholly unacceptable as a document to be considered with a
planning application.
The description of the proposal makes no reference to the 3 no. brick pillars to be built
adjoining the boundary between No. 8 and No. 10 supporting the first floor construction.
Nor does the description refer to the demolition of the garage frontage and side walls to
No. 10 and the rebuild to support the rear wall of the first floor extension.
To our mind the description of the proposal is wholly inadequate and does not outline
the full scope of work.
The conservatory is not shown in plan or elevation on the existing drawings but is
shown on the proposed drawings. There is no reference to the conservatory in the
description of the proposed work and therefore it is very unclear whether it forms part of
the application.
The proposal is to create a new bedroom and bathroom together with a small store at
first floor level, supported on masonry pillars, bedroom 1 being dimensioned 2151 mm
wide x 4615 mm long. A double bed is 1500 mm wide x 2000 mm long and therefore
can hardly be accommodated in the new bedroom.
The two storey extension, as proposed, is set back on the frontage with a slightly lower
roof plane on the front slope which helps reduce the bulk when seen from the road
Viewed from the side however the proposal is crude, over-bearing and wholly out of
scale with the two storey semidetached houses and bungalows on the estate.
The side elevation of the proposal is very visible from the habitable rooms of No. 8
Manx view and the proposal is very intrusive and detrimental to the visual amenity of Mr
Fox at No.8.
The approval of reserved matters for the original development dated 18 October 2011,
reference 6/90/0780/122/CW/TP.11 is conditioned with respect to "vehicular access to
the garages". The proposal significantly reduces the width of the drive to the garages.
Getting in and out of cars parked under the extension would be very difficult in the
cramped space. This would probably result in the space being used for covered storage
with cars parked on the frontage making access and egress to and from No. 8 more
difficult.
The relationship of the proposed extension with the boundary between No's 8 and 10
Manx View is shown in both plan and section on the proposed drawings, albeit there is
a discrepancy between plan and elevation.
The elevation clearly shows the toe of the foundation built wholly within the curtilage of
No. 10. The dimensions and notation on the plan however show the toe of the
foundation projecting 75 mm over the boundary and onto land owned by Mr Fox at No.
8.
The Party Wall Act would apply to the building works and as drawn it would be
impossible to construct the gable wall pillars and flank wall to garage without an
agreement with Mr Fox to access onto his land to dig the foundations, pour the
concrete, erect the scaffold and apply external render to the wall.
Whilst we appreciate this is not a planning issue it is should be a material consideration
when determining the application.
We feel the extension is crudely designed, over-large, un-neighbourly and totally out of
scale with other houses and bungalows on the estate. We also feel the proposal has a
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serious adverse impact on the amenity of Mr Fox at No. 8 Manx View and that the
application should be refused consent”.
The Occupiers, 1 Manx View, Askam
“Parking is already an issue on the street, and reducing the size of the driveway will
compound the problem. The overall design of the planned extension will spoil the
appearance of the street, along with the proposed planning of the adjoining house, and
devalue the surrounding properties”.
CONSULTATIONS:
Natural England
“Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of
present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
This application is in close proximity to Duddon Estuary Site of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI). However, given the nature and scale of this proposal, Natural England raises no
objection to the proposal being carried out according to the terms and conditions of the
application and submitted plans on account of the impact on designated sites.
The lack of further comment from Natural England should not be interpreted as a
statement that there are no impacts on the natural environment. Other bodies and
individuals may be able to make comments that will help the Local Planning Authority
(LPA) to fully take account of the environmental value of this site in the decision making
process.
However, we would expect the LPA to assess and consider the possible impacts resulting
from this proposal on the following when determining this application:
Protected species
Where there is a reasonable likelihood of a protected species being present and affected
by the proposed development, the LPA should request survey information from the
applicant before determining the application (Paragraph 99 Circular 06/05).1
The following link to some guidance Natural England Standing Advice on our website has
been produced to help the authority better understand the impact of this particular
development on protected or BAP species should they be identified as an issue at this site
and whether following receipt of survey information, the authority should undertake further
consultation with Natural England.
Local wildlife sites
If the proposal site is on or adjacent to a local wildlife site, e.g. Site of Nature Conservation
Importance (SNCI) or Local Nature Reserve (LNR) the authority should ensure it has
sufficient information to fully understand the impact of the proposal on the local wildlife site
before it determines the application.
Biodiversity Enhancements
This application may provide opportunities to incorporate features into the design which
are beneficial to wildlife, such as the incorporation of roosting opportunities for bats or the
installation of bird nest boxes. The authority should consider securing measures to
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enhance the biodiversity of the site from the applicant, if it is minded to grant permission
for this application. This is in accordance with Paragraph 118 of the National Planning
Policy Framework. Additionally, we would draw your attention to Section 40 of the Natural
Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006) which states that ‘Every public authority
must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper
exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity’. Section 40(3) of the
same Act also states that ‘conserving biodiversity includes, in relation to a living organism
or type of habitat, restoring or enhancing a population or habitat’.
Should the proposal be amended in a way which significantly affects its impact on the
natural environment then, in accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment and
Rural Communities Act 2006, Natural England should be consulted again”.
Askam & Ireleth Parish Council
“The Parish Council has heard concerns from a member of the public regarding this
application. The Parish Council have advised the person to contact the planning
department with their concerns”.
OFFICERS REPORT:
The proposal is to construct a two storey side extension on a 3 bedroom semi-detached
house within the cul-de-sac of Manx View. The estate features a mix of properties with the
applicant’s house being flanked by pairs of bungalows on both sides, whilst backing onto
allotment gardens to the rear. The house currently has a long driveway leading to a
detached garage in the rear garden, measuring approximately 9m length x 2.45m width.
The drive comfortably accommodates two cars, plus a third space within the garage if
required.
The design of the extension features an ‘open’ ground floor with the intention of allowing
access through to the garage and to retain parking on the driveway. The extension
therefore appears as if built on stilts, with the upper floor supported by brick columns
creating an open sided ground floor. The 1st floor features an additional bedroom and a
bathroom. An internal reconfiguration results in a 5 bedroom house. Materials are
proposed to match the existing dwelling, and the extension as a whole has been set back
from the front elevation to reduce its visual ‘bulk.’
A number of objections have been received from surrounding neighbours, raising primarily
parking issues, but also the potential impact on residential amenities. Sunlight indicators
show the extension will reduce the sunlight received by no.8 Manx View to the front lounge
window from the current level of around 3 hours (9am-12 noon) to around 1.5 hours
(10.30am-12 noon). The guidance (BRE – Site layout planning for daylight and sunlight)
implies a window in such a position should be accessible to a minimum of 3 hours sunlight
per day. It currently receives this level, but if the extension is built it will be reduced below
this. Saved Policy B14 (reproduced above) specifically relates to rear extensions, though
the underlying issues are relevant to this side extension, and should be a material
consideration.
Sunlight aside, I do not consider the extension to be overbearing to an unacceptable
degree, as the bungalow is off-set rather than directly facing the applicant’s house. As
such, the generally open aspect from the lounge should remain.
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With regard to the parking issues, the open ground floor is intended to allow access to the
garage and parking on the existing driveway. However, the width between the first brick
column and the existing corner of the house is shown to be 2m, a reduction from the
current driveway width of 2.45. Having researched the widths of 3 common hatchback
vehicles, all at the smaller end of the scale of vehicle size, the widths range from 1.94m to
2.01m, providing little to no clearance. The restricted width will make it almost impossible
to park within this area or access the rear garage, contrary to saved policy B19.
The extension is shown to be built right up to the side boundary, so there is no scope to
amend the width to create an acceptable access. In practice parking is therefore limited to
the area in front of the extension, a length of less than 4m. This cannot safely
accommodate a vehicle without it over sailing the highway. The end result of the proposal
is a reduction from three off-road parking spaces to zero usable spaces. Approval will
displace cars onto the cul-de-sac, which being a modern estate is reliant on off-road
parking and does not afford adequate on-street parking provision to accommodate this
displacement.
It has been noted that a similar extension was approved in the local area at 47 The
Headlands (2005/1602). However, the separation between the columns and the house
was greater at approximately 2.3m, whilst the extension was also set back further from the
highway. It was stated within the report that the gap of 2.3m was very tight and not ideal –
any reduction such as this would therefore be impractical. No sunlight issues were raised
due to the orientation of the dwellings. Precedent is often discussed, however each
application has to be viewed on its merits, and the differing site characteristics in that case
resulted in a different recommendation.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that planning permission be REFUSED for the following reasons:
1. The proposed side extension would result in a significant detrimental impact on
the amenities of the neighbouring property, no.8 Manx View, by virtue of its height
and proximity and the resulting reduction in sunlight received to the front elevation of
the property. It is therefore considered to be contrary to guidance within the
document ‘BRE – Site layout planning for daylight and sunlight.’
2. The extension would create a situation where vehicles are required to both park
on-street in an area with insufficient parking space and partly obstruct the footway,
by virtue of the restricted access at ground floor level and the resulting drive length
of less than 4m. It is therefore considered contrary to saved policy B19 of the
former Barrow Borough Local Plan Review 1996-2006.
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2012/0396 32 Foxfield Road,
Barrow in Furness

Proposed bay window to existing bedroom on
principal elevation.
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2012/0457 157 Dalton Lane,
Barrow in Furness

Fell on Pine tree subject to Tree Preservation
Order 1993 No. 1

18

2012/0442 4 Valley Drive,
Barrow in Furness

Proposed rear ground floor lounge and
kitchen extension with bedroom within roof
space and a side extension providing a
garage and utility.
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2012/0440 Lynwood – Ashtree Day
Nursery, Hollow Lane,
Barrow in Furness

First floor extension to Hollow Lane elevation
to provide an additional nursery room and a
new internal staircase.
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2012/0324 Barrow Island Rugby
Club, Ostley Bank,
Barrow in Furness

Engineering scheme for the levelling of the
pitch, including new training area and
removal of hedgerow.
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2012/0298 10 Manx View,
Barrow in Furness

Proposed first floor extension to side
elevation to provide bedroom
accommodation.

