DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
PLANNING COMMITTEE
FOR DECISION

2nd December 2014

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:

2014/0536

Story Homes Limited

Barton Willmore.co.uk

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Newbarns

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

01/08/2014
STATUTORY DATE:
09/11/2014

LOCATION:
Manor Road/Rating Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Development of 38 dwellings including the provision of open space, landscaping and
associated infrastructure.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
LOCAL PLAN:
POLICY B3
Applications for residential development on unallocated sites will be permitted where they
accord with the sequential approach of the Structure Plan and also satisfy the following
criteria:
i)

The site is located within the built up area of existing settlements or the
development cordons identified in Policy B13; and

ii)

The siting, scale, layout and design (in the materials and form of the buildings) of
the development is sensitive to the local environment, it promotes the principles of
‘Secure by Design’ and adequate parking provision is made; and

iii)

Adequate access arrangements can be provided, including servicing the site by
the public transport and by cycle routes; and

iv)

The development is laid out in a way that maximises energy efficiency; and

v)

The development will not result in the loss of land which has a recognised or
established nature conservation interest; and

vi)

The development must not cause an undue increase in traffic passing through
existing residential areas such as to be detrimental to residential amenity or
highway safety; and

vii)

Adequate water supplies, foul and surface water sewers and sewerage treatment
facilities exist or can be provided; and
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viii)

'A risk-based approach will be adopted for development in or affecting flood risk
areas to minimise the risk of flooding associated with the site and the potential
effect development of the site might have elsewhere through increased run off or
a reduction in the capacity of flood plains. This shall be in accordance with the
sequential characterisation of flood risk set out in Table 1 of Planning Policy
Guidance Note 25 'Development and Flood Risk; and

ix)

Where contamination is suspected, a desk study is undertaken and if necessary a
site investigation is undertaken and remediation strategy submitted.

POLICY B5
Within the urban boundaries of Barrow and Dalton applications for new dwellings or
conversions of existing buildings on suitable brownfield sites in residential areas or on the
peripheries thereof will be permitted provided the design, siting, layout and access
arrangements are satisfactory. This means that the development must also satisfy the
criteria of Policy B3. This Policy will also apply to land currently or last used for
employment purposes or with planning permission for employment use where the proposal
involves the provision of housing for which a specific need has been identified and where
the location is considered suitable by the Authority, or such housing is mixed with
employment uses, or the existing use is an un-neighbourly or non-conforming one by
reason of excessive traffic generation, noise or disturbance to local amenity.
POLICY D1
The Borough’s countryside will be safeguarded for its own sake and non-renewable and
natural resources afforded protection. Development will be permitted in the countryside
only where there is a demonstrable need that cannot be met elsewhere. Where necessary
development is permitted any adverse effect on the rural character of the surroundings
should be minimised subject to the development’s operational requirements.
POLICY D15
Development within or affecting the setting of Conservation Areas will only be permitted
where it preserves or enhances the character or appearance of the Area. In particular it
should:
1.

Respect the character of existing architecture and any historical
associations by
having due regard to positioning and grouping of buildings, form, scale, enclosure,
detailing and use of traditional materials.

2.

Respect existing hard and soft landscape features including open space, trees,
walls and surfacing.

3.

Respect traditional plot boundaries and frontage widths; and

4.

Respect significant views into or out of the Areas.
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Applications for:
a)

Listed Building Consent

b)

Planning consent for alterations to un-listed buildings within Conservation Areas or
new buildings affecting the setting of a Listed Building must show full details unless
otherwise agreed with the Planning Authority.

POLICY D18
Alterations and additions to a Listed Building or those properties affected by the Article
Four Direction will not be permitted if they adversely affect its character and setting or its
architectural or historic features. In particular, the following alterations are likely to be
unacceptable, particularly where they pose a conflict with the traditions of the building type
or the area:
a)

The use of non-traditional roofing materials;

b)

The use of uPVC or aluminium or other non-traditional materials or styles for
windows and doors;

c)

Pebble-dashing, or rendering of any type where this would result in the loss of
features such as stone-work or ornamental brickwork;

d)

The removal of any special features such as ornamental ironwork, carved
stonework or brickwork, etc; and

e)

The use of uPVC gutters and downspouts.

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.
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POLICY D22
There is a presumption in favour of the physical preservation of scheduled ancient
monuments and other nationally important remains and their settings. Development
proposals that would unacceptably adversely affect the site or setting of remains of
archaeological or historic importance will not be permitted.

POLICY D23
Where the importance of known remains, or the archaeological potential of a site is not
adequately understood, applications for development will only be accepted when
accompanied by an evaluation of the archaeological importance of the site. Planning
permission will not be granted without adequate assessment of the nature, extent and
significance of the remains present and the degree to which the proposed development is
likely to affect them.
POLICY D25
The Council will require major developments to incorporate or provide amenity space of
benefit to the public or occupiers wherever possible. This policy will apply to
developments that are considered to be important within a neighbourhood.
POLICY D27
Development proposals which result in the unacceptable loss of existing trees on
development sites will not be permitted unless their loss is unavoidable, when the
developer will be required to provide replacement trees on site or at other suitable sites
nearby.
POLICY D28
Development proposals will be expected to include a survey of existing landscape features
and a landscaping scheme of a professional standard must be submitted with applications
where deemed appropriate.
POLICY D29
A high standard of landscaping will be required of appropriate new development, both for
the initial scheme and its long-term maintenance. Where possible, existing landscape
features shall be integrated into landscape schemes. Where the District Council intends to
adopt an area of landscaping, a commuted payment will be required to meet the cost of 10
years maintenance. The requirements of this policy will be implemented as a condition of
planning consent, or by planning obligation as appropriate.
POLICY D30
Development proposals which may cause significant damage or destruction to a tree or
woodland protected by a Tree Preservation Order, or within a Conservation Area, will only
be permitted where:

Page 5 of 120

PLANNING COMMITTEE
2nd December 2014
a)

No alternative site is available; or

b)

There is an overriding need for the proposal which outweighs the need to preserve
the tree or woodland; or

c)

Mitigating measures are available to minimise damage and secure worthwhile
replacement planting.

POLICY D31
The location, layout and detailed design of all new development must pay regard to
existing trees and their future growth potential and any landscaping scheme needs to
balance the relationship between trees and buildings to avoid damaging effects from one
to the other.
POLICY D32
In order to protect trees from damage during development, planning conditions will be
imposed to ensure that adequate measures are taken to preserve and protect all trees
identified, to be retained in any development.
POLICY D58
New development within the vicinity of residential areas, schools, hospitals and offices
must not generate noise above the existing background levels, as measured in
accordance with the positions, times and methods agreed beforehand with the Authority.
POLICY D62
New developments in the urban fringe that are in the vicinity of public access routes on
foot to the countryside will be required to maintain noise levels below speech interference
levels along those routes (typically 55 dB(A) Leq).
POLICY E2
Highways proposed in housing developments must be designed and constructed to
adoptable standards.
POLICY E15
Provision for cyclists will be improved, with dedicated cycle routes and paths being
identified and developed within and between settlements, with a particular emphasis on
schools, town centres, other centres and leisure facilities. The Proposals Map shows a
framework of ‘desire line’ routes, which will be the subject of further joint studies with the
County Council, in association with the Local Transport Plan process. Development
considered likely to generate significant numbers of cycle users within the vicinity of a
proposed or possible cycle route will be the subject of discussions with the developers in
order to secure Section 106 Obligations for the making of contributions towards their
provision. Cycleways should be provided to standards acceptable to all users and as
required by the County Highway Authority, to ensure their long term adoption and
maintenance by the County Council.
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POLICY G9
New housing development will be required to include, as a minimum, childrens’ play space
in accordance with the standards set out below, which are hereby adopted by the Authority
and based on the recommendations of the National Playing Field Association:
1

Development sites over 15 units or 0.4 hectares in size should provide a play area
of no less than 100 metres2, within 100 metres or 1 minutes safe walking distance
of the new dwellings.

2

Development sites over 50 units or 0.8 hectares in size should provide a play area
of no less than 400 metres2, with at least five types of play equipment within 500
metres or 5 minutes safe walking distance of the new dwellings.

3

Development sites over 100 units should also provide a kick-about space for older
children of no less than 400 metres2.

POLICY F4
New development will be permitted if foul sewers and sewage treatment works of
adequate capacity and design are available or will be provided in time to serve the
development. The proliferation of small private package sewage treatment plants and
other types of discharge direct to watercourse within sewered areas will not be allowed.
The use of septic tanks will, in consideration with the Environment Agency, only be
considered if connection to the mains sewerage is not feasible and only then if ground
conditions are satisfactory and the plot of land is of sufficient size to provide an adequate
subsoil drainage system.
POLICY F5
In all new housing developments the Council will require all foul and surface water
drainage works and water conservation and recycling measures such as water meters and
rain water butts to be completed in accordance with approved details before any dwelling
is occupied. The Authority will require, where appropriate, drainage to be provided on the
separate system.
POLICY F6
Proposals for new development involving sites in excess of 0.4 ha must be accompanied
by details of all land drainage arrangements. These must be designed so as to ensure
that there is no deleterious effect on adjoining occupiers of land, important wildlife habitats
or watercourses in the vicinity.
POLICY F7
Other than for already allocated housing sites, development which increases the
requirement for water supply will be permitted only where an adequate water supply either
exists or can be provided without detriment to river flows, water quality or nature
conservation interests.
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POLICY F9
The Authority will refuse development that would result in adverse impact on the water
environment due to additional surface water run-off, unless appropriate alleviation or
mitigation measures, as agreed with the Authority in consultation with the Environment
Agency, are provided. Developers will be expected to cover the costs of assessing
surface water drainage impacts and of any appropriate mitigation works.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:

NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site and in the local press and the following neighbours
have been notified:
The Occupier Westgate Cottage, Manor Road, Barrow-in-Furness
Barrow Sixth Form College, St Bernards Roman Catholic School, Our Lady’s Chetwynde
School, Manor Farm, Rating Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
The Occupiers of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 19, 21, Manor Park,
Barrow-in-Furness.
Representations received following receipt of the planning application are
reproduced below. Those representations received before receipt of the application
(but after the public exhibition) are contained in a separate booklet (see appendix A)
The Occupier, 43 Mosley Street, Barrow-in-Furness
“As a resident of Barrow-in-Furness, I wish to register my objection to the proposed
development on land off Manor Road and Rating Lane, Barrow-in-Furness.
I feel that this development is an over development and in my opinion will exacerbate
problems at the nearby abbey which is a site of historical importance and has suffered
historically from flooding from the nearby beck adjacent to the site and also sewers and I
feel that this new housing development will add to this and cause further flooding and
damage to the structure of the abbey and to its grounds. The proposed site also suffers
from standing water. I am concerned that run off and associated works from the site could
impact on the nearby beck and increase the flooding risk.
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The site is also situated close to the Grade 1 listed Abbey Boundary Wall. In my opinion
the proposed development will have a negative impact on this heritage site as a whole. If
this development is allowed to go ahead it will set a precedent for further similar
developments in the area. The proposed housing in my opinion does not fit in with its
surroundings as it is near to the Grade 2 listed Manor Farm and also Chetwynne school
lodge which I believe is also listed. The proposed houses are of an 'executive style' and
are modern which is not in keeping and are unsympathetic. The land is identified in the
Barrow Borough Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Review as 'Greenfield
site considered as infill between the Sixth Form College and Manor Farm buildings
situated close to a Scheduled Ancient Monument and in a Conservation Area and
therefore a sensitive scheme should be considered.' I object to the proposal as this goes
against the recommendation in this report.
I am also concerned about the increase in traffic in this area particularly Manor Road itself
which is not built to handle any increase in traffic associated with this development. Also
Rating Lane has a college and two schools in close proximity which are all accessed from
Rating Lane, a main thoroughfare to Roose and during school term suffers from traffic
congestion from the nearby college and schools. There are difficulties for pedestrians and
motorists as the road is blocked by parked vehicles and people going to and from school
and college all of which will be exacerbated any such development of housing on the
proposed site as traffic will increase considerably. There is a clear issue with parking in the
area with motorists parked on both sides of Rating Lane. The proposed access to the site
is also close to the junction with Manor Road which could in itself cause traffic problems
with access to the site.
Also I am concerned that this is a development on a greenfield site in an area of historical
importance. This development spoil the area and not fit in with its surroundings. There are
plenty of brownfield sites within the town that can be utilised for housing for example the
North Central Renewal Area on Sutherland St and also land off Salthouse Road where the
proposed Marina Village is to be built and also land available at the former Parkview and
Thorncliffe that are earmarked for housing. There is a need for affordable housing for
families and this proposal will not meet that need.
Please accept this letter as my objection to the proposed development. I trust that you will
take my views into account when considering this application and that you will take into
consideration the important historical heritage of the nearby Furness Abbey.”
The Occupier, 4 Rossefield, Barrow-in-Furness
“The development by story homes of any dwellings on this land will have a significant and
detrimental effect on the land, peacefulness, tranquility of the abbey by manner of 38
homes with more than one car each plus visiting vehicles.
There are massive concerns regarding the issues surrounding flooding and even whether
any development may affect the stability of the abbey buildings itself.
This land is sacred and has been used by cistercian monks for many uses and should be
kept as hallowed and respected as such.
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There is no need for any further executive dwellings in the Furness area as in last nights
evening mail there were 54 executive homes for sale with no buyers forthcoming, there are
developments at the former grammar school site and Thorncliffe school which will more
than adequately serve the need of the buyer.
Another reason for my objection is the impact upon traffic and safety of children with three
very busy schools in very close proximity. It is already very hazardous and god forbid a
child was killed because of the extra traffic.
Please barrow council do the right thing for your people and refuse this application.”
The Occupier, 7 Grey Friar Close, Barrow-in-Furness
“This ill-conceived plan mustn't go on. Its too close to the Grade 1 listed wall/ Gate & will
compromise detracting the heritage approach. The Precinct is in a conservation area &
deserves protection. Housing this close will make it vulnerable to damage & the
developers cant assure its safety after completion. Runoff will increase because of the
reduction in soak away and if vented into Mill Beck this will put the abbey at great risk from
flooding. The houses are in excess of the needs of the community. The field is
archaeologically sensitive and Story have ignored their own reports.”
The Occupier, 7 Grey Friar Close, Barrow-in-Furness
“This housing plan is too close to Furness Abbey and the West gate and perimeter wall.
There has been flooding before and to build over a green field site this close will
exacerbate the risk. The traffic and congestion on Rating Lane is already bad and 38
houses will no doubt have cars. It will spoil the approach to the abbey which is a visitor
attraction. It would be a tragedy for it to go ahead”
The Occupier, Smeaton Street, Barrow
“The development would increase traffic in an historically significant area, creating more
congestion and higher usage in a small country lane which runs past a vulnerable historic
Grade 1 Listed building which is already undergoing significant repair and conservation.
Additional housing would increase problems of flooding and drainage which is already
prevalent in the area. The aesthetic and environmental damage would be far reaching.
Archaeological evidence would be at risk and could be lost without a complete surveywhich would be unlikely as such investigations are time limited when done as part of
building work. The integrity of the site would be compromised and any future
developments to the heritage site would be affected and limited by such a proposal. This is
a treasure of national note and importance and the abbey perimeter wall would be
obscured by modern housing and its value degraded.”
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The Occupier, 43 Friars Lane, Barrow.
“I strongly oppose the plans for building houses on the greenfield site Manor rd/Rating
lane.
This will be detrimental in many ways, particularly regarding parking and traffic in an
already congested residential area. This traffic flow problem is not only at school times, but
constantly, as since the A590 was changed, anyone living in the Roose/Holbeck area use
this road rather than go around the one way system. Also heavy traffic for gas terminal etc.
I know this traffic is constant as you can see I live on Friars Lane and the traffic is 24/7.
I am also VERY concerned at the proposed proximity to the Furness Abbey. Surely this is
the jewel in the crown for the people of Barrow, and should be preserved rather than
shoving up bricks and mortar, with everyday life of pollution from cars, and noise of lawn
mowers etc. and how long before the owners of these houses want to add on extensions
etc. 38 houses will then become larger. It was so sad to witness the flooding in the Abbey
a couple of years ago, I am 72 years old and in all the years I have taken my children there
have never seen anything like it, this will only get worse if water is not allowed to drain
away naturally. I personally do not object to Story homes building executive houses, but
we have other really nice areas they could build that are not so close to the Abbey.
Sir's I and my family/grandchildren beg you to consider the future of Furness Abbey for
future generations, I also feel it could be made more of a tourist attraction to bring people
and money to the area, instead of losing area's to be treasured for short term financial
gain.
PS I note in our local paper there are a lot of executive houses for sale, upwards of
£400,000 these are not selling, so why the need to build more? or it it just because of the
site?”
The Occupier, 13 Manor Park, Barrow-in-Furness
I strongly object to this planning application because :
There will be a lot of extra noise from people & traffic.
There will be increased traffic in the area all day.
With 3 schools in the area there is already alot of traffic at certain times of the day. This
will only increase if these houses are built.
This development is completely unnecessary as there are existing brown field sites in the
town that should be used.
This development will spoil a beautiful rural area. From my house I can see countryside &
fields. I do not want to look on to a housing estate. One of the reasons we moved here
was because of the rural location on the edge of the town.
This proposed development is too near Furness Abbey, an area of natural beauty &
historic significance. This area should be kept rural and not spoilt or damaged by urban
development.
Please do not allow these houses to be built.
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No address given
I am writing to object to the above development. I think it is inappropriate to allow building
next to this historical site. The atmosphere when visiting would be destroyed by housing
encroaching on this wonderful site. In the Constable guide to the abbeys of England and
Wales. Furness Abbey is rated for its architecture as “particularly important” its extent as
“unusually complete” and its setting as “specially fine” Who would want the setting
changed from “specially fine” to “attractive” or even “poor” in future editions.
The Occupier, Abbey Manor, Abbey Approach, Barrow.
“I am writing in objection the “ Story Home developments”. I live on Abbey Approach and
have two children who attend Chetwynde School. It is always a fight to get to school and
work in the mornings as the road leading up to Rating lane from the Abbey Roundabout to
this proposed development area is narrow and always congested from traffic taking
children to all the schools and colleges in the same geographic area. I personally have the
added problem of getting out onto Abbey Road from the top end of Abbey Approach (the
opposite end) as this is extremely busy with traffic coming in from out of Barrow. I do not
want to feel any more trapped than I already do.
My children started new term at school this morning, first day back from holidays. With the
school becoming Free School, we now have an additional 300 children from last year and
the traffic was just impossible this morning. We have queues down past this proposed
development area waiting to get onto Rating Lane.
I really hope we have some logic thinking people supporting our objections here, I really
cannot get my head why this application has even gone this far. It’s a ridiculous proposal!”
The Occupier, Abbey Manor, Abbey Approach, Barrow
“I am writing to object against the proposed “Story Home Development” on land near
Furness Abbey.
As a resident of Abbey Approach I find this proposal very worrying indeed. I have children
who attend Chetwynde School and every morning it is a battle to get onto Rating lane from
this small narrow lane (from Abbey roundabout to the Farm) where these houses are
proposed to be built. My children started new term at school this morning and we were
met half way up this lane with standing traffic, probably due to the additional 300 children
we now have at our school. With the number of schools and colleges we have in such a
small Geographical area I think this proposal is ridiculous. I can’t even believe it has even
gone this far, why would we want a housing estate built next to our beautiful Abbey? I just
hope we have some logic thinking people at the Town Hall who will back our objections.
As a resident IN the Abbey area I also have the added problem of getting out of the
opposite entrance of Abbey Approach due to the large volume of traffic coming in to
Barrow from Abbey Road. Adding additional traffic problems to this area would be wrong,
very wrong.
I hope the relevant people at the Town Hall listen very carefully to the thoughts and
feelings of our Furness people and do not let money and power over rule,”
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The Occupier, 152 Abbey Road, Barrow
“I am strongly opposed to Story Homes proposal to build 38 homes on the field adjacent to
Manor Farm, Rating Lane.
This development is at the edge of an important heritage site, already classified as part of
the Conservation area of the Abbey shown on the Council Planning Portal map service.
The development would increase traffic in a historically significant area, creating more
congestion and higher usage in a small country lane which runs to a vulnerable Grade 1
listed Ancient Monument which is already undergoing significant repair and conservation.
Additional housing would increase issues of flooding and drainage which is already
prevalent in the area. Such a large development would compromise the water table of the
area which already has issues with drainage and the removal of excess water. This area
has recently been subject to flooding, which has effectively damaged the infrastructure of
the Abbey itself. Other considerations are that this development will directly impinge on
any future enhancement of the Abbey as a heritage Tourist site, and I feel would be totally
inappropriate. The aesthetic and environmental damage would be far reaching and
irreparable.
Archaeological evidence would be at risk and could be lost without a complete survey,
which would be unlikely as such investigations are time limited when done as part of
building work. I further understand that there is evidence to suggest that there exists an
ancient footpath on the very field on which it is propsed to build the house which would be
lost forever if this goes ahead. (The evidence is cited on Story Homes own published
findings).
Additionally, this development will exacerbate the road hazards at school start and finish
times as it will increase traffic and cause greater difficulty in parking, and will increase the
flow of traffic through Furness Abbey precinct. I am one of many local people who are
opposed to development at Manor Road, and there is an overwhelming desire that
development at this site should be rejected, particularly as there are numerous Green/
Brown field sites within the borough, plus the vast acreage of land that is now available
and identified in the Borough Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Review
2013. I am sure there are several sites in the review that would more than accommodate
the need for housing development and which are already identified on your 5 year look
ahead.
In summary I feel that this project is ill-conceived, unnecessary and carries an enormous
risk to the aesthetics, infra-structure and safety of an hugely loved and nationally (if not
globally) important heritage site. Please please bear in mind that if you get this wrong the
damage caused could be extensive and, worst of all irreparable and irretrievable”
The Occupier, 6 Croft Park Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“Please find attached my objections to Plans for houses on Manor Road. I am a proud
Barrovian and feel very strongly about the beautiful area surrounding the Abbey. I realise
that permission will possibly be granted but I do hope that the houses will reflect the true
ambience of the area which has brought great pleasure to many generations of
Barrovians.”
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The Occupier 3 Croft Park Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“I object to this planning application for the following reasons:
1.The application proposes to construct 38 dwellings, utilities and infrastructure in a
conservation zone of historical and cultural importance. Furness Abbey and its
surrounding environment is an important heritage, cultural and recreational amenity for the
residents of Barrow and tourists. The approach via Manor Rd is integral to this amenity
and the fields included in the proposal border onto listed structures, including part of the
13th century Furness Abbey Enclosure Wall. Building this development in these fields
would destroy the character of this section of the conservation zone.
2.The Furness Abbey Conservation Zone was established to protect this important
historical environment for the enjoyment and education of the residents of Barrow and
visitors to the area. If this planning application is accepted by the Planning Committee it
will erode the conservation zone, and set a precedent for future planning applications,
eroding this important conservation zone.
3. Traffic congestion. My property is situated on Rating Lane, near the proposed
development, so I have personal knowledge of the problems of traffic congestion in this
section of Rating Lane. The Manor Rd development is situated in close proximity to three
schools - Chetwynde's, The Sixth Form College and St Bernards. There is heavy traffic
caused by children being dropped off and picked up from School, as well as bus traffic.
Also Rating Lane is used as a route for lorries going to and from the Roose Sand Quarry,
and septic tankers going to and from the Sewage Treatment Works at the Barrow Port
Area. The proposed development of 38 Executive houses, with a possibility of 2 cars per
home, would definitely add to traffic congestion in an area where there are hundreds of
children on foot and crossing the road.
4. Flooding. The large fields included in the proposed development act as a natural soak to
rain water running down hill of the fields above them. If 38 houses were constructed here,
with roads, and car parking spaces, flooding would result in the development and
surrounding roads. The proposal to use the small beck that runs along part of Manor Road
is unfeasible. It already floods during moderately heavy rainfall. The beck also acts as a
channel for slurry running off the farm, which spreads across the pedestrian pavement and
road during flooding. This unhygienic event would occur more frequently if run off from the
38 houses was added to the load.
5. Finally I would like to take this opportunity to express my feelings about the impact this
development would have on me, and many other, who love Furness Abbey and its
environment. My family has visited Furness abbey since the 1900's, if not earlier. It has
been a favourite for family outings for as long as I can remember. The experience of
Furness Abbey starts the moment you turn off Rating Lane and walk down Manor Rd. It
just takes a few steps to walk from the urban environment of Barrow and enter the rural
environment of Furness Abbey. It is a magical moment. This housing development, if it is
approved, would destroy one of Barrow's special places. We don't have that many so
close to the town, so please reject this planning application.
Thank you for considering my objections.”
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The Occupier, 2 Shelley Drive, Barrow-in-Furness
“To Barrow Borough Council Planning Department and Committee Members
I wish to oppose the proposal by Story Homes to build 38 homes on the field adjacent to
Manor Farm, Rating Lane.
This development is at the edge of an important heritage site, already classified as part of
the Conservation area of the Abbey shown on the Council Planning Portal map service
and should be preserved as it is now.
The development would increase traffic in a historically significant area, creating more
congestion and higher usage in a small country lane which runs to a vulnerable Grade 1
listed Ancient Monument which is already undergoing significant repair and conservation.
Additional housing would increase issues of flooding and drainage which is already
prevalent in the area. Such a large development would compromise the water table of the
area which already has issues with drainage and the removal of excess water. This area
has recently been subject to flooding, which has effectively damaged the infrastructure of
the Abbey itself. Other considerations are that this development will directly impinge on
any future enhancement of the Abbey as a heritage Tourist site, and would be totally
inappropriate. The aesthetic and environmental damage would be far reaching and
irreparable and I feel it would be totally irresponsible to go ahead with this plan.
Archaeological evidence would be at risk and could be lost without a complete survey,
which would be unlikely as such investigations are time limited when done as part of
building work. I understand that there is evidence to suggest that there exists an ancient
footpath on the very field on which it is proposed to build the houses which would be lost
forever if this goes ahead. (The evidence is in fact cited on Story Homes own published
findings).
Additionally, this development will exacerbate the road hazards at school start and finish
times as it will increase traffic and cause greater difficulty in parking, and will increase the
flow of traffic through Furness Abbey precinct. As a regular user of Rating Lane I can
personally vouch for how dangerous this road is now without any extra houses.
I am one of many local people who are opposed to development at Manor Road, and there
is an overwhelming desire that development at this site should be rejected, particularly as
there are numerous Green/ Brown field sites within the Borough, plus the vast acreage of
land that is now available and identified in the Borough Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment Review 2013. There are several sites more suitable in the review that would
more than accommodate the need for housing development and which are already
identified on your 5 year look ahead.
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In summary I feel that this project is ill-conceived, unnecessary and carries an enormous
risk to the aesthetics, infra-structure and safety of a hugely loved and nationally (if not
globally) important heritage site. Please bear in mind that if you get this wrong the damage
caused could be extensive and, worst of all, irreparable and irretrievable.”
The Occupier, 10 Crompton Drive, Dalton
“To Barrow Borough Council Planning Department and Committee Members
I wish to oppose the proposal by Story Homes to build 38 homes on the field adjacent to
Manor Farm, Rating Lane.
This development is at the edge of an important heritage site, already classified as part of
the Conservation area of the Abbey shown on the Council Planning Portal map service
and should be preserved as it is
now.
The development would increase traffic in a historically significant area, creating more
congestion and higher usage in a small country lane which runs to a vulnerable Grade 1
listed Ancient Monument which is already undergoing significant repair and conservation.
Additional housing would increase issues of flooding and drainage which is already
prevalent in the area. Such a large development would compromise the water table of the
area which already has issues with drainage and the removal of excess water. This area
has recently been subject to flooding, which has effectively damaged the infrastructure of
the Abbey itself. Other considerations are that this development will directly impinge on
any future enhancement of the Abbey as a heritage Tourist
site, and would be totally inappropriate. The aesthetic and environmental damage would
be far reaching and irreparable and I feel it would be totally irresponsible to go ahead with
this plan.
Archaeological evidence would be at risk and could be lost without a complete survey,
which would be unlikely as such investigations are time limited when done as part of
building work. I understand that there is evidence to suggest that there exists an ancient
footpath on the very field on which it is proposed to build the houses which would be lost
forever if this goes ahead. (The evidence is in fact cited on Story
Homes own published findings).
Additionally, this development will exacerbate the road hazards at school start and finish
times as it will increase traffic and cause greater difficulty in parking, and will increase the
flow of traffic through Furness Abbey precinct. This is indeed a dangerous road at the
moment without any extra houses.
I am one of many local people who are opposed to development at Manor Road, and there
is an overwhelming desire that development at this site should be rejected, particularly as
there are numerous Green/ Brown field sites within the Borough, plus the vast acreage of
land that is now available and identified in the Borough Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment Review 2013. There are several sites more suitable in the review that would
more than accommodate the need for housing development and which are already
identified on your 5 year look ahead.
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In summary I feel that this project is ill-conceived, unnecessary and carries an enormous
risk to the aesthetics, infra-structure and safety of a hugely loved and nationally (if not
globally) important heritage site. Please bear in mind that if you get this wrong the damage
caused could be extensive and, worst of all, irreparable and irretrievable.”
The Occupier, Ivy Cottage, The Gill, Ulverston, Cumbria
“We would like the Council to oppose this application.
Furness Abbey is of paramount importance to both the town and the area. It is about time
that Barrow demonstrates that it cares about its heritage.
We do not believe that sufficient weight has been given to the heritage and historical
aspect and the Council must consider thus above the so called commercial advantages.
The site is in a beautiful position which must be safeguarded.”
The Occupier, 12 Chaucer Way, Barrow
“People that live in the area regularly walk along Manor Road. It's a disgrace this
application is even being considered. There are other places to build in Barrow. Houses
over £300,000 struggle to sell in Barrow, why would we want 38 more?”
The Occupier, 68 Croslands Park, Barrow
“I object to the planning application on the grounds that it will cause firstly a loss of "green
land". Secondly the traffic and noise generated will also impact an area close to a heritage
site. There could be as yet unknown damage to said site (Furness Abbey) due to drainage
issues or other. Apart from anything this area is a quiet area on the approach to a historic
site that should be surrounded by quiet and calm not housing and traffic. The loss of such
an approach would diminish the whole town and the attraction of Furness Abbey. This
should not be a site for housing and I therefore register my objection to this application.”
The Occupier, 34 Farnham Close, Barrow-in-Furness
“I support the planning application.”

Page 17 of 120

PLANNING COMMITTEE
2nd December 2014
The Occupier, 12 Infield Gardens, Barrow-in-Furness
“Full planning permission has now been submitted to the Planning Committee to build 38
homes on the above site by an out of town firm Story Homes of Carlisle. The previous plan
was for 50 homes to "fulfil the needs" of upmarket housing required for future employees
of BAE -the new plan disregards this reason as it is a mixture of terraced, semis and
detached - in other words another housing estate on the periphery of our heritage Furness
Abbey- so close to the boundary walls and totally destroying the urban area approach.
Story Homes have not suddenly become interested in this site- for the past five years or so
a local consultant with vast knowledge of procedure, planning etc., has been paving the
way -if English Heritage was first approached in 2008 why have they not consulted with
our local community and why do I get the feeling that this is already "cut and dried" and
however much we protest the end result will be the same. Rumours abound of promises to
maintain our local chlldrens' playgrounds by Story Homes- is that not a bribe and would
they still so do if planning permission was refused ? I am positive our local planning
committee will play fair and turn down this application for obvious reasons . Five, fifteen or
fifty houses built on that site would still have the same impact on our Abbey and on the
Rating Lane traffic problem and just who will reap the profits- the landowner, the builders
but certainly not the concerned public whose petition of thousands of signatures speaks for
itself. Years ago when Chetwynde School applied to build a Sports Hall in their grounds
the Council turned it down specifically stating their concerns about the volume of traffic
along Rating Lane -two schools existed then -the Sixth form wasn't built- now 1,500 or
more children attend these three schools- good enough argument even on that to say a
resounding NO.
My two passions and priorities in life are the preservation of Furness Abbey entrusted to
our care for centuries and such a historic beautiful site we are so lucky to have locally-and
the safety of children on our roads -both these two points should be enough to turn down
the plans, especially as we now know how many other sites are available as published in
Thursday's Evening Mail-more than enough without destroying the Abbey approach and
turning Rating Lane into a very big hazard entry to a building site -it would be disastrous
and a considerable impact.
Remember, we only get the once chance for a say in this- there is NO appeal for the public
if permission is granted but the builders can submit appeals even if refused. So, it is up to
you now our local council and planning- are you brave enough to turn this down and refuse
permission -you will be so much fulfilling the wishes of our local community- dispel these
rumours that are floating around and ask them to go elsewhere- it is such a part of our
local heritage -leave it in peace and let Story Homes build on your many available sites
elsewhere, please.”
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The Occupier, 2 Manor Park, Barrow-in-Furness
Residents of Manor Park, LA13 9UW, will see a significant increase of traffic along
Thwaite Flat Brow (link road from Abbey Road to Rating Lane). This is the only entrance to
Manor Park. This will lead to this only junction becoming very dangerous. Thwaite Flow
Brow has a narrow pavement. The significant increase in traffic will make this very
dangerous. The junction at the bottom of Thwaite Flat Brow onto Rating Lane will also
become very dangerous if this development is built. There are brown field sites a plenty in
Barrow where new developments can be built. Housing in the Croslands / top of Abbey
Road area, including Manor Park, struggles to sell due to the high prices and low demand
at this price point.
The Occupier, 31 Skelwith Drive, Barrow-in-Furness
“I sincerely hope this application is denied due to the fact that it is an area of natural
beauty, far too close to The Furness Abbey and will severely congest an already busy area
due to the many schools nearby. This area is where as a family we go nearly every
weekend to get away from houses, to look at the cows, breath in a little bit of countryside
and go visit the Abbey and the Abbey House Café. Green space needs to be protected for
future generations and as well as The Abbey and it’s surrounding areas.”
The Occupier, 2 Redmayne Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness (Barrow Civic and Local History
Society)
On behalf of Barrow Civic and Local History Society, I should like to object to Planning
Application B07/2014/0536 submitted by Story Homes of Carlisle to build houses on
Rating Lane/Manor Road.
The land lies within a quarter of a mile of Furness Abbey which has a cultural value of
national and international significance. It is a listed building and therefore lies within a
conservation area. The same applies to the Abbey Precinct Wall and West Gate.
The history of Furness Abbey is well documented. Founded in 1127, it was the first
Savigniac abbey built in England. It became a Cistercian abbey in 1147 and continued to
be part of the Cistercian Order until the Dissolution in 1537.The monks prayed and
worked, playing a vital role in Medieval life both locally and further afield. It founded five
branch or daughter abbeys and provided the infrastructure for the whole of the Furness
Peninsula.
English Heritage Guidelines define significance as “a collective term for the sum of all the
heritage values attached to a place, be it a building, an architectural site or a larger historic
area such as a whole village or landscape”.
English Heritage Conservation Principles examine the value of a historic environment in
several ways. These principles are pertinent when examining the suitability of this housing
development.
Evidential value - The potential of a place to yield evidence about past human activity.”
It is very possible that the proposed site may have archaeological remains.
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“Historical value - The ways in which past people, events and aspects of life can be
connected through a place to the present “
The granges or farms established by the monks developed into the villages that eventually
became the town of Barrow-in-Furness.
”Aesthetic value -The ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual stimulation from
a place”. The magnificent ruins of Furness Abbey are breathtakingly beautiful and for
many centuries have inspired poets and artists.
”Communal value -The meaning of a place for the people who relate to it, or for whom it
features in their collective experience or memory.”
Furness Abbey has a very special meaning for the people of Barrow and Furness, who
understand its uniqueness and appreciate the need to preserve it for future generations.
Listed buildings are protected by Acts of Parliament .Section 66(1) of the Planning(Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas)Act1990 provides that when considering whether or not
to grant planning permission for development that affects a listed building or its setting, the
local planning authority is required to have special regard to the desirability of preserving
any of the following:
• The building itself.
• The building’s setting.
• Any special architectural or historic feature.
I should like to refer to a case which went to the Court of Appeal earlier in 2014:
Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd v East Northamptonshire District Council &Others
[2014]EWCA Civ 137(18 February 2014)
Barnwell Wind Energy Ltd. lost their appeal because of the impact of their plan on the
setting of a Grade 1 listed building, Lyveden New Bield in Northamptonshire.
In a similar way the application submitted by Story Homes also shows a complete lack of
understanding of the impact of their housing development on the setting of Furness Abbey.
The preservation of this area should be of paramount importance and therefore any
housing development would be totally out of keeping with the uniqueness of this Medieval
site. Furness Abbey is an architectural gem and one that needs to be appreciated in
today’s ever changing world.
I would urge the Planning Committee to refuse planning permission for the housing
development submitted by Story Homes. I would like the opportunity to speak at the
Planning Committee /Council meeting which deals with this application.”
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The Occupier, 63 Cloisters Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I object to this application on the grounds that it will be detrimental to the area. It will
cause excessive traffic congestion that is already bad on Rating Lane.
It will spoil the approach to the Abbey and is too near to the Abbey. Building more houses
will mean less soil drainage of water and more water running into the beck which will lead
to flooding at the Abbey.
Its a beautiful area why spoil it.”
The Occupier, PO Box 543, Mt Martha Victoria 3934, Australia
“The proposed building and disturbance of land near FURNESS ABBEY is wrong;
Area of outstanding beauty and cultural significance-needs a considerable green area
buffer zone.
Land degredation will result in salinity and soil toxicity and flooding. Digging drainage pipes
will further disturb substrata.
Land disturbance will cause weakness to existing structures including foundations of said
Abbey.
Vibration from building will change to vibration from increased traffic. Is the building
company prepared to pay insurance to cover this?
Can the builder be accountable should further damage occur to the Abbey/foundations?
This is an area of cultural and aesthetic significance. The people of barrow believe it
should be cocooned within an envelope of green, as historically it was. Arguably the Abbey
consists of not only the buildings but the green area surrounding it.
Short term small boost in employment (building)these houses, will be counteracted by long
term total slump as population of bw further declines or shifts leaving many of the smaller
homes empty and subject to vandalism.
Proximity of homes close to the Abbey also means noise pollution from traffic and homes.
This will ruin one of the most important aspects of the Abbey-the peaceful surrounds.
There are many other areas story homes can build on within a safer and less controversial
position.
I live in Australia but was born and brought up in Barrow. The identity of my home town is
underlined by the contrast between the hard working shipyard tradition, the fascinatingly
austere workshops cranes and docks with the soft gracious solemnity of our beautiful
Abbey. Chidren here grow up to appreciate the diversity and be proud. lessening the
divide between suburbia and something very precious and irreplacable is heinous.
Please Sempur Sursum and reject this application”.
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The Occupier, House-At-The-Corner, 24 Hawcoat Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
“I was devastated to learn of the proposed housing development by Story Homes at the
junction of Rating Lane/Manor Road. I am opposed to this major development which
affects the setting of an ancient monument and is within a conservation area for three main
reasons.
Firstly, this development would affect the setting and ambiance of one of England’s most
unique ancient monuments, the ruins of the second richest Abbey in England, exceeded
only by Fountains Abbey in Yorkshire. The development would definitely detrimentally
affect the tranquil environs of Furness Abbey. Modern houses near a Grade 1 listed
Precinct Wall and West Gate would be an anathema. The landscape as is, adds to the
drama, character and appearance of the Abbey and so it must be preserved. The
boundaries “all contribute to the familiar and cherished local scene”.
(www.englishheritage.org.uk)
Secondly, I am very deeply concerned that building work would adversely affect the Abbey
destabilising its susceptible foundations still further.
Thirdly, Rating Lane is already badly congested at school/college opening and closing
times. Additional vehicles would only add to the problem.
I believe strongly that we in Barrow must unite to protect our Abbey and its beautiful
environs from the irreversible and devastating impact of any encroaching development.
There are so many Brown Field sites available in Barrow. Let us preserve our “dear green
place”.
The Occupier, 31 Cliffe Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
“This objection is a record of the Full objection submitted on Friday 5th September to Dave
Pidduck Leader of the Council at Barrow Town Hall. This objection is on behalf of the
3000+ signatories who have voted against the proposed development. Copies of the
reasons for objection and names of signatories were provided for Mrs MA Thomson....
Chair of Planning Committee, and to Mr Charles Wilton, Planning manager for the
application.
A summary of the reasons for objection to development are :1. Setting/site location in proximity to Furness Abbey
2. Flood Risk to Furness Abbey
3. Need/Demand unnecessary to meet SHLAA targets
4. Traffic issues”
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The Occupier, 6 Manor Park, Barrow-in-Furness
“I object to the proposed development on the basis of the increased traffic in an area
where traffic flow and safety is already appalling at peak times due the proximity of 3
schools, one which has become a free school from 1/09/14, with increased pupils numbers
and associated parking difficulties.
In my view this will create a hazard that cannot be safely managed and will result in
increased injuries to either pedestrian children/adults and motorists on Rating Lane, or the
junction of this road with Abbey Road.
The Occupier, 34 Farnham close, Barrow-in-Furness
(X) Inform the Authority that you support the Planning Application.
The Occupier, 12 Infield gardens, Barrow
“My Email is as follows:- and I would like to be kept informed of any future planning
Meeting etc., and realise it is not always necessary for all applications to be decided by the
Planning Committee.
PS. Just had a telephone call from a source who insists it is already a done deal and
already approved quietly – He said if they didn’t get it they will appeal and get it then – I
hope this isn’t the case Jason as it then is such a one-sided fight and very, very
disillusioning! And morally wrong.”
The Occupier, 207b Montagu Rd, Edmonton, London
“I have been an out of town resident for nearly thirty years but retain great memories of
Furness Abbey, from junior school trips through to more serious academic and
photographic visits as an adult and subsequently am in opposition to the above building
proposal near to the perimeter wall of the Abbey. I would urge you to consider the
following issues in relation to this proposal.
Furness Abbey is Barrow's main historical ruin and a tourist draw, and changes in its
immediate vicinity could have a possible impact on the local economy. Photographs and
views of Furness Abbey would be affected by planned developments which could also
possibly reduce the amount of available ambient light in the 'Vale of Deadly Nightshade'.
Other ruined abbeys- for instance Tintern (in Monmouthshire) and Bolton and Fountains
(in North Yorkshire) remain in near original 'Cistercian' surroundings with few and limited
buildings and housing developments nearby and still attract droves of visitors.
There are also potential problems accompanying housing development in the areacongestion, parking and issues relating to drainage. The proximity of the River Yarl (Red
River) could pose risks of damp and flooding- the latter point being of particular importance
regarding potential damage to the Abbey's foundations. The proposed development itself
is quite distant from neighbouring centres of population in Hawcoat and Newbarns and
with a possible lack of immediate amenities.
The local public house, 'The Abbey Tavern', closed a number of years ago.
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Additionally, the ecological and environmental factors impinging on the flora and fauna of
this area need to be addressed.”
The Occupier, 12 St Bees Drive, Barrow-in-Furness
“Notwithstanding the fact that the number of properties outlined in the original proposed
scheme for the above development has been reduced, I am still of the opinion that the
development should not go ahead and am now writing to formerly object to the planning
application now submitted for this development.
In addition to the obvious problems of drainage and traffic that need to be overcome, I
consider that a more fundamental and moral issue has to be addressed, namely the
encroachment of a modern development on the perimeter of a major national historic site
in this area.
Although geographically the current site of Furness Abbey is some fifty yards away, it is a
fact that once you leave Rating Lane and take one small step along Manor·Road you
immediately enter an area steeped in history that has been enjoyed and venerated by
generations. Are our future generations now to be deprived of this inheritance?
The siting of any new housing development can always be the subject of discussion and
argument but there still remains in Barrow many derelict sites that are detrimental to the
reputation of this town and which could be used for housing purposes. If we are to destroy
the good but leave the bad then it sends out the wrong message about this area.
History cannot be replaced once removed and the proposed development must therefore
be rejected. Various detrimental decisions regarding planning and architecture have been
taken in the past; let us not add another one to the long list of regrets that are held about
the town's direction.”
The Occupier, 24 Holcroft Hill, Barrow-in-Furness
“Regarding the proposed plans for homes to be built on land adjacent to
Rating Lane, I wish to lodge my opposition.
As a long time Barrow-in-Furness resident I strongly disagree to the
proposal to build houses on the Manor Farm field which is, I believe,
already classified as part of the conservation area of the Abbey.
The land near the Abbey should be left untouched and the area
preserved for future generations to appreciate and enjoy.”
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The Occupier, Flat 4 Lynter Court, Hawcoat Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
"You may recall that I wrote to you on 5th March 2014 setting out my objections to the
above development. I attach a copy of that letter to remind you of my concerns.
Despite the fact that the nunber of properties in the development has been reduced, my
opinions have not changed and I now wish to formerly object to the planning application
submitted to the Council. The reasons for my objection are contained in the abovementioned letter.
In addition progress has now been made on disposing of both the Grammar School and
Thorncliffe School sites and this will obviously lead to the provision of more housing in the
borough without having to use up a green field site.
You will, I am sure, be aware of the substantial public opposition to this development and I
would urge you to take notice of this opposition when considering the proposal. I would
also highlight various comments made in the past year that would contradict any approval
of this scheme. They are as follows:Evening Mail 21st April 2014 - "The abbey is one of the best-loved landmarks in Barrow
and has been for centuries. It's part of our history and our heritage. Councillor Colin
Thomson, Mayor of Barrow.
Evening Mail 2nd May 2014 - Photo shoot by the Mayor and Mayoress Colin and Brenda
Thomson together with Ann Taylforth (Barrow town centre and festivals manager) in front
of the Abbey to promote 'The best of the Barrow Borough' in the new tourism leaflet.
Evening Mail 14th June 2014 - Leading the way column by Dave Pidduck, Leader of
Barrow Borough Council - speaking after the Heritage Day at the Town Hall- "The heritage
of our borough is important, it says where we have come from, who we are and hopefully
where we are going".
Evening Mail 3rd April 2014- Article on Tourism - "Piel and Furness Abbey are magical
places". John WoodcockMP
Evening Mail Supplement 'Spring Edition 2014 Tourist Guide' - Barrow page lists 18
'outstanding things to see and do'- number two on the list- "Stunning Furness Abbey".
Evening Mail Editorial 26th May 2014- "Tourism is an important part of the South Cumbria
economy".
Evening Mail 18th1 June 2014 - Plans for 122 homes north of Sherborne Avenue, off Flass
Lane thrown out by Council - "This would set a precedent when dealing with applications
on green wedge land" Councillor Marie Derbyshire. (So how greater a precedent would the Manor road
scheme set).
Evening Mail 25th April 2014 - "The Barrow borough has the seventh highest proportion of
empty houses in England with population decline and a lack of affordable housing
blamed for the figures".
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Evening Mail 22nd August 2014 - "The Abbey is one of the most important heritage sites in
the whole country and we just don't want housing close to it. ... .... and there could be all
kinds of unintended consequences with drainage, traffic and the loss of tranquillity. The
whole town would be outraged if there was to be any building in that area".- Councillor
Helen Wall, spokeswoman for wildlife, heritage
and culture.
The above items clearly illustrate the reasons as to why the Manor Lane development
should not go ahead. I stated in my original letter that I was not against further house
building, indeed it will be necessary, but if we are to keep Furness Abbey "magical" and
protect the green fields in its vicinity this particular development must not be allowed to
proceed.
I trust that the members of the Planning Committee will find, in their deliberations, the
wisdom to reject the scheme."
"I am writing to you in your capacity as a member of the Barrow-in-Furness Borough
Council Planning Committee regarding my considerable concern over the above
development.
It is disturbing to think that any proposal to build on this site has even been considered at
all. The idyllic situation and historic value to the town, of Furness Abbey and its environs,
are such that any encroachment in the vicinity would be detrimental to what is arguably
one of the greatest assets to Barrow and Dalton. The historic ambience of the area does
not begin at the Abbey perimeter itself but in the outlying area surrounding the site. Would
we consider building holiday chalets on Piel Island; another of our major historic sites; or
on Biggar Bank itself?
Furthermore so much has been written and spoken of developing a degree of tourism to
assist with and diversify the local economy that this development would negate some of
the excellent work that has already been achieved by various bodies including the Council.
I have no doubt that the drainage and traffic problems will be considered and I also have
no doubt that the developers will, in order to give weight to their plans, provide details that
confirm these problems will be easily solved- but they would say that wouldn't they.
I have to state that I am in no way against housing development but in the right place and
not to the detriment of the Borough as a whole. As I walk around Barrow there are many
sites that need enhancement and can be used for housing but it is all too easy for
developers such as Story Homes to take the easy option of a green field site rather than a
brown field one. We do not improve this town by using up the green belt at the same time
as leaving the derelict areas to remain as they are.
I am also concerned that apparently we can, on the one hand, designate an area of land
as a conservation site but on the other, nominate it as being developable for housing etc.
According to my dictionary the word 'conserve' means, "to keep from harm, decay or loss".
The words "conservation area" therefore become meaningless.
The quality of life not only consists in having enough resources to feed and clothe
ourselves and to keep warm. It is also about living in an environment that makes us feel
good and proud to be part of that environment, proud to be part of this borough of ours.
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This Manor Road development would go against this principle. I strongly urge and request
the Committee to vote NO."
The Occupier, 21 Highlands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“Re the planning application for the building of 38 houses on Manor Road, (nr Abbey).
I wrote on this matter some months ago stating the reasons why I strongly object to this
ridiculous proposal. I hope my letter is still on file. It wouldn’t matter if it was eight of thirty
eight, all of those reasons still stand. What’s the difference? Still building in a beautiful,
peaceful area only a stones throw away from the Abbey. Apart from all the obvious
reasons which our towners probably wouldn’t understand, the amount of tankers and
heavy lorries that come on off Abbey Road, added to an already heavily congested area,
makes for a nightmare scenario, especially at peak times.
Please make the right judgement and object to this application.”
The Occupier, 11 Manor Park, Barrow-in-Furness
“Traffic Problems
The entrance to the estate is shown as being in Rating Lane, opposite to Chetwynde
School.
This area already experiences severe congestion between 8:30- 09:00 am and 3:30 - 4:30
pm, due to the close proximity of 3 education facilities, namely
Chetwynde
St Bernards RC High School
Sixth Form College
Residents of the new estate would probably be leaving for I returning from work at these
times.
The result would seem to be "an accident waiting to happen "
Visual Impact
Manor Road is considered the " approach "to Furness Abbey.
If the application were to be approved, it should have the proviso that the houses be
cladded with either sandstone or at least dark brown bricks, to blend in with the
surrounding walls, and buildings.”
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STOPMANORROADHOUSING.ORG
Petition received signed by 3000+ persons apposed to development as follows.
I am strongly opposed to Story Homes proposal to build houses on the field adjacent to
Manor Farm, Rating Lane. This development is at the edge of an important heritage site,
already classified as part of the Conservation area of the Abbey shown on the Council
Planning Portal map service. The development would increase traffic in a historically
significant area, creating more congestion and higher usage in a small country lane which
runs to a vulnerable Grade 1 listed Ancient Monument which is already undergoing
significant repair and conservation. Additional housing would increase issues of flooding
and drainage which is already prevalent in the area. Such a large development would
compromise the water table of the area which already has issues with drainage and the
removal of excess water. This area has recently been subject to flooding, which has
effectively damaged the infrastructure of the Abbey itself. Other considerations are that
this development will directly impinge on any future enhancement of the Abbey as a
heritage Tourist site, and I feel would be totally inappropriate. The aesthetic and
environmental damage would be far reaching and irreparable Archaeological evidence
would be at risk and could be lost without a complete survey, which would be unlikely as
such investigations are time limited when done as part of building work. Additionally, this
development will exacerbate the road hazards at school start and finish times as it will
increase traffic and cause greater difficulty in parking, and will increase the flow of traffic
through Furness Abbey precinct. I am one of many local protesters and there is a strong
feeling that this development at this site should be rejected, particularly as there are
numerous Brown field sites within the borough, plus the vast acreage of land that is now
available from the closure of both Thorncliffe and Grammar schools. I am sure both these
sites would more than accommodate the need for housing development.
This objection is a record of the Full objection submitted on Friday 5th September to Dave
Pidduck Leader of the Council at Barrow Town Hall. This objection is on behalf of the
3000+ signatories who have voted against the proposed development. Copies of the
reasons for objection and names of signatories were provided for Mrs MA Thomson....
Chair of Planning Committee, and to Mr Charles Wilton, Planning manager for the
application.
A summary of the reasons for objection to development are :1. Setting/site location in proximity to Furness Abbey
2. Flood Risk to Furness Abbey
3. Need/Demand unnecessary to meet SHLAA targets
4. Traffic issues
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Chairman, Furness Abbey Fellowship
“I am writing as both as an individual but also on behalf of the Furness Abbey Fellowship
as Chairman. We strongly object to the proposal by Story Homes to build 38 homes on
agricultural land at the corner of Manor Road and Rating Lane. This land is within the
Furness Abbey conservation area and is bounded by the Grade 1 Listed Precinct Wall.
There are a number of important issues which arise from this proposal and which would
prove extremely detrimental to the local environment and the heritage site at Furness
Abbey.
Need and Demand
Story Homes claim that they are responding to the local housing needs and suggest that
the council have under estimated this. They have proposed 38 homes to be built on green
belt land within a conservation site. The proposed building on brown field sites such as the
Parkview and Thorncliffe sites fulfils the estimated needs for housing according to the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Review 2013(SHLAA) document. The fact
that they have altered their original plans and reduced the number of so called "executive"
homes is evidence that the housing proposal is based on a flawed premise that the
borough needs this housing. This development is in excess of the housing needs in the
borough.
There Is also a precedent for refusing this planning proposal. Recently a proposal for 120
houses at Sherborne Avenue was rejected. This is further along the same valley and the
reasons stated for doing this included that it was within a "designated green wedge"
Members voted to reject the proposal, raising fears of the impact on a local footpath,
wildlife and the access road not being able to cope with traffic. Virtually the same applies
at Manor Road, with the added issue of heritage concerns. There was commentary about
undermining the rural character of the area-which again applies here.
Flood Risk
This is the most significant issue in my opinion and although Story Homes have tried to
design a scheme to take account of flood risk I do not accept that they can guarantee this
completely. This whole are is prone to flooding and severe floods hit the area in 2009 and
2012 when Mill Beck-the stream which they suggest excess water would be released into
is the exact stream which flooded the cloister range and ran right over the road into the
abbey in 2012 (see picture A),
Additionally run off from and urban development is 50% more than from a green field siteas the field in question is above the heritage site this immediately puts it at high risk of an
increase in the water table.
As recently as this year the main drainage system in Rating Lane failed and the road was
flooded, drain covers lifting after a sudden rain storm. This already happens and with an
extra 38 houses this situation can only worsen. Story Homes have underestimated the
serious threat of flooding in this area and I do not believe the measures they have
suggested will be either adequate or sustainable and do not take into account the
unpredictable weather we will have due to climate change-which has been apparent over
the last few years.
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The abbey is a sensitive, vulnerable, significant heritage site which must be protected.
English Heritage are already battling to conserve the ruins and excess water and flooding
arising from the proposed houses will only make this task harder.
Location and Setting
This proposed development is within the Furness Abbey Conservation Area and is the last
green approach through the only authentic medieval gateway (West Gate). This is a
significant entrance to the abbey precinct and any building of houses in this area will be
completely detrimental to the heritage setting. As the field is on a rising slope houses will
be visible along the approach despite any landscaping. This plan does NOT conform to the
guidelines in Planning Policy 015- Conservation Areas. "A Conservation area is an area of
Special Architectural or historic Interest, the character of which should be preserved or
enhanced. It has a distinctive character that contributes to its unique "sense of place".
The ''view" will be greatly reduced and damaged and it would be sad to lose that iconic
and aesthetically pleasing approach toward the West Gate and the abbey. Once these
houses are built there can be no amelioration of the damage done.
The field and the one opposite provide a quiet and green approach commensurate with the
age and historical context of the lane. It must be preserved as it is the only authentic
countryside approach to the abbey and the most significant as it opens up onto the
heritage vista of the abbey cloister range. Nothing will make up for the loss of an open
agricultural view towards the abbey which has remained the same for years and is the
threshold of a site of tranquillity and beauty. In comparing it to other EH abbey approaches
such as Fountains and Rievaulx one does not see a housing estate this close or within the
conservation area.
To allow housing here would go against the spirit of conservation and I believe the council
have a duty not only to conserve but protect, particularly in light of the Grade 1listed West
Gate and Precinct wall. To bring housing close to these would be an open invitation for
vandalism and would endanger the integrity of the structures. Once the developers have
left there would be no safeguard for the wall. They have already shown a cavalier attitude
to the archaeological sensitivity of the site by the proximity of soil tests to the wall. This
work was recently carried out with a JCB and workmen, without the benefit of a Watching
Brief done by a professional archaeologist. This contravenes good practice and is
especially worrying in a conservation area. The developer has ignored their own Geo
Physics report and Archaeological survey carried out previously. (See picture B)
The archaeological report states that housing on the south side of Manor Rd would be
detrimental-"the approach adds to the visitor's experience and reinforces the visual
significance of the site. The construction of new housing, particularly along the southern
side of Manor Road would impinge into the visitor's approach and experience."
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Manor Farm has archaeological, architectural and historic interest, recognised through its
designation, the Grade II building is a landmark and stands alone in full view within
agricultural land-farmed for centuries. How can 38 new houses on this land NOT be
deemed as detrimental? It is a green field site and as such is not the most appropriate site
for building. The archaeological assessment done in 2011 said that there are three Grade
II listed building which SHOULD be viewed as stand-alone buildings-which Story Homes
appear to be ignoring in the application.
Story Homes previously claimed that "the Site has the potential to contain currently
unknown buried archaeological remains. However, an archaeological geophysical survey
carried out by Cumbria County Council has shown that it is unlikely archaeological remains
of national significance survive on the site that would be regarded worthy of designation
and preservation in situ. It is anticipated that further work (secured by planning condition)
will address this interest by the implementation of an appropriate programme of
archaeological recording prior to development. However, it is considered that these assets
would not be of sufficient significance to preclude development."
This is an arrogant and erroneous claim. They cannot know that archaeological remains
would not be of "national significance" until a dig is undertaken. There was no geophysical
survey from Cumbria County Council as stated-but there is a report commissioned by
Story Homes for North Pennine Archaeological Services. An "appropriate programme of
archaeological recording" is vague and going by their attitude to sampling soil one cannot
be confident that this will happen. The report suggests that there is a medieval pathway
and other anomalies. This is a key point because when the Abbey Greenway was created
a watching brief uncovered a medieval track-way and other evidence. There is no reason
to believe that the same would not apply here. The village of Sellergarth has never been
uncovered and since the land was given over to parkland and later farming, evidence may
well be hidden. This is clearly identified in the desk based NPAS report in 2011
commissioned by Story Homes, and there is no mention there that the archaeology is not
of "sufficient significance".
Traffic considerations
This proposal will have a massive impact on an already congested and over used road.
There are three schools in the immediate vicinity of the field. The entrance to the estate
will be next to the Sixth Form College which will create further congestion and danger
during school times. The traffic along Manor Road because of people parking and using
the road as a cut through is already a concern and puts pressure on the approach to the
abbey. It also puts at risk the narrow West Gate which will be under threat with even more
traffic. One would imagine that each of the 38 houses will have at least one or more cars
each, which will naturally exacerbate the congestion and parking issues at peak time and
could even present a risk to life.
I would urge the Planning Officer and council to reject this inappropriate housing scheme."
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The Occupiers, 22 Flass Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
“We, as a family would like to strongly object to the proposed house building plans, resubmitted by Story Homes for 38 houses on the green fields off Manor Road.
This proposed housing estate plus pond for flood drainage would be plonked within spitting
distance from the site of an ancient monument with significant historical interest and Grade
II listed buildings and boundaries inside a Conservation Area.
We believe these plans will have an extremely detrimental effect upon the fabric of this
precious Ancient Monument, its boundaries and beautiful environs nestling in the Vale of
the Deadly Nightshade.
Our concerns are raised by the inevitable “knock on” effects of the building construction,
compaction and general disturbance of the delicate area. With, we believe, increased
flooding – compounded by numerous natural underground spring seams, inclement
weather and the low lying site of the Ancient Abbey, increased traffic congestion and the
road safety aspect involving two schools, (St Bernards and Chetwynde), a sixth form
college along with old and established family homes on Rating Lane.
My final point would be on an aesthetic level, meaning just the loss of that tranquil
breathing space that enriches and embraces that area.
The magnificent but fragile Furness Abbey ruins with its peaceful and atmospheric
surrounding heritage area are the jewel in the crown of Barrow-in-Furness.”
The Occupier, 62 Glenridding Drive, Barrow-in-Furness
“My husband and I are alarmed at the idea of Story Homes of Carlisle wanting to build 50
houses on the field at the junction of Rating Lane and Manor Road.
One of the major and outstanding attractions of Barrow-in-Furness is that it has a unique
heritage site, namely, Furness Abbey and its surrounding area. To build within this area
which includes the Grade 1 listed Precinct wall and West Gate would be sacrilege.
Apart from this, the volume of traffic in Rating Lane is already extremely high with two
schools close by; one can imagine the chaos if 50 houses were built nearby with each
house having two or three cars.
There is no reason whatsoever why this firm should be given permission to build on the
Greenfield Conservation site when there are so many Brownfield sites available in the
area. Also, in particular, two schools (Thorncliffe and the Grammar) have recently closed
to make way for the Academy giving more than enough room for 50 houses.
We very much hope that the members of the Planning Committee will reject this
application, thus preserving a special area of ground around and approaching Barrow’s
unique heritage site not only for the citizens of today but for future generations.”

Page 32 of 120

PLANNING COMMITTEE
2nd December 2014
The Occupier, 51 Marsh Street, Barrow-in-Furness
“I wish to register my objection to the proposed housing development on Manor Road.
It is on a Greenfield site -there are plenty of Brownfield sites available in Barrow.
It is on Agricultural Land.
It is too near to the Abbey- the only footpath to the Abbey is along Manor road.
It will cause flooding to the Abbey.
Please consider an alternative site for this development, have a look at St George's
Quay in Lancaster, and see what can be done on former industrial land, without
digging up Greenfield agricultural land.
I do hope that you take heed of these objections.”
CONSULTATIONS:
Environmental Health
“I would like to inform you that I have read the Phase 1 Desk Study Report prepared by
CC Geotechnical Ltd. (Dated December 2013, Report No. CCG-C-13/7432), and I can
know comment further on the application.
The report represents a thorough understanding on the complex issues which may give
rise to potential pollutant linkages from previous activities in the area, most notably with
regards to the potential for ground gas.
I am in agreement with the reports author who recommends that a further intrusive
investigation is warranted, which would include monitoring for ground gases.
Therefore, based on the recommendations of CCG Ltd., I would recommend that the
following conditions are imposed on any Planning Consent granted, based on the
following:
1. A

Field Investigation and 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 contamination and must be undertaken by a suitably
qualified contaminated land practitioner. The results of the Field
Investigation and Risk Assessment shall be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority before any development
begins.
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2. 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 occupation 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 occupation of the development.
5. No soil material is to be imported to the site until it has been tested

for contamination and assessed for its suitability for the proposed
development. A suitable methodology for testing this material should
be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority prior
to the soils being imported onto site. The methodology should
include the sampling frequency, testing schedules, criteria against
which the analytical results will be assessed (as determined by the
risk assessment) and source material information. The analysis shall
then be carried out as per the agreed methodology with verification
of its completion submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.
If you would like further clarification on this matter, please don’t hesitate to contact
me further.”
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.
The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)
Natural England’s comments in relation to this application are provided in the following
sections.
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Statutory nature conservation sites – no objection
Based upon the information provided, Natural England advises the Council that the
proposal is unlikely to affect any statutorily protected sites or landscapes.
Protected species
We have not assessed this application and associated documents for impacts on protected
species.
Natural England has published Standing Advice on protected species. The
Standing Advice includes a habitat decision tree which provides advice to
planners on deciding if there is a ‘reasonable likelihood’ of protected species being
present. It also provides detailed advice on the protected species most often
affected by development, including flow charts for individual species to enable an
assessment to be made of a protected species survey and mitigation strategy.
You should apply our Standing Advice to this application as it is a material
consideration in the determination of applications in the same way as any individual
response received from Natural England following consultation.
The Standing Advice should not be treated as giving any indication or providing any
assurance in respect of European Protected Species (EPS) that the proposed
development is unlikely to affect the EPS present on the site; nor should it be
interpreted as meaning that Natural England has reached any views as to whether a
licence may be granted.
If you have any specific questions on aspects that are not covered by our Standing
Advice for European Protected Species or have difficulty in applying it to this application
please contact us at with details at consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
Local sites
If the proposal site is on or adjacent to a local site, e.g. Local Wildlife Site, Regionally
Important Geological/Geomorphological Site (RIGS) or Local Nature Reserve (LNR)
the authority should ensure it has sufficient information to fully understand the impact
of the proposal on the local site before it determines the application.
Impact Risk Zones for Sites of Special Scientific Interest
Natural England has recently published a set of mapped Impact Risk Zones (IRZs) for
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). This helpful GIS tool can be used by LPAs
and developers to consider whether a proposed development is likely to affect a SSSI
and determine whether they will need to consult Natural England to seek advice on the
nature of any potential SSSI impacts and how they might be avoided or mitigated.
Further information and guidance on how to access and use the IRZs is available on the
Natural England website.
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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
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’.
Landscape enhancements
This application may provide opportunities to enhance the character and local
distinctiveness of the surrounding natural and built environment; use natural resources
more sustainably; and bring benefits for the local community, for example through green
space provision and access to and contact with nature. Landscape characterisation and
townscape assessments, and associated sensitivity and capacity assessments provide
tools for planners and developers to consider new development and ensure that it makes
a positive contribution in terms of design, form and location, to the character and
functions of the landscape and avoids any unacceptable impacts.
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime
you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us.
For any queries regarding this letter, for new consultations, or to provide further
information on this consultation please send your correspondences to
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have
attached a feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might
have about our service.”
Historic Environment Officer (CCC)
The proposed development lies in close proximity to the scheduled monument of Furness
Abbey, elements of which are also listed grade I including the precinct wall and West Gate.
Part of the Furness Abbey Conservation Area covers the proposed development site and
fourteen other designated heritage assets are mentioned by the heritage statement as
lying within 500 metres of the site. The heritage statement has assessed that the
proposed development will cause harm to the significance of the conservation area and
the setting of scheduled monument and grade I listed precinct wall and gatehouse that is
less than substantial. In such instances, the National Planning Policy Framework states
that justification should be provided in the application for this and also that the test in
paragraph 134 will need to be met. This test requires the harm to the designated heritage
assets to be weighed against the public benefits of the proposed development.
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In order to determine the physical impact of the proposed development on archaeological
remains, the applicant has helpfully commissioned an archaeological desk-based
assessment and geophysical survey. The results of the desk-based assessment highlight
that numerous prehistoric implements have been found in the vicinity and that a deserted
medieval village may possibly be located there. The results of the geophysical survey
show that it is unlikely archaeological remains of national significance survive on the site
that would be regarded worthy of designation and preservation in situ. There is however,
the potential for ephemeral remains, particularly those of prehistoric origin, to exist on the
site and be undetected by the geophysical survey. Any such remains would be considered
of sufficient significance to preserve by record.
In the event that it is considered the harm to the designated heritage assets has been
appropriately justified and is outweighed by the public benefits of the proposed
development and planning consent is granted, I recommend that a programme of
archaeological investigation of the site be undertaken in advance of development. This
should comprise an evaluation and, where appropriate, a scheme of archaeological
recording, and I advise that it is commissioned at the expense of the developer. I consider
that the archaeological work can be secured through the inclusion of a condition in any
planning consent and suggest the following form of words:
No development shall commence within the site until the applicant has secured the
implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written
scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and approved by the
Local Planning Authority.
This written scheme will include the following components:
i)
An archaeological evaluation;
ii)
An archaeological recording programme the scope of which will be dependant upon
the results of the evaluation;
iii)
Where appropriate, a post-excavation assessment and analysis, preparation of a
site archive ready for deposition at a store approved by the Local Planning Authority,
completion of an archive report, and submission of the results for publication in a suitable
journal.
(Reasons: To afford reasonable opportunity for an examination to be made to determine
the existence of any remains of archaeological interest within the site and for the
preservation, examination or recording of such remains)
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Cumbria Highways
Adoption of Streets
It is noted that where developments involve the construction of residential estate roads/
pavements for more than 5 dwellings, is it a requirement of the developers to enter into an
agreement with the Highway Authority under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980, under
which they themselves will construct the streets to the satisfaction of the Highway
Authority in accordance with the Cumbria County Council ‘Design Guide’ Specification. In
the case of this particular development, there are a number of issues that need to be
addressed in order for it to be acceptable. The issues are as follows;
Access Arrangements
The county highways fronting the development site are Rating Lane and Manor Road.
Whilst Manor Road is merely a Minor Access Road providing access to Furness Abbey
and beyond, Rating Lane is a principle road linking Abbey Road to the A5087 Coast
Road. Due to the nature of this, and taking into consideration the number of Residential
Access Roads served from it, Rating Lane must be classed as a Local Distributor Road. It
is proposed that the site access will be from Rating Lane, located within a short 20mph
school zone.
There is currently no traffic speed data locally outside the development site but, taking into
consideration the speed limit, as well as the traffic calming measures on Rating Lane, it is
reasonable to assume that traffic will not be exceeding the speed limit locally and,
therefore, Manual for Streets takes precedence. The visibility splay demonstrated far
exceeds any visibility splay Manual for Streets would specify.
It should be noted that, whilst the visibility splay is considered sufficient, the demonstrated
access as a Shared Surface Road is not; given Rating Lane’s classification as a Local
Distributor Road. Whilst Manual for Streets does take precedence, it must be
acknowledged that the Cumbria Design Guide strictly prohibits direct links between Local
Distributor Roads and Shared Surface Roads as it is considered that they are too heavily
trafficked to accommodate the turning speeds required for entering a surface occupied by
pedestrians. Manual for Streets expands on this by stating that Shared Surface schemes
work best in relatively calm traffic environments. Rating Lane is not considered a relatively
calm traffic environment, particularly during the peak hours when it becomes something of
a free-for-all. It is considered something of a contradiction to aim to create an environment
in which pedestrians can walk, or stop and chat, without feeling intimidated by motor
vehicles in an area shared by motor vehicles in this particular environment.
This particular issue has been discussed at length with the developer who, after obtaining
a Road Safety Audit and undergoing further discussions with the Highway Authority,
conceded that the access road should be upgraded to that of a Minor Access Road, with
segregated footways. No revised design has yet been received and, therefore, the
concern is still considered valid.

Page 38 of 120

PLANNING COMMITTEE
2nd December 2014
Furthermore, the kerb radii for the access is considered insufficient at 6 metres. The
Highway Authority acknowledges, following discussions with the developer, that the 10.5
metre radii set out in the Cumbria Design Guide is unattainable and, therefore, the
developer should endeavour to achieve the best radii they can up to 10.5 metres. The
developer has agreed to this but, again, no revised design has yet been received and,
therefore, the concern is still considered valid.
Internal Layout
There are concerns regarding the limited turning areas within the development, as
demonstrated in Appendix C of the Transport Statement. Whilst it is acknowledged,
through swept path analysis, that the turning facility prior to the private drive can
accommodate a Large Refuse Vehicle (3 Axle), the tributary roads/drives linking to the
main ‘spine’ road demonstrate insufficient turning areas and, for the most part, exceed the
recommended lengths laid out in Manual for Streets. Furthermore, waste storage areas
are not shown and, therefore, it must be assumed that each dwelling has its waste storage
area close to the dwelling.
Part H of the Building Regulations states that residents should not be required to carry
waste more than 30 metres (excluding any vertical distance) to a waste storage point.
Additionally, Refuse Vehicles should be able to get within 25 metres of each waste storage
point with a gradient not more than 1:12. A waste storage point should be reasonably
accessible for Refuse Vehicles.
Taking these parameters into consideration, it may not be necessary for Refuse Vehicles
to enter culs-de-sac less than 55 metres in length, although this relies on residents and
collection operatives transporting the waste the maximum recommended distance, which
is not ideal. Furthermore, BS 5906:2005 provides guidance and recommendations of
good practice and advise that the distance in which collection operatives transport 2wheels containers, i.e. wheelie bins, should not exceed 15 metres. Taking this into
consideration, it is considered that a Refuse Vehicle should be able to get within 15 metres
of a waste collection point and, therefore, 15 metres of each dwelling boundary
access/driveway.
Additional concerns regarding the internal geometry are as follows;
The private shared access serving Plots 1 & 2 is considered to be far too close to the
junction with Rating Lane which would be likely to create conditions prejudicial to highway
safety and the free flow of traffic. There should be no access within 15 metres of the
junction.
The parking space opposite Plots 22 & 23 is considered to be accommodated in a position
which encroaches on the 2 metre service strip, which is required for vehicular overhang.
This area should be kept clear of potential obstacles.
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The central square is not considered sufficient enough to act as any form of traffic calming
and is likely to create more conflicts than removing them. The horizontal alignment does
little to deter and reduce traffic speed through the square, with little distinction of any
actual carriageway, resulting in the potential for traffic to travel at speed through an area
with no designated pedestrian footways. The square is insufficient to act as any form of
turning area, thus reinforcing the previous concerns regarding turning areas. There are
also concerns regarding drainage of the surface area and the distinction between adopted
and unadopted areas, as well as positioning of street lights and that there is no apparent
priority flow within the square, despite clearly being designed with a priority flow in mind. It
is worth noting at this stage that the Highway Authority would not adopt the parking bays,
thus reiterating the concern regarding drainage. All in all, the square feels as though it
was more of an after-thought to fill a ‘hole’ in the development, rather than an adequately
designed focal point for the development.
The tegula and block paving surface material throughout is considered excessive and
should be restricted only for use on roads up to Shared Surface Roads as, from a safety
point of view, it is important that drivers area aware that they are on a road shared by
pedestrians. The agreed Minor Access Road onto the site should be surfaced in
bituminous or cement bound materials, or otherwise bound.
Notwithstanding the classification of the roads, block paving materials should be confined
to gradients of up to 8% (1:12.5) only as it is considered that anything in excess of that
gradient is likely to cause issues and may lead to rapid degradation of the highway. The
Highway Authority will not accept any designed which feature block paving on
carriageways exceeding 8% without prior consultation and agreement.
Car Parking
Car parking must be provided in accordance with the Parking Guidelines in Cumbria. The
Transport Statement indicates that this has been demonstrated as follows;



3-4 bedroom dwellings - 2.5 spaces per unit;
5+ bedroom dwellings - 3.0 spaces per unit.

On this basis, an adequate amount of parking space (104 spaces, including garages) has
been provided given the basic requirements laid out in the Parking Guidelines in Cumbria,
which states that, given the number of dwellings and their respective number of bedrooms
each, a total of 98 spaces should be accommodated. However, this total figure fails to
take into consideration that 0.5 spaces per unit should be within communal parking for
each 3-4 bedroom dwelling, and 1 space per unit should be within communal parking for
each 5+ bedroom dwelling. With this in mind, although the majority of spaces should be
within occupant control, 21 spaces should be within communal parking areas. The layout
demonstrates that this has not been achieved.
It should be noted that the Parking Guidelines in Cumbria also requires that Visitors’
Parking should account for 20% of the overall number of units, i.e. 8 parking spaces. This
has not been accounted for and, in respect of the development being within a sensitive
area, will not be insisted upon by the Highway Authority; especially given the slight
overprovision already provided.
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Conclusion
Despite reaching an agreement over the classification of the main access road
immediately within the site, the concerns regarding parking and layout (including adoption
criteria) should be taken into consideration and amended in order to ensure that the
proposed development is design and constructed to an adoptable standard, in consultation
with the Highway Authority. The application must be referred back to the applicant for
consideration/amendment with due regard to the above.
Cumbria Highways email 20/10/2014
“Thanks for the email. I received a copy of the RSA last week and was about to draft a
response to it. Essentially, my comments haven’t changed. Whilst the RSA has
highlighted some additional observations regarding tactile paving and road markings, etc.
it hasn’t allayed my original concerns regarding the overall design.”
Strategic Planning Response, Cumbria County Council
“Thank you for the consultation on the above planning application which we received on 20
August 2014.
I write to advise you that we do not consider the proposal to be a Category 1 Application,
as this site does not exceed our Category 1 thresholds for developments proposed in
settlements identified as Key Service Centres.
I am aware that both County Council Highways and the County Historic Environment
Officer have already provided advice on August 29th and September 1st respectively and I
refer you to this advice.
In addition to these, I have liaised with corporate colleagues in Education to ensure that
any potential County Council education requirements arising from this development are
properly identified as part of the planning application process. Their advice is set out
below:
Education
Where assessments show there will not be sufficient capacity in schools to meet the
effects of a development, the County Council can seek appropriate mitigation in the form
of a planning obligation. The County Council’s approach to this is set out within the
Cumbria County Council Planning Obligation Policy (September 2013).
This development is projected to yield 10 primary and 7 secondary aged pupils. The
catchment schools for this development are Newbarns Primary School (0.78 miles away)
and Furness Academy (1.3 miles away). There is limited space within Newbarns Primary
School and the school could not accommodate all of the children, however, Victoria Infants
(1.06 miles) and Victoria Junior School (1.19 miles) are considered to have sufficient
capacity to accommodate children arising from this development.
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With regard to secondary education there is considered to be sufficient capacity with
Furness Academy to meet the effects of this development.
All the above listed schools are both under the statutory walking distance from the
development (of 2 and 3 miles depending on the age of children) which means home to
school transport would not be provided unless the walking route between the site and
schools has been assessed as unsafe. Each of these schools are situated in a 30mph
zone, route safety assessments are not normally carried out within 30mph zones as they
are generally considered acceptable walking routes in principle.
Therefore, for the reasons set out above, the County Council will not seek a developer
contribution to provide additional school places or home to school transport to
mitigate the effects of this development.
United Utilities
“With reference to the above planning application, United Utilities wishes to draw attention
to the following as a means to facilitate sustainable development within the region.
Drainage Comments
In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and Building Regulations, the
site should be drained on a separate system with foul draining to the public sewer and
surface water draining in the most sustainable way.
Building Regulation H3 clearly outlines the hierarchy to be investigated by the developer
when considering a surface water drainage strategy. We would ask the developer to
consider the drainage options in the following order of priority:
a) an adequate soak away or some other adequate infiltration system, (approval must
be obtained from local authority/building control/Environment Agency); or, where
that is not reasonably practicable
b) a watercourse (approval must be obtained from the riparian owner/land drainage
authority/Environment Agency); or, where that is not reasonably practicable
c) a sewer (approval must be obtained from United Utilities)
To reduce the volume of surface water draining from the site we would promote the use of
permeable paving on all driveways and other hard-standing areas including footpaths and
parking areas.
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Drainage Conditions
United Utilities will have no objection to the proposed development providing specific
conditions are included in any planning permission granted. These conditions are as
follows: Prior to commencement of development, details for how foul and surface water
shall be drained on a separate system shall be submitted to the local planning
authority and approved in writing. The development shall be completed in
accordance with the approved details.
 Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme for surface water and foul
water drainage (inclusive of how the scheme shall be maintained and managed
after completion) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. No part of the development shall be occupied until the drainage
scheme has been constructed in accordance with the approved details. For the
avoidance of doubt, neither surface water, nor land drainage, nor highway drainage
shall connect into the public sewerage system (directly or indirectly). The
development shall be completed, maintained and managed in accordance with the
approved details. comment.
The applicant can discuss further details of the site drainage proposals with Josephine
Wong at wastewaterdeveloperservices@uuplc.co.uk. Any further information regarding
Developer Services and Planning visit our website at
http://www.unitedutilities.com/builders-developers.aspx
Water Comments
A separate metered supply to each unit will be required at the applicant's expense and all
internal pipe work must comply with current water supply (water fittings) regulations 1999.
The level of cover to the water mains and sewers must not be compromised either during
or after construction.
General comments
It is the applicant's responsibility to demonstrate the exact relationship between any United
Utilities assets and the proposed development. United Utilities offer a fully supported
mapping service and we recommend the applicant contact our Property Searches Team
on 0870 751 0101 to obtain maps of the site.
Due to the public sewer transfer, not all sewers are currently shown on the statutory sewer
records, if a sewer is discovered during construction; please contact a Building Control
Body to discuss the matter further.”
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Environment Agency
“The site is located in Flood Zone 1 which is identified as being at low risk of flooding from
both the sea and watercourses. As the site is above 1 hectare in area a Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA) is required. For sites above 1 hectare developers should seek to
ensure that flood risk is not increased elsewhere and where practicable reduce flood risk.
An FRA has been produced by Lees Roxburgh Limited, reference Report Number
5729/R1, dated July 2014. Point 4.5.2 of the FRA states that it is "Proposed to connect
surface water from the development to the beck via the existing drainage system thus
capturing and controlling surface water discharge from the development." It is
understood that the existing surface water drainage pipe is a 375mm diameter pipe which
discharges into Dane Gill Beck after a short distance.
Section 4.3.2 shows existing green field run-off rates which have been calculated for 3
return periods, namely Q1, Q30 and Q100. The applicant, by way of a finalised Surface
Water Drainage Strategy should demonstrate that flood risk is not increased elsewhere as
a result of the development.
We have no objection in principle to the development as proposed provided that the
following condition is secured through any planning approval.
Condition
A finalised Surface Water Drainage Strategy (SWDS) should be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to commencement on site.
The SWDS should be based where practicable on Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS).
Discharge rates to Dane Gill Beck (via the surface water sewer) should be limited to green
field run-off rates or better for the corresponding return periods, namely:Q1 = 4.4 l/s
Q30 = 8.6 l/s
Q100 = 10.6 l/s
Surface water storage should be provided to accommodate up to the 1 in 100 year plus
climate change critical storm event and ensure that the above discharge rates are not
exceeded for the corresponding return periods.
A schematic should also be provided demonstrating that there will be no off-site flooding
up to a 1 in 100 year critical storm plus climate change event and also demonstration of
where overland flood flows would go in exceedence events.
A narrative should also accompany the SWDS showing which options have been
considered for surface water disposal in terms of the SUDS options. There should also be
clear identification of roles and responsibilities for future maintenance and management of
the surface water infrastructure within the SWDS.
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Reason
To prevent flooding by ensuring the satisfactory storage of / disposal of surface water from
the site.
The site is underlain by the Principal Aquifer of the Sherwood Sandstone. This is shown to
be overlain by superficial deposits with glacial till shown to occur at the surface. The site
also lies within a groundwater Source Protection Zone 3 for public water supply
groundwater abstractions. We have no objections to the proposed surface water and foul
drainage proposals for the development from a groundwater risk perspective.
Advice to applicant
To avoid pollution work should be carried out in accordance with Pollution Prevention
Guidance 6 – Working at Construction and Development Sites available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/290139/pmh
o0412bwfe-e-e.pdf”
English Heritage
“Summary:
The application is for the development of 38 dwellings including the provision of open
space, landscaping and associated infrastructure, on a site at the corner of Manor Road
and Rating Lane. The development site lies within the Furness Abbey conservation area,
and close to the precinct wall of Furness Abbey, which is scheduled as an ancient
monument. The proposed development has the potential to cause harm to the setting of
the Abbey, and various of its component structures, as well as to the setting of the Grade II
listed Manor Farm, and to the conservation area. The Abbey itself is of great significance,
as the well preserved site of a Cistercian monastery occupied between the mid-12th and
mid-16th centuries, and subsequently converted into a mansion for the Cavendish family.
However, due to the location of the main Abbey complex in a valley screened by trees, the
impact of the development will be limited to the setting of the precinct wall and the West
Gate, both of which are listed in their own right at Grade I, and to the setting of Manor
Farm. The harm that the development will cause will be very much less than substantial,
due to the setting back of the development boundary so that views of the precinct wall
from the main approach along Manor Road will not be significantly affected. Section 12 of
the National Planning Policy Framework [NPPF] sets out guidance on preserving and
enhancing the historic environment, and in particular on the need to consider the impact of
a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset. In this
instance, the impact on the significance of Furness Abbey (specifically precinct wall from
the approach along Manor Road.
Recommendation
As set out above, English Heritage considers that the proposed development will not
cause substantial harm to the setting of Furness Abbey, the setting of the Grade I listed
West Gate and precinct wall, or that of the Grade II listed Manor Farm. The impact on the
Furness Abbey conservation area will also be limited. We therefore have no objection to
the grant of planning permission.
It is not necessary to consult us again on this application. Please send us a copy of the
decision notice in due course. This will help us to monitor actions related to changes to
historic places.”
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Environmental Health
Construction and Demolition Sites – Noise, Dust and Light Management.
It is essential to have effective noise and dust emission control measures in place for
every activity carried out on site, not only to protect the health and safety of the on-site
workforce, but also local residents and members of the public in the locality. In order to
successfully control demolition and construction activities, it is important to evaluate the
risk from pollutants emitted from site. It is envisaged that this approach will bring additional
benefits, such as a reduction in the number of nuisance complaints; the majority of which
relate to dust and noise emitted from construction activities.
Applications for development proposals which, by virtue of the nature and/or scale are
considered by the Council to be likely to give rise to an adverse impact during
construction, demolition and/or generate construction waste, will be expected to be
accompanied by a Construction Management Method Statement.
The method statement should cover all phases of the development and take account of all
contractors or sub-contractors and must be submitted for approval by the Local Planning
Authority, prior to the commencement of the development. Construction management
method statements will be expected to include the following:


Details of phasing of the construction work including a programme of work for the
demolition and construction phase;



A Traffic Management Plan to include all traffic associated with the development,
including site and staff traffic;



Procedures to monitor and mitigate noise and vibration from the construction and
demolition and to monitor any properties at risk of damage from vibration, as well as
taking into account noise from plant, machinery, vehicles and deliveries, with
reference to BS 5228 - Code of practice for noise and vibration control on
construction and open sites. All measurements should make reference to BS 7445 Description and measurement of environmental noise;



Hours of working and deliveries;



Mitigation measures to reduce adverse impacts on residential properties from
construction compounds including visual impact, noise, dust and light pollution;
Mitigation measures to control the emissions of dust and dirt during construction
and demolition;



A written procedure for dealing with complaints regarding the construction or
demolition; A site log book to record details and action taken in response to
exceptional noisy incidents or dust-causing episodes. It should also be used to
record the results of routine site inspections;



Details of lighting to be used on site;



Mitigation measures to ensure that no harm is caused to protected species during
construction;
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The provision of facilities for the cleaning of vehicle tyres where haul routes meet
the public highway to avoid deposition of mud/debris on the public highway and the
generation of dust.

Planning Policy
Emerging Local Plan
The Council has produced the first draft of its emerging Local Plan, which was launched
publicly in September 2014. This is a discussion document that cannot be given any
weight in decision making until it reaches Publication Stage.
Weight of Local Plan Review Saved Policies
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that where a Development Plan is ‘absent, silent or
relevant policies are out of date’ planning permission should be granted unless any
adverse impacts of doing so would ‘significantly and demonstrably’ outweigh the benefits,
or where specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted i.e.
Green Belt, SSSI.
Annex 1 states that ‘the policies in the Local Plan should not be considered out-of-date
simply because they were adopted prior to the publication of this framework.’ Policies
relating to housing supply are considered out-of-date if the authority cannot demonstrate a
5 year supply of deliverable housing sites. As the Council can demonstrate a 5 year supply
of deliverable housing sites (plus a 20% buffer), its saved policies are not considered to be
out of date.
Paragraph 214 of the NPPF states that ‘Due weight should be given to relevant policies in
existing plans according to their degree of consistency with this framework (the closer the
policies in the plan to the policies in the framework, the greater the weight that may be
given.’
The policies relevant to this application can be given full weight due to their consistency
with the NPPF. This is highlighted by the fact that the policies have been supported by the
Planning Inspectorate at several appeals post NPPF.
Saved Local Plan Policies
Saved Policy B3 – Criteria for housing development on unallocated sites
Saved Policy B3 relates to planning applications for development on unallocated sites. It is
accepted by officers that as the Structure Plan no longer exists, that part of the policy
referring to it is no longer relevant. However applications should still be judged against
criteria 1-9 as they are considered to be broadly in line with the NPPF.
The first criterion requires sites to be located “within the built up area of existing
settlements or within the development cordons identified in policy B13”.
As stated above, the eastern section of the application site extends beyond the built up
area into the open countryside and its development would therefore be contrary to policy
B3. This issue was discussed with the applicant on 20th March 2014.
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Saved Policy B3 was discussed in the appeal APP/W0910/A/13/2196172 (post-NPPF),
where the Inspector noted:
“I acknowledge that the site is located close to the settlement but given that Schoolwaters
Terrace is an isolated group of dwellings, the development of the adjacent appeal site
would extend the built-up area of the existing settlement harming the rural character of this
area. I do not therefore consider the proposal represents an infill development or a
‘rounding off’ given it is outside the settlement. I also find that saved policy B3 of the LP
Housing Chapter Alteration 2006 is of relevance. This relates to residential development
on unallocated sites and the proposal is in conflict with its first criterion, which requires
sites to be located within the built-up area.”
There are similarities in terms of the character and location of the two sites and the fact
that policy B3 was supported by the inspector suggests that it was considered it to be in
line with the NPPF and can therefore be given full weight.
Saved Policies D15, D21, D22 – impact upon the historic assets and their setting.
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires that
considerable weight and importance must be given to the desirability of preserving listed
buildings and their setting. The importance of giving the impact on heritage assets
sufficient consideration was highlighted by the Court of Appeal in the East
Northamptonshire Council and Others v Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government and Another case and in appeal ref. APP/L2630/a/13/2196884.
The applicant must show how the setting will be affected and how design has mitigated
any harm. If they can’t and harm is created, then this should be weighed up against the
benefits of the proposal. Even where local policies are considered to be out of date, the
benefits of the development must “significantly and demonstrably” outweigh the harm in
order for it to be approved. This suggests that the scheme would not automatically be
approved, even if the Council could not demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply.
Attention is drawn to paragraphs 65, 128, 129, 132 and 137 of the NPPF.
Saved Policy D15 requires development within or affecting the setting of Conservation
Areas to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Area. Policy D21 applies
a general design code which should be used when determining all applications and policy
D22 states that there is a presumption in favour of the physical preservation of scheduled
ancient monuments and their setting. It also states that developments which unacceptably
adversely affect sites of historic importance or their setting will be refused.
Presumption in favour of sustainable development
The NPPF contains a presumption in favour of sustainable development; it does not
however change the statutory status of the Local Plan.
The NPPF contains no clear definition of “sustainable development”, however the
Secretary of State, post NPPF, seems to suggest that a development is sustainable where
the dis-benefits are outweighed by the benefits and there is no clear conflict with the
NPPF. Authorities should first consider whether a development is sustainable and if so,
should then apply the presumption. Whilst the site is well located in terms of amenities, it is
considered unsustainable due to the impact the development would have on the historic
environment, in the context of the wider setting of the surrounding area.
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In this case, the dis-benefits of the scheme (i.e. its conflict with policy B3 and its impact
upon historic assets and their setting) outweigh the benefits (providing additional housing).
Given this, the presumption in favour of sustainable development cannot be applied and
the application, as it stands, should be refused.
OFFICERS REPORT:
The following sections set out in italics are drawn from the submitted Design & Access
Statement (D&AS) which accompanies the application. The numbering reflects that used
in the (D&AS) for ease of reference:
SITE AND LOCALITY
2.6
The application is for residential development on a greenfield site at the edge
of Barrow which is currently used for grazing. The site boundary to the East
comprises the Furness Abbey Precinct Wall, which is a Scheduled Ancient
Monument. To the North is Manor Farm, a Grade II listed building. Manor Road
which runs between Manor Farm and the application site forms the main approach
into Furness Abbey, which is also a Scheduled Ancient Monument. The site falls
within the Furness Abbey Conservation Area and adjoins, but is outside of, a
Wildlife Corridor.
Surrounding Area
2.9

The Site is located within the setting of a number of designated
heritage assets. This includes the Grade II Listed Manor
Farmhouse, Grade II Listed West G ate Cottage the Grade I Listed
West Gate and Grade I listed Furness Abbey Wall. .In addition to those
referred to above and located to the west, on Rating Lane, is the
Grade II listed Lodge to Crosslands (Crosslands is also grade II
listed now used by Chetwynde School).

2.10 The nearest residential properties to the Site are located on
Inglewood and Croft Park Grove, located to the south west of the
Site beyond Chetwynde School . The style of dwellings includes
large detached mock Georgian properties and also large
detached mock Tudor dwellings with large detached Victorian
properties on Crosslands Park Road further south.
PROPOSAL DETAILS
3.4 It is proposed that an area of approximately 1.43 hectares will be
developed for residential use accommodating 14 dwellings per hectare. 1.29
hectares of the Site will remain undeveloped to respect the need to
protect views along Manor Road towards the Grade I Listed Park Wall and
the approach to Furness Abbey.
3.5 The dwellings will be predominately houses for families. It would have the
following size mix:
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3 Bed Homes
3B Semi-detached or terrace (20 units), 3B Detached houses
(1 unit); Total: 21 units (55.3%)
4 Bed Homes
4B Detached Houses (12 units) Total: 12 units (31.6%)
5 Bed Homes
5B Detached Houses (5 units) Total: 6 units (13.2%)
Scale and Massing
3.7 The proposed dwellings will be two storeys in height and predominantly
detached maintaining the typical local character. Further details regarding
the scale and mass of the buildings can be found within the Design and
Access Statement which accompanies this planning application.
Appearance
3.8 The scheme design has been developed through consultation with
Officers at Barrow Borough Council, the public and English Heritage. The
design rationale is such that the proposed development will integrate with
its surrounding context, whilst respecting the nearby designated heritage
assets.
Landscape
3.9 A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Report has been prepared
and forms part of this planning application. This Report has assessed the
existing landscape characteristics of the Site, a process which has informed
the proposed landscape layout. This includes a programme of conservation
and enhancement, comprising both soft and hard landscaping.
3.10 The principles of the Landscape Strategy include retaining and enhancing
key landscape features, providing new native tree, shrub and hedgerow
planting particularly to reinforce the boundaries and green space and protect
and conserving the visual amenity and setting of the adjacent Furness
Abbey and associated historic buildings and features.
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Access
3.11 Vehicular access into the Site will be secured via Rating Lane, and this
will represent the only point of vehicular access. The proposed development
will be served by a network of internal shared service roads, providing
safe movement for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists alike. The proposed
vehicular access arrangements are clearly shown on the Layout Plan.
3.12 To encourage sustainable travel such as walking, cycling and public
transport, a pedestrian link into the Site will be made available from Rating
Lane. This will allow the safe movement of residents and visitors by foot
and cycle to local facilities and amenities.
RELEVANT HISTORY
The application was preceded by the submission of a Screening Opinion in early 2014
which indicated a conventional suburban arrangement of 50 dwellings arranged around a
standardised layout of residential roads. It was determined that, despite the greenfield
nature of the site and its proximity to an Ancient Monument, any harm was unlikely to be
so significant to trigger it being considered to be EA development in the context of the EIA
Regulations 2011.
Following this decision, a series of meetings was held between officers and the applicant’s
agents. At the first meeting it was emphasised to the agents that the Authority considered
its housing supply figures to be robust and that in view of the status of the Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and the Plan process there was some
concern as to the timing of the application.
There are no records of any previous planning applications for the site.
The SHLAA sites of relevance here are SHL074 and SHL073. SHLAA site (SHL074)
corresponds with the majority of the application site (32 of the 36 plots) and is defined by
Rating Lane and Manor Road extending eastwards to a point level with the rear boundary
of the 6th Form College. The SHLAA considered the site to be developable describing it as
an infill between the College and Manor Farm. While the constraints of site SHL074 were
noted it was considered that ‘a sensitive scheme is considered appropriate’. Site SHL073
covers the extensive area extending up to the Abbey Wall and running south behind the
6th Form College and St Bernard’s School to the Beacon Hill Estate. Part of the
application site (6 plots) extends into SHL073.
The SHLAA notes, at page 20, that “…A site categorisation as ‘developable’ does not
prejudice a planning application, which would still be required, for sites without consent.
The SHLAA applies a ‘broad brush’ assessment of a site and therefore when dealing with
an application on a site listed below, constraints may come to light which weren’t identified
through the SHLAA process, the site may be considered more appropriate for an
alternative use and/or a different number of dwellings may be considered appropriate”
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Following the initial identification of site SHL074 as developable through the SHLAA,
subject to a sensitive scheme, there followed detailed pre application discussions at the
request of the applicant. This was initiated by the developer despite the relatively early
stages of the Plan process, whereby sites can still be added or removed later on as more
detailed assessments are undertaken and the comments of consultees are taken into
account to firm up the site selection process. These meetings, and all subsequent advice,
were consequently held on a “without prejudice” basis and were in accordance with central
government guidance that encourages planning authorities to positively engage with
applicants. The sensitivity of the site within the landscape context was explained to the
applicants very early on in the process particularly in view of the shortcomings of the
illustrative scheme submitted for the screening opinion.
Story Homes and their consultant team prepared several presentation boards highlighting
key elements of the early scheme designs, development and site context. These were
presented to the local community on the 5th March 2014 at the Abbey House Hotel, and
according to Story Homes were attended by approximately 50 people.
Borough Officers responded to the initial scheme with a 'conceptual sketch' and a range of
design criteria and parameters on a 'without prejudice' basis. Fundamentally, this
suggested the use of a wider range of building scales and types set within a generally
more geometric site layout where 'shared surface access', defined by the form and
arrangement of buildings, would lead to the creation of an overall thematic concept that in
summary offered an interpretation of a 'planned farmstead' within the landscape.
A key issue that emerged from the above process related to the fact that BBC's
amendment to the layout saw delivery of only approximately 20 to 22 units which Story
Homes considered would have a severe impact upon scheme viability and put the
potential for site development at severe risk. The revised scheme presented on the 11th
April accommodated 33 units. Whilst general concerns over the principle of development
remained, the council’s officer highlighted concerns relating to the eastwards extent of the
application site and certain detailed design issues. Despite this, following a private meeting
between the applicants and English Heritage, Story instructed its agents to extend the
development area.
PLANNING ISSUES
Housing land supply
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states
“Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing
should not be considered up to date if the local planning authority cannot
demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable sites’.
The courts have held that countryside protection policies can also be a housing land
supply policy as ‘it restricts development’ [Cotswold District Council v Sec of State for
Communities and Local Government, 2013 EWHC 3719 admin]. If policies are considered
to be out of date, little, if any, weight can be attached to them. Saved policies considered
to be supply policies are B3 (part of), B5 and D1. The supply situation therefore has to be
established before a decision can be made on the weight to be given to these policies.
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The issue of housing land supply can be one of considerable dispute due to factors
including its often critical importance and the absence of any single, accepted
methodology. The Council sets out its housing land position and the methodology it uses
to calculate supply in its annual Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
Reviews.
The latest SHLAA Review was published in December 2013 and included an annual
housing target taken from the former Regional Strategy (RS). Although the RS had been
revoked in May 2013 and was no longer a material planning consideration, appeal
decisions indicated that the evidence base which informed it (including housing figures)
may be considered to remain relevant.
Table 7.1 of the RS contained the following information:
Total housing provision 2,700 homes. Annual target 150 with at least 80% to be
built 2003- 2021 on brownfield sites.
The NPPF (47) requires a 20% buffer to be added to the annual target in cases where the
target has not been met. As developers completion rates have fallen below the target, the
20% is added. The 2013 SHLAA identified a 5.5 year supply of deliverable sites when this
20% buffer was included. It also identified a historic shortfall of 890 dwellings when
calculated against the former RS target. This shortfall was proposed to be addressed
during the new Local Plan period, however the applicant has criticised the Council for not
“making up for” this shortfall in the shorter term interim period.
Since the 2013 SHLAA, the NPPG has been published which requires authorities to
calculate their 5 year housing land supply in a different way. Paragraph 30 of the NPPG
states that:
“…Evidence which dates back several years, such as that drawn from revoked
regional strategies, may not adequately reflect current needs…Where there is no
robust recent assessment of full housing needs, the household projections
published by the Department for Communities and Local Government should be
used as the starting point, but the weight given to these should take account of the
fact that they have not been tested (which could evidence a different housing
requirement to the projection, for example because past events that affect the
projection are unlikely to occur again or because of market signals) or moderated
against relevant constraints (for example environmental or infrastructure).”
The Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) forms part of its housing
needs evidence which will inform the Local Plan, however it does not suggest a specific
housing figure to meet need over the next 15 year period. It contains a range of figures
which will need to be looked at in the context of other evidence such as historic shortfall,
vacancies and build rates. This will give an objectively assessed housing figure which can
be included in a Local Plan.
In the interim, the SHLAA will need to set out what the housing requirement should be until
new Plan becomes a material planning consideration. The next SHLAA Review (2014) will
be published later this month and will propose that the CLG 2011projection figure of 114
net additional dwellings is used as the housing requirement in the interim. This figure is
lower than the previous housing requirement set out in the RS.
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The Council will also however have to reconsider through the SHLAA how the issue of
historic shortfall is addressed in light of recent appeal decisions. The NPPF accepts that
there is no “one size fits all” approach to calculating housing land supply, however there
does appear to be two accepted methods for addressing the shortfall, which are known as
the Sedgefield and Liverpool methods.
The Sedgefield approach has been promoted by most Inspectors at appeal. This sees the
shortfall (which has been accruing since the start of the former RS period) spread over the
first 5 years and this is the approach preferred by the applicant. The “Liverpool method” is
an alternative approach, which has also been accepted by some Inspectors, which
spreads the shortfall over the longer plan period i.e. 15 years. This results in the annual
housing target being considerably smaller as compared to Sedgefield as the shortfall is
spread over a much longer term.
In accepting the Sedgefield Method the appeal inspector in Honeybourne Road,
Worcestershire (APP/H1840/A/2171339) dated 24/08/14 stated:
“In my view, it is inconsistent with planning for growth in the NPPF para 47 to meet
any housing short fall over the whole plan period. Clearly it is better to meet the
shortfall sooner rather than later”.
However in Barwell, Leicestershire (APP/K2420/A/12/2188915 dated 17/05/13) the appeal
inspector favoured the Council’s more cautious adoption of the Liverpool method ‘in
anticipation of slow and steady economic recovery and growth over a protracted period of
time’.
Furthermore the Barwell appeal was subject to scrutiny by the Courts following the
appellant’s high court challenge [Bloor Homes v Sec of State for Communities and Local
Government 2014 KWHC 754 (admin)]. It was accepted that the Liverpool method was an
acceptable method of calculating housing supply and that the inspector had given clear
reasons for his chosen method.
If the Sedgefield approach advocated by the appellant was adopted this would create an
annual target of 358 dwellings per annum (based on the former RS figure, plus 20%, plus
the shortfall to the end of the 2012/13 period). This is more than double the previous
requirement under the former RS which has never been met. Although the latest SHLAA
has not been published, initial indications are that the Council would be unable to identify
sufficient deliverable sites to meet this target over the 5 year period. The effect of this
would be that the Council’s saved supply policies could be given less weight.
Adoption of such a figure would:
a)

Be unlikely ever to be met resulting in exponential increases at some future date (to
address the inevitable under provision);

b)

Result in at best, land banking by developers, or at worst, in housing estates taking
a longer time to be completed resulting in residents effectively living on building
sites;

c)

Sites that are judged to be at an a disadvantage (by the market), typically
brownfield regeneration schemes, not coming forward for development;
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d)

Have an adverse effect on older residential areas;

e)

Harm the attractive rural setting of Barrow and Dalton and the other settlements as
green field sites are used up

Neither would it take account of Barrow being a self contained housing market area
subject of particular local economic conditions. Unlike national trends the population of the
Borough fell between 2001 and 2011 particularly in the 20-34 age range
[source: Draft Local Plan page 107 – key facts].
The Council will set a new objectively assessed housing figure in its new Local Plan. In the
interim period, officers believes it is far more realistic to calculate housing land supply
using the latest CLG figure, adding a 20% buffer and spreading historic shortfall over a 15
year period taking the Liverpool method. This approach, accepted in the Barwell case,
would still require an annual supply considerably in excess of previous completion rates.
Although the SHLAA Review is not complete at the time of this report, early indications are
that the Council can demonstrate a 5 + year supply of deliverable housing sites on this
basis. The saved policies should therefore be given full weight.
Heritage Assets (The following sections set out in italics are drawn from the submitted
heritage statement (HS). The numbering reflects that used in the HS for ease of
reference).
The NPPF (para 128) requires an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage
assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. In line with this a heritage
statement (HS) accompanies the application. A similar duty is imposed on the planning
authority (para 129). The heritage assets are described in the HS as follows (numbered
paragraphs relate to those in the HS):
3.1.1This assessment is based on a consideration of evidence in The National
Heritage List for England, for the study site and a zone c. 500m in extent
surrounding its boundary.
The study site is located within the south-western edge of the Furness Abbey
Conservation Area boundaries. There are no other designated heritage assets on
the site, although the precinct wall to Furness Abbey, the Abbey Wall (or Park Wall)
which is Scheduled and Grade I listed, forms the north-east boundary to the site
(1355052 on Figure 2). The Abbey Wall forms the perimeter to the Furness Abbey
scheduled area (1010014 on Figure 2) to the immediate north-east.
3.1.2 There are four Grade I listed buildings within 500m of the study site and within
the Furness Abbey Scheduled Area: Furness Abbey, including all Medieval
Remains (1197906 on Figure 2); The West Gate to Furness Abbey located on the
northern perimeter of the study site on Manor Road (1292045 on Figure 2); and the
Capella Extra Portas with Attached Walls and the Gateway adjoining Capella Extra,
located. 400m to the north (1292871 & 1197907 on Figure 2). One Grade II* listed
building,Abbey House Hotel (1197910 on Figure 2) is located c. 500m to the north.
All theselisted buildings are located within the Furness Abbey Conservation Area.
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3.1.3 A further thirteen Grade II listed buildings are located within the vicinity of the
site, ten of which are located within the Furness Abbey Conservation Area (Figure
2). Of these, the only two in close proximity to the study site are Manor Farmhouse,
located on thenorthern side of Manor Road and the Lodge to Crosslands (1282843
on Figure 2),located on the west side of Rating Lane, opposite the junction with
Manor Road [West Gate Cottage is also located in close proximity).
3.1.4 Details of the Designated Heritage Assets within the search area are included
within Appendix 1. The locations of Designated Heritage Assets are shown in Figure
2.
3.1.5 The proposed development will not involve direct impacts upon Listed
Buildings within the vicinity of the site, though it has the theoretical potential to
impact on their setting and significance. This assessment is limited to the
assessment of those assets whose setting and significance may extend into the
site; the Abbey Wall (or Park Wall) which is scheduled and grade I listed and Manor
Farmhouse.”
The HS is a material consideration. It correctly identifies that there are no direct impacts to
the listed buildings and that the issue relates to their setting. Section 66 of the Act places
the following statutory duty on the decision maker (Section 72 imposes a similar duty re
conservation areas):
‘In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects
a listed building or its setting, the LPA/Sec of State shall have special regard to the
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest it possesses’.
The ‘Special Duty’ has been clarified by the Court of Appeal as where harm (less than
substantial) is identified to the setting of a listed building that ‘considerable importance and
weight’ shall be given to that harm in carrying out the balancing exercise [Barnwell Manor
Wind Energy Limited 18/02/2014]. It is necessary in order to comply with the special duty
to consider the degree of harm, if any, which is likely to occur to the designated heritage
assets.
Setting of a heritage asset is defined as:
‘The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed
and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting
may make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may
affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral’
[NPPF Glossary of Terms].
NPPG gives further advice on the interpretation of ‘Setting’:
‘A thorough assessment of the impact on setting needs to take into account, and be
proportionate to, the significance of the heritage asset under consideration and the
degree to which proposed changes enhance or detract from that significance and
the ability to appreciate it.
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Setting is the surroundings in which an asset is experienced, and may therefore be
more extensive than its curtilage. All heritage assets have a setting, irrespective of
the form in which they survive and whether they are designated or not.
The extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual
considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the
way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other
environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration from other land uses in the
vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places. For
example, buildings that are in close proximity but are not visible from each other
may have a historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of the
significance of each.
The contribution that setting makes to the significance of the heritage asset does
not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that
setting. This will vary over time and according to circumstance’.
[Paragraph 014 Revision date: 06 03 2014]
Setting of the Grade I Heritage Assets
The HS which accompanies the application advises, (numbered paragraphs relate to the
HS):
4.2.1 Development of the site has the potential to impact on the significance of the
Grade I listed and Scheduled Furness Abbey Wall. The founders of Furness Abbey
deliberately sited it in a valley bottom, hidden away from the outside world; the
Abbey Wall,forming the boundary of the monastic precinct (and the north-east
boundary of the site), can currently be viewed across the open fields of the
development, site right back to the junction of Manor Road and Rating Lane,
emphasising the separation of the Abbey from the outside world, and enabling
understanding and appreciation of the significance of the precinct wall and Furness
Abbey. Its setting, within the development site, is therefore considered to make a
positive contribution to the overall significance of the Abbey Wall and the Furness
Abbey monument as a whole.
4.2.2 Development of the site therefore has the potential to cause harm to the
significance of this asset through development within its setting. In order to reduce
this potential harm to an asset of ‘the highest significance’, the footprint of
development has been finalised following consultation with English Heritage,
including a site visit in April 2014. The resulting footprint is offset to the south of
Manor Road and to the west of the Abbey Wall, such that the current views of the
wall are preserved from Rating Lane and along Manor Road. Furthermore, the
perception of separation from the outside world, a key element of its significance is
maintained.
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4.2.3 Notwithstanding this offset of development, it is acknowledged that
development will bring a visual change within the setting of Furness Abbey, when
viewed from Manor Road, although it is considered that the ability to understand
and appreciate the significance of the asset will remain largely unaffected. The
impact of the proposed development on the setting and significance of the Furness
Abbey Wall is therefore negligible”
The HS recognises that the Furness Abbey monument as a whole is of ‘the highest
significance’. Also, that the development has the potential to cause harm to that setting
though noting this has been addressed by setting back the development. English Heritage
(EH) as a statutory consultee (in relation to the setting of grade I and grade II* listed
buildings) have advised that the harm the development will cause will be very much less
than substantial. This is due to the setting back of the development boundary so that the
views of the precinct wall from the main approach along Manor Road will not (EH believe)
be significantly affected.
The proposal, while setting back the development from Manor Road by typically 35m, will
nonetheless result in a significant change in character of the application site in that it will
change from open pasture to a housing estate. This change will significantly affect the
experience of visitors when travelling towards the Abbey along Manor Road, which is
different in character to the more heavily trafficked Rating Lane, though this impact, due to
the set back, will not result in views of the asset being obstructed. Certain views of the
asset from Rating Lane will be obstructed however. The change of view is detailed in the
‘Landscape and Visual Assessment’ (LVA) which accompanies the application as follows:
‘There will be a high magnitude of change in the view from Rating Lane resulting in
a moderate adverse effect on visual amenity experienced along this route’(9.45)
‘There would be a high magnitude of change in the view from Manor Road resulting
in moderate adverse effect on visual amenity’ (9.50).
In addition to the HS the application was accompanied by an archaeological desk based
assessment (ADBA). At para 5.2.2 it concluded:
“5.2.2 At present, the western approach to Furness Abbey is from Rating Lane and
down Manor Road. This road is open to both sides, before the ground level of the
road descends to pass through the former gate house in the Park Wall. The
remainder of the approach is enclosed by trees and steep banks until reaching the
base of the hill, at which point the abbey comes into view. This approach adds to
the visitor’s experience, and reinforces the visual significance of the site. The
construction of new housing, particularly along the southern side of Manor Road,
would impinge until (assumed typing error -upon) the visitor's approach and
experience.”
Setting is not about single views or the need to preserve the best views, but the way in
which the asset is experienced and how the setting contributes to its significance. While
Barrow has grown towards the Abbey ruins they retain a secluded rural setting. The HS
comments that the founding monks sought a location hidden away from the outside world
(3.3.5). This sense of isolation is surprisingly well retained in an attractive valley
landscape. The main approach to the Abbey from the Barrow direction maintains this
sense of separation as noted in the HS (4.2.1).
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The Abbey gained much of its wealth from the open countryside particularly from wool and
the application site makes an important contribution to the site’s pastoral context. The very
large numbers of objections received to this application reflects the strong local
association which the site has with the Abbey. Given that the heritage assets are of the
highest importance, this association is of national significance.
The conclusion of high magnitude of change (LVA paragraphs 9.48 & 9.50) is the only
reasonable conclusion that can be reached. This is in the context of a change from a field
to residential development in full view of adjoining highways. The LVA concludes that the
impact will ‘neither be beneficial or adverse’ (10.10) due to the development being in
general keeping with its surroundings. I disagree with this conclusion. The nature of the
development extending 340m towards the Abbey/ Abbey Wall and falling short of the
Abbey Wall by only 60m will significantly alter the setting both visually and in terms of how
the assets are experienced. This impact would be all the greater due to the considerable
reduction in the degree of separation which currently exists between the heritage assets
and the nearest housing estates.
This adverse impact in relation to the Abbey Wall is described by the Council’s Urban
Design Consultant as follows:
“It is considered that the submitted planning application’s extended `area of search’
compromises the character and appearance of the Furness Abbey Conservation
Area as the setting for the Grade I Listed Furness Abbey Scheduled Ancient
Monument. The proposals position and grouping would introduce an undue
proximity, mass and prominence that would impact visually on the open spatial
character of the landform, woodland and wider countryside setting containing the
Abbey and would be visually competitive with the precinct wall to the extent that is
historic and visual relationship with the Abbey is undermined.
The `rolling’ valley character of the landform containing the Abbey is fundamental to
the location of the Abbey and as such is just as relevant to the historic importance
of the Scheduled Ancient Monument as the architectural remains.
Of particular concern is the way that the proposals would encroach on the
distinctive curvature of the hillside that forms the visible countryside `horizon’ when
viewed from Rating Lane and Manor Road. The position and elevation of the
development as proposed would combine to reduce the existing separation
between the development and the landform setting of Furness Abbey and as such
reduce the ability of the Conservation Area to maintain a discernible and meaningful
setting for Furness Abbey which was the purpose of its designation in the first
place”.
These comments are qualified to relate to the ‘area of search’ extended by Story. The
original premise had been that in the initial assessment, the area identified in the SHLAA
(SHL074) was developable and that the Scheduled Ancient Monument and Conservation
Area would not necessarily prevent development per se. This assessment has not yet
been subject to formal consultation or testing until now. However in coming to the
conclusions reached above I am satisfied that the whole of the application site, not simply
the extended area, contributes positively to the setting of the referred to assets and that
the development would harm that setting.
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The relationship of the application site with the Abbey and its contribution to setting was
recognised by its inclusion within the Furness Abbey Conservation Area. The contribution
which the application site makes to the setting was formally recognised and given
additional statutory weight by the conservation area designation (Section 72 of the Act,
saved policy D15).
Setting of the Grade II Heritage Assets and Conservation Area
The conservation area also brings together other components of the ‘Abbey Landscape’
including several listed buildings and scheduled monuments. In relation to the application
site the grade II listed Manor Farm is of particular note. This is located at the junction of
Manor Road and Rating Lane facing the application site. Manor Farm is a working farm
with a range of stone outbuildings arranged around a courtyard. The HS recognises that
the buildings have strong group value demonstrating the strong historic functional link the
buildings share with one another and also with the surrounding agricultural land (3.5.3).
However the HS concludes as follows:
The settings of the buildings, although positive, remains as a secondary component
of its significance. Whilst the site has historically been in agricultural use and an
open part of the landscape setting of manor farm, in visual and experiential terms,
the development site makes a neutral contribution to the architectural and historic
interest of the asset’.
The ADBA comments:
5.2.1The site visit has shown that the proposed development area lies within close
proximity to the Scheduled Ancient Monuments of Furness Abbey and associated
features, which include the Park Wall, part of which serves as the north-east
boundary of the site, and is still a visible feature in the landscape. The proposed
development area is a greenfield site, which separates Barrow Sixth Form College
from Manor Farm, a Grade II listed building, which at present, still stands in relative
isolation. Two further listed buildings, West Lodge* located close to the western
gate of the abbey precinct, and the former lodge for Crossfield mansion on Rating
Lane. As all three of these buildings were constructed to ‘stand alone’, the farm
buildings and farmhouse as a farmstead set within its land, and the two lodges at
gate ways to their respective mansion houses, the settings of these listed buildings
should be considered in determining the extent of the
proposed residential development.”
(*Assumed to be a reference to West Gate Cottage)
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It may be the case that setting is a secondary component of, for that matter, any assets
significance. However this does not take account of the ‘special duty’ imposed by the Act
(sect 66) nor the court of appeal case (Barnwell Manor) and subsequent decisions. The
application site as part of the pastoral setting of Manor Farm makes a strong and positive
contribution to its setting taking account of its form and function. Views down Rating Lane
from Abbey Road are currently framed in a tree lined vista with Manor Farmhouse seen
against the background of open pasture, but this would inevitably change as a
consequence of the proposed development. The development would also harm the
picturesque composition of heritage assets which includes the grade II listed lodge to the
listed Crosslands (Chetwynde School) notwithstanding its location outside the
conservation area, West Gate Cottage, and of course Manor Farm. These as noted in the
ADBA were ‘constructed to stand alone’ (5.2.1).
It should be noted that considerable energies have been expended in order to work
towards a realistic design solution. However I feel that the issue is one of principle due to
the change of character involved with a housing development, reinforced by parked
cars/vehicles, fences and normal domestic paraphernalia (including impact in the night
time environment) will all contribute to a significant degree of harm.
The harm which will arise from the development would not bring into question the
designation of any of the heritage assets. On that basis, the harm which would arise from
the development is ‘less than substantial’. The relevance of this is that in cases where less
than substantial harm would occur, the public benefits of a scheme must also be weighed
in the balance (NPPF paragraph 134).
Impact on Countryside
The SHLAA identifies the site as `developable’, subject to the caveats within the
document. On reflection I consider the site to fall outside the built up area. Similarly rather
than the site being seen as an infill plot its development would represent an extension of
the built up area into the adjacent countryside. I have formed this opinion based upon its
use, its relationship with other uses and its attractive landscape form.
The harm which would arise from this development are detailed above in the heritage
assets section. In addition the site subject to the application is an attractive pastoral
landscape which forms the basic character and openness of the local environment.
In practice the characteristics and attractiveness of the landform are indivisible from the
setting issues described above. Approval of the proposal would conflict with the NPPF
core principle 17 (recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside) and
saved policy D1 insofar as it accords with the core principle and B3 (i).
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Highways
The pre application dialogue sought to deliver a well designed housing estate which took
account of the site’s sensitive surroundings. A by product of this has been the delivery of a
scheme which does not meet the County Council’s published criteria (Cumbria Design
Guide: Layout of New Residential Developments).The highway authority is therefore
opposed to the grant of planning permission as the proposed roads are not of a form which
could be adopted. Saved policy E2 requires roads proposed in housing developments to
be designed to adoptable standards. There has been on going discussions between the
applicant and the highway authority. The highway authority have summarised their position
as follows:
“Despite reaching an agreement over the classification of the main access road
immediately within the site, the concerns regarding parking and layout (including
adoption criteria) should be taken into consideration and amended in order to
ensure that the proposed development is design and constructed to an adoptable
standard, in consultation with the Highway Authority. The application must be
referred back to the applicant for consideration/amendment with due regard to the
above”.
While acknowledging agreement on the redesign of the first part of the shared surface
road through amended plans (to be submitted) the highway authority remains concerned
about key aspects of the proposal. These relate primarily to the design of the central
square and the alignment of the main estate road through it. The two sections of this they
feel are not sufficiently off set which they consider will encourage excessive vehicle
speeds. This they advise would be detrimental to safety in the context of an environment
which aims to give pedestrian priority; a situation likely to be aggravated by other vehicles
manoeuvring to access the various shared drives and the likely level of on street parking.
There is also concern about the proximity of one of the drives to the Rating Lane junction.
The highway authority also point to the intention to have identified waste collection points
which occupiers would take their bins to on collection days. This is required as the various
cul-de-sacs (apart from the main estate road) are not designed to allow access for a refuse
vehicle. This approach was followed to avoid an over engineered highway layout given the
sensitive character of the site. It also follows contemporary design philosophy to reduce
the prominence of roads in housing estates as a general principal. The design criterion
uses distances of 30m and 25m. This relates to the maximum distances which residents
and refuse collection operatives can be expected to carry/wheel refuse/recycling
bins/receptacles respectively. The highway authority refer to guidance in BS 5906:2005
which advises that the maximum distance for the refuse collection operatives should be
15m. As the scheme does not achieve this the highway comments can be treated as a
further objection to the scheme. However the Building Regulations allow 25m and as this
is a more recent document has to be given greater weight.
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Impact on the local highway network
The application is accompanied by a Transport Statement. This concludes as follows
(numbers relate to paragraph numbers of the TS):
“6.1.1 This Supporting Transport Statement has been prepared by S.A.J Transport
Consultants Ltd on behalf of Story Homes Ltd to accompany a planning application
for a proposed residential development at Rating Lane/Manor Road in Barrow-inFurness.
6.1.2 The proposed development is for up to 38 residential dwellings with
associated roads and parking provision. The vehicular access to the site will be via
a new site access junction with Rating Lane with visibility splays provided in
accordance with the 30mph speed limit in place.
6.1.3 A trip generation exercise has been undertaken that demonstrates that the
proposed development would generate traffic that would not have a material impact
on the operation of the local road network as stated by national guidance for
transport assessment.
6.1.4 A highway safety assessment has been undertaken on the surrounding road
network for the latest 5 years Personal Injury Collision data. The assessment
concludes that the development traffic will not have a material impact on the
surrounding road network in highway safety terms.
6.1.5 The site is accessible by walking, cycling and the use of public transport and
thereby provides an opportunity for the future residents at the development to
consider viable alternatives to the use of the private car for education, shopping and
commuter trips. It is concluded that there are no operational, accessibility or road
safety highways/transport related issues that would have an adverse material
impact on the surrounding road network from the implementation of the proposed
development of 38 residential units.”
The conclusion that the development will not have a material impact on the operation of
the local highway network is supported by appropriate evidence. Neither is there an
objection from the highway authority in this regard. While traffic generation features in the
many representations received unless there is evidence to back up those concerns it can
be given little weight in the balancing exercise.
Impact upon trees
The proposed vehicular access onto Rating Lane has been positioned in between two
highway trees. The Arborical Report (AR) which accompanies the application concludes
that this can be achieved without harm subject to the implementation of specified
precautions. The AR has not been updated to take account of the highways authority’s
requirement for increased junction radii and this has been brought this to the applicant’s
attention. While the highway authority refers to compromising on their normal requirements
to retain the trees (email dated 28/10/14 referred to above) they are not necessarily in a
position to provide expert advice on the developments impact in this regard.
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The access road would be directed through a narrow row of trees growing within a walled,
raised bank. This forms the site’s boundary with Rating Lane. The trees affected have
been assessed in accordance with BS 5837:2012 (Trees in relation to design, demolition
and construction – Recommendations) as category C trees. These are specimens defined
by the BS as ‘unremarkable trees of very little merit’.
The trees individually, are ‘unremarkable’ in the sense they consist mainly of modest multistemmed specimens. Their group value is however greater in the wider site context.
Indeed the planning statement refers to them as ‘the western boundary of the site is well
defined by a strong tree belt’ (para 2.8). The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal which
accompanies the application also seeks to increase the diversity of the various landscape
features. The loss of a section of tree belt will have a minor negative effect on the
character of the area.
Flood risk
The application is accompanied by a Flood Risk assessment (FRA). It concludes as
follows (numbers relate to paragraph numbers of the FRA):
“6.1 The FRA has identified that the site lies in an area of Zone 1 Flood Risk and is
not at risk of flooding from external sources.
6.2 It is proposed to connect surface water drainage from the residential
development into the existing college system the downstream section of which will
become adopted under an S102 Agreement, subject to finalising with United
Utilities. Flows into this system will be limited to greenfield run off rates.
6.3 The proposed development drainage system will be designed to accommodate
at minimum a 1 in 30 year event. The system will be put forward for adoption by
United Utilities under an S104 Agreement. United Utilities will therefore become
responsible for the long term maintenance of the new drainage system. Overall the
drainage system, together with appropriate setting of ground levels in the area of
the proposed attenuation within the open space area, will accommodate flows
generated by up to the 1 in 100 year event plus allowance for climate change.
Private drainage (i.e. not adoptable) serving houses within the development will be
designed to current Building Regulation standards.
6.4 It is therefore concluded that this FRA has demonstrated in accordance with the
NPPF that the development is not at risk of flooding from external sources, will not
increase flood risk associated with the development and its environment and is
therefore appropriate.”
The submitted FRA confirms that the scheme can be designed so as not to exceed
existing greenfield run off rates and that the development will not be at risk of flood or
increase flood risk elsewhere.
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Potential for Archaeological Remains
The application is accompanied by an archaeological desk based assessment and
geophysical survey. The Historic Environment Office (CCC) advises as follows:
“In order to determine the physical impact of the proposed development on
archaeological remains, the applicant has helpfully commissioned an archaeological
desk-based assessment and geophysical survey. The results of the desk-based
assessment highlight that numerous prehistoric implements have been found in the
vicinity and that a deserted medieval village may possibly be located there. The
results of the geophysical survey show that it is unlikely archaeological remains of
national significance survive on the site that would be regarded worthy of
designation and preservation in situ. There is however, the potential for ephemeral
remains, particularly those of prehistoric origin, to exist on the site and be
undetected by the geophysical survey. Any such remains would be considered of
sufficient significance to preserve by record”.
Benefits of the Development
The proposal will deliver some benefits. The main one would be the delivery 38 homes
that would contribute to the Borough’s housing stock. The provision of new homes
regardless of the existence of a 5 year housing supply is an important material
consideration. The NPPF makes this clear particularly under section 6 (paragraphs 47-55).
The site’s close proximity to the built up area and attendant facilities, including public
transport routes, should be noted. In addition a number of landscaping initiatives are
proposed which would see the creation of a new hedgerow running along the Manor Road
frontage of the development, improvements to existing hedgerows, creation of an ecovalue/open space area and tree planting. These would have bio diversity enhancements
on the existing species poor hedgerows.
It was agreed in pre application advice that a formal play area would not be required given
the proximity to public open space. Instead it was agreed that an equivalent contribution
would be made to the Council’s playgrounds maintenance budget.
CONCLUSION- The Balancing Exercise
The benefits and harm arising from the proposal need to be weighed in what is commonly
referred to as the balancing exercise. In carrying out this exercise the Courts have held
that given the statutory duty (Section 66 of the Act) that where harm is found to the setting
of a listed building then considerable importance and weight must be given to that harm
as compared to other factors where the statutory duty does not apply. The Court of Appeal
case (Barnwell Manor) has been followed by the ministerial decision with respect to a
recovered appeal at Chapel Lane, Norfolk. This concerned a development of 70 houses
and their relationship with the setting of a Grade I listed Abbey. A public local inquiry was
held into the matter. The inspector found, as at Barnwell Manor, that the development
would harm the setting of the listed building and which amounted to less than substantial
harm. Notably at Chapel Lane, Norfolk the Council’s housing land supply was accepted (by
all parties) to fall well short of the required 5 years. The Secretary of State made specific
reference to Barnwell Manor in the reasons for the recovery (para 2) and agreed with the
inspector’s findings that the appeal should be dismissed. The inspector commented as
follows (para 161):
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“I have noted benefits of varying weight result from the additional housing and from
the effects on ecology and economy. However I am not satisfied that the provision
of such benefits in this specific location clearly justifies the harm to the heritage
asset that would result, or that the benefits that would flow from these matters are
so pronounced as to outweigh the less than substantial harm caused to the Abbey’s
setting and the considerable weight and importance that the Barnwell Manor
judgement says this should be afforded (APP/L2630/A/13/2196884 dated
7/08/2014).
It is clear from the referred to court judgement and subsequent decisions by the minister
and appeal inspectors that considerable weight and importance has to be given when
harm to a listed building is found. This may out weigh the otherwise strong presumption to
grant planning permission in the absence of a 5 year supply. Section 72 adopts similar
wording to section 66 but in relation to conservation areas.
With respect to the current application the proposal will result in a degree of harm to which
considerable weight and importance should be attached. This harm would occur from the
suburbanising effects on the pastoral setting of the heritage assets, their stand alone
character, and the conservation area of which the listed buildings and the spaces around
them represent component parts. In coming to this conclusion I have taken account not
only of the impact on views but on how the assets are experienced and the strong
association which the site has with the Abbey and its surroundings. This adverse impact
outweighs the limited benefits to land supply which would arise from a relatively modest
housing development (in terms of numbers not impact). This balance is on the basis of the
Council’s declared 5 years plus calculation. However even were this not to be the case,
the weight which would need to be given to the resulting harm would still outweigh the
benefits in terms of supply. That is a reasonable interpretation of both law and policy in the
wake of the referred to cases. Whilst there would be some landscape elements delivered
by the scheme these are modest compared to the impact which the housing development
would have.
Absence or otherwise of a 5+ year supply is a more significant factor when considering
harm to the character of the countryside. This is because failure in this regard results in
the Council’s supply policies being considered out of date. In the context of a site which is
well related to the urban area, in terms of access to public transport and other facilities,
this is a factor to which considerable importance would have had to be attached. However
the Council’s position is that it does have a 5+ year supply. Also, even if it did not, the
character and attractiveness of this area of countryside and the value of this in terms of
contributing to the character of the area (including the built up area) is also of significant
importance. In any event the countryside and heritage issues are inseparable.
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The applicant and the highway authority have not been able to resolve all of the issues. If
the scheme were to be approved then the majority of the estate road would remain private.
Approval on this basis would conflict with the highway authority’s adoption criteria and
saved policy E2. Weight can only be attached to a saved policy subject to its degree of
conformity with the NPPF. The NPPF gives a presumption in favour of sustainable
development. Were the applicant to devise an alternative arrangement which secured the
maintenance of the roads then it is reasonable to consider the matter addressed insofar as
it meets the definition (of sustainable development). The applicant has advised that this
issue has been dealt with elsewhere using a resident’s management company. Such an
approach could be secured via a section 106 obligation. As a consequence little weight
should be attached to the saved policy. Similarly little or no weight can be attached to the
County’s adoption criteria in a planning policy sense as it does not form part of the
development plan and is not a supplementary planning document. This also applies to the
parking standards referred to by the highway authority.
However, there are safety issues that have been raised by the highway authority. These
relate primarily to the design of the square and the alignment of the access road through it.
Reasons for refusal based of the safety issues raised by the highway authority form
recommended reasons for refusal numbered 3, 4 and 5.
The majority of the site was identified as developable in the SHLAA. However this is not a
policy document which designates land use and therefore does not fetter the Council’s
ability to reach a different conclusion on the planning application. The significant pre
application advice given has resulted in improvements to the design of the housing estate
but these improvements do not address the fundamental objections to the site’s
development.
RECOMMENDATION:

I recommend that planning permission be REFUSED for the following reasons;
1. The application site is situated within the Furness Abbey Conservation Area and
forms an important part of the pastoral setting of the Grade I listed Furness Abbey,
the Grade I listed Furness Abbey Wall, the Grade I listed West Gate to Furness
Abbey, the Grade II listed Manor Farm, the Grade II listed West Gate Cottage, and
the Grade II listed Lodge to the Grade II listed Crosslands. The development would
result in a high magnitude of change in the views from Rating lane and Manor Road
due to the suburbanising effects of the development on the pastoral character of the
site. Given the importance of this character on the setting of the designated heritage
assets which still stand in relative isolation as ‘stand alone’ features, this harm is
unacceptable and outweighs the benefits which arise from the scheme. Approval of
the proposal would therefore conflict with saved policies D15 and D18 of the Barrow
in Furness Local Plan Review 1996 to 2006.
2. The development would result in the extension of the built up area into the adjacent
countryside harming its scenic pastoral qualities to the detriment of the character of
the wider area. Approval of the proposal would therefore conflict with NPPF Core
principle 17 (recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside) and
saved policy B3 (i). This harm is unacceptable and outweighs the benefits which
arise from the scheme.
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3. Upon the advice of the Highway Authority, the development is considered to be
detrimental to highway safety in relation to the configuration and use of the
proposed square. This would arise through the potential for excessive vehicle speed
through the square due to the alignment of the two sections of main access road
being insufficiently off set. This would place pedestrians at risk due to the implied
pedestrian priority which would not be achieved. It would further conflict with vehicle
manoeuvring involved in negotiating the several shared drives leading off the
square, a situation likely to be aggravated by on street parking within the square.
4. Upon the advice of the Highway Authority the location of the southern most drive
serving plots 01 and 02 is located too close to the estate road’s junction with Rating
Lane. This would create a situation detrimental to highway safety due to the
potential for vehicle conflict at the junction.
5. Upon the advice of the Highway Authority the design of the estate road as a shared
surface road would place pedestrians at unacceptable risk given that it accesses
directly onto Rating Lane. This is due to the nature and character of Rating Lane as
a principal road which does not meet the qualifying criteria for serving a shared
surface road (a relatively calm traffic environment – Manual for Streets).
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Appendix A

Representations received before receipt of application 2014/0536 but after the
public exhibition (refer paragraph 2.43 under Relevant History)
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