DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PLANNING COMMITTEE
FOR DECISION

14th June 2016
Book 1
Ladies and Gentlemen,
The applications within this report have been submitted for determination
under the Town and Country Planning Acts and associated legislation.
All applications within this report are “Delegated” to this Committee but can be
moved “Non-Delegated” 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:

2016/0116

Oakmere Homes

PWA Planning

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Newbarns

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

10/02/2016
STATUTORY DATE:
11/05/2016

LOCATION:
Land at the eastern end of Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Development of up to 44 dwellings with associated infrastructure.
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
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 B10
Outside the settlements of Barrow, Dalton and the development cordons of villages listed
in Policy B13, new residential development will only be permitted where it can be justified
in accordance with Annex A of Planning Policy Statement 7 or revisions thereof. In
addition the conversion of agricultural and other rural buildings to residential
accommodation will not be permitted, unless the accommodation is to be occupied by
those whose primary employment is in agriculture or forestry where a dwelling is essential
for the working of a farm or woodland and there is no other suitable accommodation
already available at the holding: or
a)

The applicant has made every reasonable attempt to secure suitable business reuse and the applicant is supported by a statement of the efforts which have been
made, the minimum of which must include the premises being advertised, at a
realistic price, for a minimum of 12 months, that no reasonable offer has been
refused and that evidence is provided to show the property has been advertised
on the open market at four times in local media at roughly equal periods over the
year; or

b)

Residential conversion is a subordinate part of a scheme for business re-use; and

c)

The building is served by satisfactory access; and

d)

The scale of the conversion is appropriate to the building, its character and
location.

POLICY E2
Highways proposed in housing developments must be designed and constructed to
adoptable standards.
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.
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POLICY D4
The following areas have been designated as Green Wedges:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)

Mill Beck Valley
Roosegate
Land separating Ormsgill and Hawcoat
Land north of Dalton
Land between North Walney Estate and North Vickerstown
Land at Anticross
Land north of Flass Lane
Land at Clovelly Terrace

Development within Green Wedges that would detract from their value as a setting for
recreation, providing important urban space and visual relief and contrast between
residential areas would not be permitted.
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 a
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 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.
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.
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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 G14
The Borough Council will seek to protect and enhance all public footpaths where new
development is to take place and will encourage the linking of footpaths into housing
development to provide easy access to the countryside.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
Approval of the proposal would be contrary to the development plan and while the site is
allocated in the draft emerging plan this does not form part of the development plan and at
its current stage carries little weight.
To be balanced against this conflict is the conclusion that the proposal represents
sustainable development in the context of the National Planning Policy Framework
(Framework). Also, there is a requirement within the Framework to significantly boost the
supply of housing (para 47). Significant weight can be attached to this in the context of the
under delivery of housing by the local market against the Housing Requirement set by the
Council (refer table 1 below).
The conflict with development plan policy is limited due to the harm which would occur to
the appearance of the countryside being of a localised nature. I conclude that the benefits
of securing sustainable development in this location outweigh this limited conflict having
regard to the sustainability of the development and the requirement to significantly boost
the supply of housing.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
None
REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site and in the local press.
The occupiers of 7,9, 11,13 & 15 Keats Close; 1,3,5 ,7, 9,11,13,15 & 17 Maylands Grove
and 33,35 & 37 Meadowlands Avenue have all been informed.
The Occupier, 215 Rating Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
“I object due to the impact it would have with increased traffic/congestion and noise on an
already busy road.
Also it is destroying more green areas and wildlife.”
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The Occupier, 31 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“Meadowlands avenue cannot cope with any more traffic. Parking is horrendous as it is.
Children including mine play outside in the dead end part of the street, where access to
the new houses will be. Some cars do uturns outside my house now at speed. God knows
what might happen if road extended. Someone will get injured or killed by a passing car, if
the road gets opened up. The field is still flooded from the rains we had months ago. Why
have we not had a letter informing us of this development.”
The Occupier, 22 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I strongly oppose the proposed Housing Development on Meadowlands Ave. Firstly, the
increase in traffic during construction will be incredibly dangerous along a minor residential
road. Parking is in high demand in the street and this means that traffic is often single flow
,with few places to pass at busy times. This increase of traffic will also continue when the
houses are built as residents will have to use Meadowlands as the only access to the new
estate. As a parent of two very young children I am extremely concerned about their safety
if this development goes ahead.
Secondly the increased traffic will lead to more noise pollution in the street and cause
major disruption. The road is already in poor repair and can not cope with such an
increase in traffic.
Finally, I feel very lucky to live in an area so close to such valuable green space. There
are many other options in Barrow of disused land which could be developed for housing
without destroying our countryside. Similar plans were rejected in 1998 and should
certainly be rejected now as traffic has already increased in the last 18 years.”
The Occupier, 32 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“An increase in traffic especially as it is only coming through one road, will lead to more
chaos/accidents especially on Rating Lane during school times.”
The Occupier, 22 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“My objection to this application comes firstly from a health and safety point of view, which
is paramount in this day and age.
There are many young families in the area, with a street (Meadowlands Avenue) which
already is under the strain from egress and ingress of traffic flow and parking being almost
non existent, I don’t really think the arrival of 44 new dwellings would help matters.
There are many run down areas in the Barrow are which are open for redevelopment, why
build on ever decreasing green belt land?”
The Occupier, 37 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“The main issue here is the traffic on what is a residential street, it's not a main road and
we are already experiencing congestion with the number of cars parked around the area
and the ones being driven. There's housing in Meadowlands and neighbouring streets that
aren't selling and when people can't move to the bigger home they desire they extend!
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This has resulted in most people no longer having sufficient parking on there property to
suit an average of 2 - 3 cars. People are extending there homes to accommodate more
people living in them. Some houses with grown up children having as much as 4 cars.
This has resulted I cars being parked anywhere they can go which is restricting people
getting from there homes to Rating lane and then off the estate. This is not only at peak
times in the day this is all day! Looking at the plans for the new estate there isn't really
enough parking there to accommodate the vehicles used by houses with up to 4
bedrooms. At the end of Meadowlands now we have people parking from Maylands Grove
and further down the street as they have nowhere to park at there own house. This new
estate will only elevate the numbers of vehicles parked anywhere people can put them, inturn creating far to much traffic for the residents. Rating Lane is becoming increasingly
busier, all junctions round here more chaotic. Turning Meadowlands into a through road to
an estate with what is going to have an average of 2+ cars per house is going to have a
knock on effect spreading far further. The intended estate is obviously intended to have a
2nd phase or maybe even more, with 2 streets left open for expansion into the fields
beyond. This can only ever be fed through Meadowlands Avenue. There is no other way
unless more of the green belt land is going to be used around here which is something
that should never happen. We all understand houses need to be built but an estate like
this should be built off a main road, not of a small street! This road might have been layed
80 years ago with the intention of being extended but allot has changed since then. Mainly
the increase in people and the vehicles they drive. I and anyone I have spoke to regarding
this STRONGLY OBJECT to this project from going ahead.”
The Occupier, Highlands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“Beacon hill is already subject to congestion. And children can't play our due to busy
street.
Meadowlands avenue junction at school home time is chocker either side with parents
parking for St Bernards school children. But even at weekends its busy either side.
Houses are on the market for over two years they just aren’t selling. .and they are
beautiful.
We don't need the lovely greens fields around us built on.
Arthur Street was knocked down and poor people turfed out of their houses and still not
built on. Leece Lane overgrown rugby fields available."
The Occupier, 8 Maylands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“The access to and from the proposed site is only suitable for one lane of traffic due to the
existing residents in Meadowland ave. The prospect of 44 extra vehicles trying to enter
Rating Lane in a morning with traffic to and from 3 schools will cause traffic chaos in
Meadow lands Ave, Sheeplands Grove, Maylands ave and other adjacent streets. This will
be repeated at night A proposed site on Rating Lane was refused because of traffic
problems and this proposal is a worse one.”
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The Occupier, 34 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I am concerned that this development will bring unwanted road congestion to the Avenue
and the streets surrounding Meadowlands on the rest of the estate. Also the field where
the development is to go floods dreadfully in rainy weather. I can envisage that the huge
amount of construction traffic will damage the road surface on Meadowlands and bring
noise, misery and upheaval to myself, my family and other residents.”
The Occupier, 34 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I very strongly object to the proposed development for reasons: 1. Very importantly, and
topically, the land itself should not be used as it floods very easily in rainy weather. The
huge 'mini lake' which forms at the bottom of the field, and abuts the bottom of
Meadowlands Ave, is, I think, because of the underlying clay of the area. You must admit
that this is a very real problem, and if not dealt with successfully, it you will merely 'build-in'
future problems to the development and the area. 2. The water that will be displaced by
the drainage being (possibly) resolved will only find its way into other properties in the
immediate area. 3. The construction traffic necessary to deal with this drainage problem
will be high in volume. I can foresee that this high volume of potentially large and
cumbersome vehicles will cause noise, disrupt sleep patterns (I myself am a shift worker),
damage the road surfaces (as happened in north Cumbria during the foot and mouth
outbreak), and general upheaval and personal upset. 4. The volume of traffic will increase
once the development was built to an unacceptable degree. I very strongly object to this
development.”
The Occupier, 22 Maylands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“This area would be too congested with a further housing development.”
The Occupier, 27 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“I strongly Object to planning permission of the Housing development site.
Potentially hundreds of vehicles per day during the build process will interrupt
EVERBODYS day to day life. From Rating lane, driving into Meadowlands, Maylands,
Sheeplands, Highlands and more.
Once the build process is over and the houses are occupied we will then have an elevated
flow of traffic to contend with, so the quiet area where the children outside on there bikes
will no longer be safe due to heavy traffic & parking, not to mention the view!
Meadowlands & surrounding estates cannot hold more than two vehicles as it is.
The added fear looming over us as to whether the new estate will be extended further into
the countryside bringing additional issues to OUR neighbourhood.”
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The Occupier, 13 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I strongly object to this planning application. The access to the proposed site would
increase the volume of traffic on Meadowlands Avenue, and this would cause safety
concerns for children playing out on the street and increased noise levels.
Due to rainfall we have had recently, there has been what I could only describe as a lake
on the land, this begs the question why you would want to build on the land in the first
place.”
The Occupier, 18 Maylands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I feel I must point out my families concerns regarding the possible development of land
off Meadowlands Avenue. The estate as it is fine as it is and doesn't need another 44
houses. This will only create more traffic mayhem on streets that were not built for the
amount of vehicles we have on the estate already, this doesn't include for the construction
traffic that will be created and the mess that will be made with vehicles going to and from
the site. I also fear for the children that we have on the estate especially on Meadowlands
Avenue they will be at risk while any work may be going on. The field in question over
recent months with heavy rain became a very large water pond so I have my reservations
about the quality of drainage on the site this is something I feel would warrant looking into.
Can I just reiterate the major problem we have on this estate "Parking" , this estate was
not built for today's modern families transport needs. I hope my points are taken seriously
and you look to stop this development before it starts.”
The Occupier, 29 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I object to the plans for this housing estate to go ahead for a number of reasons. I may be
mistaken but I thought this proposed site was green belt land. I have noticed back in 1998
there were similar plans put in which were dismissed, surely the decision to do this was
based on problems that are still applicable? One of my main concerns for this
development would be the knock on effect of an already busy street which filters onto an
even busier Rating Lane. As we have 3 schools and 1 college in this area we experience
very busy times on the junction of Rating Lane and Meadowlands Avenue. There are
hundreds of cars and numerous double decker buses using this route and many people
use the bottom of Meadowlands as a pick up and drop off point for pupils attending the
nearby schools. Adding another housing estate into the mix will bring more traffic to an
already very busy and sometimes dangerous street.”
The Occupier, 15 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“I am writing to you regarding the proposed plans to build 44 new houses on the land at
the rear of my property.
I strongly object to the buildings due to the increased amount of flooding already on the
land, the water levels have increased significantly over the last few years and if houses
are built there where will the flood water go?
Also the increase in traffic that will only add to what is already a busy area with multiple
car households causing parking chaos.
There are tall masts and overhead wires close to the site and I believe that the site would
be unsuitable should the mast or cables fall this would be unsafe.
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Houses are still being built on the Ratings Village estate and Holbeck so why is there any
need for more new build houses when there are plenty already for sale and still being
built?”
The Occupier, 17 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“We own the lane running on the western and southern borders of the proposed
development site. The western is a lane running at the rear of Maylands Grove which we
need to be able to maintain from collapse to ensure access for the telecommunication
mast maintenance and access for the people with horses on that field. We are also
concerned about the loss of hedges and trees from both boundaries and the impact of any
re-profiling of the site on the pluvial flooding which may push the water onto our land. This
flooding is severe most of the year.
We also have major concerns on increased traffic, the projected Phase 2 which will add to
this and the impact on the countryside and encroachment towards the valuable Furness
Abbey site.
Further comments and objections will follow in writing.”
The Occupier, 17 Maylands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“This Planning Application should be rejected due to access issues into Meadowlands
Avenue and also out again onto Rating Lane. The volume of traffic in the mornings and
mid afternoons to and from the schools on Rating Lane already make access difficult
when turning left or right from Meadowlands Avenue. This planning application if
successful would just add to the traffic and pedestrian chaos that already exists.”
The Occupier, 31 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“We strongly object to this planning application. Meadowlands Avenue and the
surrounding roads are already busy with traffic and any additional volume of traffic would
make this unbearable. We are also very concerned about the safety of children who live
in this area and those travelling to and from the school/college nearby. Rating Lane over
the years has become very built up with various housing estates and building another
estate in this area would spoil its natural beauty.”
The Occupier, 5 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“I write in connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans and I
wish to object to the development of these houses in this location.
My grounds for objection are detailed below:
1. Size of Development
•

The proposed development is over-bearing, out-of-scale and out of character in
terms of its appearance compared with existing development in the vicinity

•

Adverse effect on the residential amenity of neighbours, by reason of (amongst
other factors) noise, disturbance, overlooking, loss of privacy and
overshadowing

•

Visual impact of the development
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The proposed development by reason of its size and no of dwellings, would have an
unacceptably adverse impact on the amenities of the properties immediately adjacent to
the site and the surrounding area by reason of overlooking, loss of privacy and visually
overbearing impact.
The proposed development, by reason of its scale, would be out of keeping with the
design and character of the existing area, and would have an adverse effect on the visual
amenity of the area as a whole. The proposed plans would thereby represent an
unneighbourly form of development. The site is located next to a residential area
(established circa 1930), where occupiers could reasonably expect a level of amenity
concurrent with a modest sized estate. The additionality of the proposed 44 dwelling
development, introduces a diverse element that is likely to result in increased noise,
disturbance and nuisance to the detriment of existing neighbour’s residential amenity.
The layout, size and siting, both in itself and relation to neighbouring properties, spaces
and views, is inappropriate and unsympathetic to the appearance and character of the
local environment. Insufficient parking space will adversely affect the amenity of
neighbouring properties, with already limited roadside parking and restricted access routes
through alternative nearby narrow streets. The mass, bulk and proximity of the
development would present an overbearing and intrusive element to adjacent neighbours
(and in particular those affected on both Meadowlands Avenue and Maylands Grove).
The proposal would therefore demonstrably harm the amenities enjoyed by local
residents, in particular valuable green space, privacy and the right to enjoy a quiet and
safe residential environment.
2. Loss of View
•

The loss of existing views from neighbouring properties would adversely affect
the residential amenity of neighbouring owners

Loss of view is not irrelevant to planning. The enjoyment of a view is an important part of
the residential amenity of neighbouring properties, and its loss will therefore have an
adverse impact on the residential amenity of properties particularly in relation to those
directly adjacent to the proposed development (namely along Meadowlands Avenue and
Maylands Grove).
3. Local context
The proposed development does not respect local context and in particular, the scale and
proportions of surrounding properties would be out of the character for the area and
therefore to the detriment of the local environment.
4. Green Space
•

Unacceptable high density / overdevelopment of the site, especially given it
involves loss of green land

The proposed development would significantly alter the fabric of the area and amount to
serious ‘cramming’ and over development. The proposal allows limited space for
landscaping and recreational areas and this will lead to gross overdevelopment of the site.
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The proposed development would not result in a benefit (in environmental and landscape
terms) - to the contrary it would lead to the loss of valuable green space.
The proposal by reason of the overall size and land usage, would lead to an inappropriate
form of development in a green land area or space contained within the Borough’s Green
Wedge, which is detrimental to its open, rural and undeveloped character.
5. Traffic and highway safety
•

The development would adversely affect highway safety and the convenience of
current road users

The site access proposals are not in accordance with acceptable standards, especially in
relation to the size of the proposed development, and would therefore lead to potential
safety hazards. Car travel tends to increase with developments that are located on the
edge of urban areas, as distances to other facilities are greater than within the town centre
and therefore alternative modes of transport are less practical. This can be evidenced by
current residents who, in the majority, are either a 1 car per household family or more
increasingly a 2+ car per household/property. Whilst the proposed development highlights
other methods of transport (for example public transport) – the potential for a significant
increase in road users around the vicinity, is greatly increased by the addition of 44
dwellings.
The proposal thereby greatly increases the amount of traffic on the Beacon Hill estate
(and in particular access off and on to Rating Lane from Meadowlands Ave) to an
unacceptable level. The proposal could lead to traffic congestion at peak times (for
example 8am – 5pm Monday to Friday) to the detriment, convenience and safety of other
road users and pedestrians travelling to/from work/school. In short, highway safety will be
compromised with increased traffic generation, road capacity maximised and means of
access to the estate, by other road users, significantly increased.
6. Wildlife and habitat
•

Adverse impact on wildlife and habitat

It is important that the Local Authority has enough ecological information to be able to
consider any impacts on protected and priority species and habitats, or any opportunities
for enhancing biodiversity features. For most surveys undertaken it is important that they
are done in the main periods of activity (Mar-Sept). The on-site survey submitted as part
of the current planning proposals, was undertaken out of this time period (mid October)
and therefore the validity of the findings are limited.
The site is used by migratory birds and also used seasonally by other wildlife – this has
not adequately been taken into consideration within the plans. In addition the land is used
year round by a wealth of wildlife, including various species of birds and mammals (for
example heron’s, ducks, birds of prey, pheasants, foxes, swans etc)
The application has not sufficiently ensured effective landscaping that will preserve areas
for wildlife to continue to flourish, following a proposed residential development on green
belt land.
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The application has not acknowledged the presence of bats on the site which are known
to inhabit the area. As all UK bats and their roosts are protected by law, planning
permission should not be granted until the applicant submits a full bats survey.
Finally I would like to attend the planning meeting at which the outcome of the planning
application will be decided. Please can you confirm details of the meeting as soon as
possible?”
The Occupier, 18 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“In regard to the proposed development on meadowlands avenue. My partner and myself
would like to firstly ask why we have not received any information regarding this matter
being residents of meadowlands.
Secondly I would like to express my grave concerns, we purchased our property on
meadowlands last summer with the intentions of buying a family home in a quiet
residential area with little traffic flow as current.
we feel extremely disappointed we have now after searching for months bought a property
on which is now going to become a direct access route to potentially another 44 houses
with average homes owning two vehicles this is going to generate a lot of traffic at peak
times.
Could you clarify why we have note received notification of these plans?
Could you also explain how traffic flow will be managed during construction phase and
following this?
As anyone can appreciate rating lane is an extremely busy road in the mornings and
afternoons, therefore will there be changes to traffic flow measures?
Furthermore what is the estimated impact on property prices on meadowlands if this quiet
estate is turned into an access road to a further estate? “
The Occupier, 15 Risedale Road, Barrow-in-Furness
“I object strongly to yet more green belt land being turned into yet another hideous
housing estate with 'supposedly 'affordable housing. It's called Meadowlands for a reason
I suggest these builders spend some money knocking down all the empty streets of
houses & building more there or just doing them up. I realise their profit margins would be
lower but we would still be surrounded by what little countryside we have left”
The Occupier, 8 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“After moving into the property a month of two ago, I moved here as it was a quiet road as
I have a young child I do not want to change the road into a busy congested road and also
do not want poor built houses affecting the beautiful surroundings as a child growing up in
the area myself I used to enjoy visiting that field feeding carrots to the horses..”
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The Occupier of 13 Maylands Avenue Barrow-in-Furness
“The addition of 44 new houses will create an excessive amount of traffic on
Meadowlands Avenue. The Beacon Hill estate was built at a time when there was very
little traffic on the roads and very few households had cars parked on the roadside.
Meadowlands Avenue is populated with a typical mix of families most of which have more
than one car and as a result the road is already congested with parked cars.
Being a family occupied area, children also play out in the street. This does not represent
a real problem at the moment as the road is relatively short and local residents tend to
drive down it slowly.
If the road is lengthened as proposed with this new development the volume and speed of
traffic would tend to increase thereby greatly increasing danger to the present residents
and in particular to their offspring.
Add to this the fact that at school times Rating Lane becomes extremely busy, the extra
traffic that this development will potentially create will overload a already congested road
system. This will be particularly bad during the construction stage with heavy plant and
haulage passing up and down Meadowlands Avenue”
The Occupier, 26 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“Concerns regarding construction traffic and drainage issues.
Also heavy traffic during school start and leaving times along Rating Lane. The estate is
not designed to safely accommodate the volume of traffic that this will create.”
The Occupier, 19 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“I support Anton Caddvist's view that derelict and brownfield sites should be used first.
This view is not Alice in Wonderland”
The Occupier, 4 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I strongly object to these 40 new houses being built because mainly our street has always
been so quiet and not busy which is helpful since the roads are very tight, and adding
these houses will disturb the street and add so much more traffic. Also my family and I
have always gone on walks near this field because of the beautiful scenery and it would
be a shame to build on something this beautiful.”
The Occupier, 17 Sheeplands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
1. Am wondering how you can consider building houses on land which floods
regularly. My garden is sodden with rain on a regular basis and damp comes up the
house walls from the ground. Bearing in mind floods in recent years I am surprised
house construction there was even considered. Also water running into drains from
these houses will put even more pressure on mains drains.
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2. 44 houses means a minimum of 80 extra cars travelling up and down Meadowland
Avenue. This is unthinkable! At school times in particular, it is extremely dangerous
for cars to pull out onto Rating Lane. Children and elderly people regularly walk up
Meadowlands Avenue and these will also be at risk from the huge increase in
traffic.
3. Why is it necessary to build on a (flooded) greenfield site when there are so many
brownfield sites left undeveloped.
4. New houses built along Lesh Lane remain unsold. There are four houses in my
street alone for sale. Why build new homes when there are so many established
homes on the market?”
Objection from The Occupier, 30 Sheeplands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
(X)Inform the Authority that you object to the Planning Application
The Occupier, 17 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“Further the objections already submitted on the Planning website, we would like to clarify
our objection to the above Planning Application. We own the land which shares the
boundary with the proposed development to the south of the site at the end of
Meadowlands Avenue. The lane running from Meadowlands Avenue, behind the houses
on Maylands Grove which forms the western boundary with the proposed development
and the southern boundary and therefore our land, forms the boundary of at least half of
this proposed development. We would make the following observations:
1.
Pluvial Flooding of the proposed development site: We note that in the PWA Geo
environmental Flood Report No 15191/FRA written by Lindsay Palmer dated February
2016 that there were no concerns regarding pluvial flooding of the standing water in the
field (which has been there for at least 3 years). The report states that the land will be reprofiled during the construction of the houses. We are concerned that any proposed reprofiling during the ground works and building will push the flood water onto our land and
therefore cause us flooding issues.
The south west corner of the proposed development site is, as mentioned in the PWA
report No 1519/FRA, listed on maps of 1848 and 1913 as a pond. This corner has
permanent water lodged in it, and has for several years, and is obviously still forming a
pond. (See photo 1 dated Nov 2015).
Towards the southern boundary there is standing flood water for at least 8 months of the
year which is already encroaching onto our land (See photo 2 dated Jan 2016). The north
western corner (See photo 3 dated Jan 2016) also floods. The field is more like a lake for
most of the year with pluvial flood water covering a large area of the field for many months
of the year (See photo 4 dated Dec 2015). It only every dries up during the hottest, driest
months and immediately fills up with water at the first rains. The field with the main
telecommunications mast at the east of our land and to the south east of the development
site is also suffering from the rain water with the field like a quagmire.
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There is a lot of wild life on the proposed development site. Frogs, herons, ducks (a
whole family have been swimming on this water recently), pheasants, little egrets and
other water birds all seem to make their way here in the course of the year. We have also
had a slow worm come from that area into our garden. It would be environmentally
unfriendly to lose all this from this area.
2.
Trees, hedges and the western boundary: We have great concerns for the stability
of the lane which we own and are responsible for the upkeep of, which runs from
Meadowlands Avenue behind the houses on Maylands Grove. This lane stands at a
higher level to the proposed development site. At present, the farmer maintains the field
side of this and we our side. We are concerned that the development and/or gardens put
up to this boundary may destabilise the lane and cause it to collapse and prevent
maintenance from the development side. This lane has to be maintained because we
have to give access to the adjoining field for the maintenance of the telecommunication
mast and the people who rent the field to stable their horses. Failure for us to maintain
this access would lead to legal problems for us.
3.
Increased traffic through Beacon Hill estate: The existing houses on the Beacon
Hill estate were built in the 1930’s and catered for traffic at that time. It would have been
unusual for every house to have possessed a motor vehicle and now, in the 21st century,
the majority of homes possess two cars – some of them huge SUV types which take up a
lot of road space. There are also some houses with additional works vehicles parked
outside adding to the congestion at each side of the road. Meadowlands Avenue, the
proposed entry and egress from the proposed development site, has cars parked both
sides of the road when families are at home (See photo 5 dated 6 March 2016). During
the school drop off and pick up times, the end of Meadowlands Avenue turning onto
Rating Lane is congested with cars parked dropping off or waiting to pick up school and
college students + the ice cream van that parks there during this period in the summer. It
is very difficult to get in or out of Meadowlands at these times of day.
In addition, Rating Lane is congested with cars parked on both sides of the road. The
photographs shown in the above mentioned report do not reflect the true conditions on
this road.
We also note from the PWA report that this is Phase 1 of this proposed development,
which would mean further building with additional traffic.
Considering the above comments we foresee that traffic will start to use the other, over
congested, roads throughout the Beacon Hill estate causing more noise, pollution, stress,
congestion and a major increase in accidents on these inadequate roads.
4.
Noise and light pollution: At present, there is very little noise to the rear of the
Maylands Grove houses and no light pollution.
5. Greenfield site: The proposed development site is, at present, a green field site
and we feel strongly that this type of area should be left undeveloped. There
appear to be brown field and other more suitable sites still available for
development without encroaching on the precious open countryside – very little of
which is left in this area - and creeping ever nearer to the Furness Abbey, one of
the most peaceful and beautiful settings in the Barrow area.
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We hope that our objections and comments will be taken into consideration”
The Occupier,9 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness received 9/03/2016
“I am writing to you concerning the above planning application. I wrote to the Council
regarding the same proposed development in 1989 and 1998 and if anything the
situation has worsened since then to the present day.
The reasons for the refusals in 1998 were:Reason 1: The site is not allocated for residential use by Policy B1of the Barrow-inFurness Local Planning.
Reason 2: The development would extend the built up area into an important area
of open countryside and would then conflict with national and local policies including
Policy 84 of the local Planning.
Reason 3: The development of the site would be contrary to the aims of sustainable
development by making use of good agricultural land.
Reason 4: There is a five year supply of housing land in the district and therefore no
added weight in favour of housing development.
From my last protest the points I made and the reason for saying the situation has
worsened is as follows:Point 1: Does Barrow need the additional proposed houses. In last Wednesday's
Evening Mail dated the 24th February there were 636 houses for sale;100 just sold
and 98 to let.
Point 2: If it does why not build them where there is already planning permission
instead of spoiling the countryside. There are also building sites currently being
developed at Red Rose Estate; Arlington Court; Lakes Fell; Bay View Close (Millom);
Poole Townsend plots; Roose Gardens; St James Gardens, Thorncliffe Road School
Site; Ratings Village and Central Drive. No numbers were given but I am sure you are
aware of them.
Point 3: Do we, the Barrow Borough, have enough services and facilities for the
development. Most of this development land has been under water since at least
November last year and although I question the drainage being adequate to handle the
extra housing requirements I would like to add that in the light of the current flooding in
Cumbria, what would be put in place, and to what expense to effectively and efficiently
control and dispose of this problem without effecting surrounding buildings, people or
land.
Point 4: We have not yet heard from any Council representatives.
Point 5: Has consideration been given regarding the possible damage to people
or property on the proposed site if the radio masts fell. The masts are still there
and are now older than before. As I stated in my former letter these masts were
erected to prevent any damage if they fell.
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Point 6: In previous correspondence I referred to the congestion on Rating lane
which is used by four schools, namely Newbarns;St. Bernards; Chetwynde and the
Sixth Form College and is an accident waiting to happen. It is already difficult to
get off Beacon Hill onto Rating lane at peak times, especially off Meadowlands
Avenue. There will be additional traffic not only from the proposed development's
families but especially the vehicles which will be used to build the houses. This is
largely due to Meadowlands being the access to and from the proposed site.
Point 7: Another problem, apart from the flooding and the danger of the radio
masts,are that of the wild life which currently uses the area in question. With
planning of trees in the surrounding fields the field in question is used by the
following wild life I personally have seen:Swans; geese; ducks; wood pigeons; feral pigeons; 4 or 5 different types of gulls; crows;
jackdaws; starlings; magpies; kestrels, sparrow hawks; peregrine falcons; buzzards,
egrets; herons; mallards; water hens; pheasants; partridges; blackbirds and thrushes;
rabbits, hares; deer and foxes.
Last summer the Farmer, who uses the field, harvested three crops of silage. His sheep
use the field on and off all year round and when he lets his cattle out in the Spring they
use it the same way.
I also enclose a copy of the Planning Inspectorate I received the last time this proposed
development was put forth and I ask if all nine points put forth have now been covered”
Attachments – Appeal Document, 2 Photos (not reproduced in this this report)
The Occupier, 6 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I do not believe that this is good for the area due to the roads already being extremely
congested and added traffic is only going to make a bad situation even worse.
Also the proposed site is in an area of natural beauty and should remain so “
The Occupier, 11 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“We wish to strongly object to planning application, Re, Housing Development Site
Meadowlands Avenue on several counts. First you are calling the Housing Development
Site Meadowlands Avenue yet only 3 properties on Meadowlands Avenue where
consulted that the first insult. Second the amount of traffic flow will have a major
detrimental impact on our street on only to the condition to the road ( of which in parts is
poor condition with part subsiding ) you can not pass on the street when cars are parked
on both sides on the road, but also to the street becoming a thoroughfare for the
properties and us losing the quite residential desired atmosphere the amount of traffic will
more than double, this will also have a knock affect to other roads mainly Rating lane
which is already really bad on the best days. Also the look of the street will totally change
,as you enter the street now you have an open view to the fields and hills beyond give a
scene of openness and countryside this would also a detrimental loss to the street and the
area. Why put new housing on an old estate and not on keeping with the style of existing
properties there are newer estates that could be extended ( or dare we say finished ).”
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The Occupier, 11 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I would like strongly object to this planning application, the facts in the report are very
misleading ,there is no post office within the said distance, the nearest primary school is in
fact Newbarns primary and is always full Holyoak school which is mentioned in the report
is some distance away and is a church school , not all parents want to send there children
to a church school . There is also limited access to the site , down a residential street
where child play happily .I don't believe the street would be able to take such an increase
of traffic. There are many other area in the town which could do with development , many ,
finish the listers site ,roose train station, mill lane ,just to mention 3.”
The Occupier, 21 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“The street is a lovely quiet street at the moment children play on the front, it is like a culde-sac at the bottom so there is no access for traffic through the street it is therefore
mainly used by the occupants of the street only. Cars do not fly up and down the street
currently, however I feel if 40+ houses are built at the bottom of the street children's safety
will be compromised, our animals safety will be compromised. There are currently
roadworks as a gas pipe is being replaced and packing is ridiculous. There is nowhere to
park and people already have more than one car per house. if houses are being built at
the bottom of the street there will be wagons flying up and down. There will be extra traffic
flying up and down. There will be reduced parking for the occupants whom already live
here and struggle to park on a daily basis. The whole outlook and view from the street will
be ruined. I strongly object to this decision. There are plenty of places houses can be built
without ruining an area of grassland and a perfect view.”
The Occupier, 5 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“My objections to the proposed development are based on:
1. The designated area is a green fields site
There are enough areas designated brow fields in the borough of Barrow in Furness,
including the area know as Salt House Mills, the land set for Marina Development and the
areas of land in the town centre where houses were cleared, i.e. Marsh St. I believe these
sites should be utilised first before any green sites are adopted by the Borough Council.
2. Area of natural beauty
The designated area has been the subject of consistent flooding which has created a
natural pond. The pond has become a habitat for wildlife including ducks, geese, heron
(which nest further down the proposed field), toads (which may be Natterjack), pheasants,
hawks and in the summer I have witnessed bats encircling the field and our property.
3. Increase in traffic on the existing estate (Meadowlands Ave)
Meadowlands and adjacent roads including Maylands Grove were built in the 1930s and
will not manage the increase in traffic that an estate of 40+ houses will bring. The junction
onto Rating Lane is already very busy and will not take the additional traffic.
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On top of this, Meadowlands and the estate in general is home to many young families
whose children play in the streets on bikes or general play. The current cul de sac at the
top of Meadowlands is a popular and safe place for young people to play. The new estate
will prohibit children from outside play on the existing Meadowlands estate.
Finally the area in question is home to horses and the safety of the horse riders will be
jeopardised by any increase in traffic.
4.The views
I moved my family into Maylands Grove in 2003 after falling in love with the views to the
rear of our property and the feeling of space that the 1930s estate provides.
In my opinion, Barrow needs to retain traditional houses on the edge of natural beauty for
families who do not want to live in 'new builds' and do everything they can to ensure that
current homes are NOT compromised by new builds.”
The Occupier, 37 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I live at number 37, right next door to the proposed build site.
As the planning dept knows I have a basement.
I have had issues with flooding and looking at the amount of water the field can hold I am
very worried that all this water will be forced underground using soakaways etc to the level
of my basement floor and cause me a lot of problems.
I need to be able to tap my sump drain into the drain system of the site if it goes ahead or
I will very susceptible to flooding.”
The Occupier, 3 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“I wish to raise my objections to the above planning application due to concerns over the
following areas – increased traffic, affect on wildlife, issues around the visual effects and
concerns regarding flooding.
My initial concern is regarding the increased traffic that any development will bring.
Currently there are major remedial gas works being carried out with the replacement of the
gas mains pipes. This has had a tremendous effect on the traffic flow and parking in the
area. With many households owning 2 vehicles parking on roads constructed in the 1930s
is almost untenable. The increased traffic that 44 new houses could bring would bring
increased pressure on an infrastructure already struggling to cope. In addition, both
Meadowlands Avenue and Maylands Grove are cul-de-sacs and thus have little or no
through traffic, this means that both streets, especially within the cul-de-sac of
Meadowlands Avenue are quiet and safe places for children to play providing they are
supervised. With the proposed access to the new development being from the end of
Meadowlands Avenue, this safe environment will be lost as, potentially, 88 vehicles would
be coming and going throughout the day. I, for one, will not feel comfortable allowing my
children to play out as they currently do on bikes and scooters, with the anticipated
increase in traffic and in the building stage – heavy plant machinery coming on and off
site.
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Secondly, I would argue that there will be a significant effect on the wildlife of the area.
First and foremost I would question the Ecological Appraisal, especially the section
regarding there being no significant bat activity or evidence thereof. I would suggest that a
1 day snap shot in October would not be sufficient to assess the bat activity in the area.
This is mainly due to any bat activity being reduced at that time of year as they begin to
prepare to hibernate. The Bat Conservation Society website states that – “Bats are
seeking suitable hibernation sites, and beginning periods of torpor” during October.
Anecdotally, during the summer months there is regular bat activity on and around the
proposed site of development. While the development may not affect any roosting area it
will certainly effect the hunting and feeding environment. Also, due to the large amount of
standing surface water, that has been present for over 6 months, on the site, we have
noticed an increase in bird activity in the field, namely heron and pheasant. Again, any
development is going drive this wildlife out of the area.
My third concern calls into question the accuracy of the Flood Impact Assessment. The
assessment states that there is no evidence or history of flooding on the site, yet
immediately off Meadowlands Avenue onto the site regularly floods every year in periods
of heavy rain. Consequently, due to the high levels of rain fall large areas have been
under considerable amounts of water since at least October 2015.
Finally, I fear that any development on the proposed site will have a detrimental affect on
house price on the existing estate. As mentioned in point 6.11 of the Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment houses on Maylands Grove will suffer a loss of view from the
rear aspect of their house. This impact is identified as “adverse” according to Table 8 in
the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. In addition to the loss of view, which was a
major influencing factor in us buying the property 2 years ago and therefore, the loss of
this aspect would have a detrimental effect on being able to sell the house in the future
were we to choose to do so. I am also concerned that the design of the houses proposed
is not in keeping with the style of the estate.”
The Occupier, 9 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I wish to strongly object to the proposed development of houses at the end of
Meadowlands Avenue. I have lived here since 1986 and the increase in the amount of
traffic using the street is phenomenal. This is causing major problems with access to
Rating Lane compounded by the building in recent years of the estates on either side of
Rating Lane behind Meadowlands Avenue. I also believe that we need to protect the land
approaching Furness Abbey, a precious area of green land which is already being eroded
by the huge housing development by the Red River. “
The Occupier, 25 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“The access road for the new housing will be down Meadowlands and onto Rating Lane,
which is already complete and utter chaos due to the number of cars using the road for St
Bernard's school, Newbarns School, Chetwynde School and Barrow 6th Form College.
Traffic is backed up from Rating Lane roundabout past the junction with Meadowlands
Avenue frequently during the morning, with hundreds of children walking to school and
trying to cross roads safely. I strenuously object to this proposal as the current road
system cannot possibly cope with even more cars, it is a fatality waiting to happen.”
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The Occupier, 20 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“The site in question is totally unsuitable for a housing development.
It will impact upon the area by way of increased traffic both in the street & on the estate &
will lead to even more congestion & further significantly increase parking difficulties that
are already a bit issue in the area.”
The Occupier, 20 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“The site in question is totally unsuitable for a housing development.
It will impact upon the area by way of increased traffic both in the street & on the estate &
will lead to even more congestion & further significantly increase parking difficulties that
are already a bit issue in the area. Meadowlands Avenue is already a main thoroughfare
for the Beacon Hill Estate.”
The Occupier, 17 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“The farmer has had the pump shown in photo below, running most of the afternoon.
Pipes go into adjoining field to the west.”
(Photo not reproduced in this report)
The Occupier, 125 Stimpson Avenue, Northampton (but is purchasing
19 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness)
“I am moving to Barrow and purchasing 19 Meadowlands Ave, but have just become
aware of the plans to build on the open countryside at the top of the road, so my
objections and concerns regarding the development are only just being submitted. Jason
Hipkiss, Principal Planning Officer assured my partner that our objections would be
included in the decision process.
There is a small lake on the site & the water level was much higher after the recent storms
but drained off naturally down the green lane at the back of the Meadowlands Ave
gardens to Rating Lane. Houses built on this land are bound to have problems with
flooding, & with climate change there is no way of predicting just how much water it will
have to cope with in the future. Draining the water to the east or south will contribute to the
existing flood problems around Flass Lane and Tesco. If the land is re-landscaped this will
not solve the problem of the amount of run-off water which the hollow ground is managing
naturally - absorbency will be lowered by paving and increased run off will flow through the
existing gardens and houses, possibly causing flash floods on Rating Lane. If new
drainage proves inadequate who will be responsible for correcting future issues?
The Barrow Borough Local Plan June 2015 Section 2 outlines the Council's "Visions for
the Borough of Barrow-in-Furness" & in para 2.1 states "In order to meet this vision, the
plan must achieve the following objectives:" The 11 objectives included the statement that
"The plan must prepare for climate change in order to ensure it has the least impact on
the population & environment." The site already has existing water drainage issues without
added future climate change impact, so in order to fulfil this objective surely the Council
should object to the viability of this plot for development in favour of other sites without
current problems, & so we object to planning permission being granted.
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By building a development of 44 family homes, each with off road parking, the developers
are anticipating a minimum of extra 88 car trips extra per day extra on the road. This figure
is based on one car per new home and one trip out to and one return from work This of
course is unrealistic and 2 cars per household with a further trip in the evening to e.g
socialise is more realistic and would create a trip increase per day of over 300. Although
the schools are within walking distance the reality is that children will usually be dropped
off by car. The majority of trips will take place at the most congested time on Rating Lane
with a right turn towards the schools being very hard to achieve and leading to congestion
queues and an increase in noise and air pollution. Meadowlands Avenue was built in the
1930's when cars were scarcer and the road infrastructure is not designed to cope with
this volume. Current on-road parking means there is only room for a single track and so
passing problems will increase - a concern for residents and emergency vehicles.
In para 5.3.3 of the Local Plan June 2015 the Council states that "The proportion of
residents who travel to work in private cars in Barrow is rising and is now higher than the
national average. A significant factor that the Council has considered when identifying
potential sites for development is the proximity of potential sites to employment and
services. Wherever possible the Council has sought to locate sites close to employment
and services with the aim that this will contribute towards maintaining and increasing the
proportion of trips by walking and cycling whilst at the same time reducing the proportion
of trips by private car."
The development contradicts this statement as the location is on the opposite side of town
to the majority of employment opportunities which are concentrated up the west side of
Barrow - car usage is inevitable. Walking, cycling and use of the bus would be
discouraged by the distance and the up hill return journey. The new houses will be in a
high price bracket and attract buyers who can afford a car with no incentive to use any
other transport.
One of the Council's Local Plan Section 2 objectives states that "The Plan must
demonstrate along with the Infrastructure Delivery Plan that efficient and integrated
infrastructure networks are in place to support growth and development....". We feel that
the development would mean failure to meet a key objective in the Council's Local Plan
due to a lack of infrastructure capable of supporting the development, so we object to
planning permission being granted.
The development at Meadowlands Avenue does not fit in with the Council's Local Plan
and fails to protect the local community and environment. It does in fact contravene at
least 5 out of 11 of the achievements that the Council say must be met, and contradicts at
least 2 high profile Local Authority community initiatives.”
The Occupier, 125 Stimpson Avenue, Northampton
“I am purchasing 19 Meadowlands Ave & am now aware of the plans to build at the top of
the road. Jason Hipkiss, Principal Planning Officer assured me my objections would still
be included in the decision process.
(The developers visual for the site is out-of-date - it doesn't show The Rootings Wood reports may be inaccurate)
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We understood the valley stretching behind Meadowlands is of historic significance &
celebrated by the Council as a green wedge zone as it includes Furness Abbey & Bow
Bridge. Having holidayed in Barrow we know many tourist leaflets promote the Greenway
Walk through here including the Council's own leaflet "Wildlife on Barrow's doorstep - A
Guide to Reserves in & around Barrow" & "Morecombe Bay: Nature on your doorstep - In
& around Barrow-in-Furness" at www.barrowbc.gov.uk. The County Council created the
Greenway walk project & their Local Committee Report para 5.1 states it "provides a major
outdoor recreation facility for the population of Roose, promoting environmental
awareness & healthy exercise". Para 6.0 concludes it "provides sustainable access to the
rural environment". The Barrow Borough Local Plan para 1.4.54 names Furness Abbey as
1 of the few visitor attractions in Barrow & in para 1.4.56 identifies "Maximising the
Borough's tourism assets" as a key challenge. Para 6.5.4 states "Sustainable tourism will
be promoted, however as many of the existing tourist attractions are in sensitive
environments, such as Furness Abbey & Piel Island, it is vital that they are managed
carefully in order to avoid harm to these environments & the people living there." The
development at Flass Lane has already ruined the Roose end of the valley, & this
development will again encroach onto the valley impacting negatively with visual & noise
pollution. This contradicts all achievements of the Council to celebrate & preserve the
valley for the enjoyment of Barrow residents & tourists. The development will visually
pollute views from along the Greenway footpath, The Rootings Wood, the public footpath
from Newton & possibly Furness Abbey amphitheatre wall.
The Barrow Borough Local Plan June 2015 Section 2 outlines the Council's "Visions for
the Borough of Barrow-in-Furness" & para 2.1 states "In order to meet this vision, the plan
must achieve the following objectives:" The 11 objectives includes "The Plan must ensure
residents have access through an enhanced network of public rights of way to high quality
inclusive open spaces including the wider countryside & help protect these from
inappropriate development." The development would fail to meet a key objective in the
Council's Local Plan due to it being inappropriate in it's negative impact by encroaching on
a high quality open space accessed by a public right of way & enjoyed by the wider
Barrow community, so we object to planning permission being granted.
We have stood at the site 1 evening & been amazed by the bats hunting above the lake destroying this would be heartbreaking. An inspired Council initiative was The Rootings
woodland planting. A large number of the community use it regularly & are proud of their
achievement as they named it & planted the trees. The Council's Local Plan states "The
Plan must help create & sustain healthy & inclusive communities". The development will
negatively impact on a local community project & contradict an initiative that supports a
key Local Plan objective. The Woodland Trust Management Plan for The Rootings states
(para 5.1) "There is relatively little woodland in this south western corner of Cumbria, so
this small wood will make a significant contribution to the woodland biodiversity in the local
area." The sites small lake & open countryside attracts woodland & migrating wildlife from
surrounding areas. The wood is already blocked by urban development north & west, &
this development encloses it with urban sprawl to the south - any future chance of
extending this valuable woodland to the south will be lost. Barriers & pollutants from the
new gardens directly adjacent to the wood will also have a negative impact on wildlife, &
there will be a huge negative visual impact for people walking in the wood.
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The Council's Local Plan Sec 2 states "The Plan must protect & enhance habitats &
species, & help promote them as a key to sustainable development". Approval for the
development would mean failure to meet a key objective in the Council's Local Plan due to
the huge negative impact on habitat & wildlife, & so we object to planning permission
being granted.
The development does not fit in with the Council's Local Plan & fails to protect the local
community & environment. It contravenes at least 5 out of 11 of the achievements the
Council say must be met, and contradicts at least 2 high profile Local Authority Projects.
We cannot understand why the site was included in the Local Plan at all, & hope the
Council decide not to allow development of the site in the future.”
The Occupier, 27 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“My strong objection revolves around the present access to Meadowlands Avenue.
Meadowlands Avenue is already the main access to Maylands Grove, Maylands Avenue
and to a lesser extent Sheeplands Grove. The street design and housing layout allows
little in the way of expansion. The street is not suitable for further traffic and to allow the
increase in size of the street of over a 100% will make access difficult for both present and
any new residents.
By design the streets in the area are narrow, part of their previous charm however now
restrictive. Having lived in the street for over 25 years I have seen the general
deterioration of the infrastructure by vehicle use & heavy goods traffic. I have seen
emergency vehicles unable to gain access to the estate due other traffic previously
parked.
The road is slowly degrading, the pavements are a hazard due to use.
There are the obvious Safety concerns in such a large increase in traffic flow in such a
small street, this affecting all of the surrounding residence, that coupled with the increase
in noise would make the street a poorer place to live.
I would urge the committee to take my factual comments into consideration when coming
to a decision and reject the planning permission. “
The Occupier, 33 Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness
“I wish to make the following comments opposing the above housing development site,
Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-in-Furness.
The Avenue and surrounding area is becoming increasingly busy with traffic causing
congestion on an already somewhat restricted passageway.
The development will put added strain on vital services being electricity, gas and water
utilities. New housing has already been built in the vicinity.
Access for energy services being fire, ambulance and police can possibly or probably
impede them reaching their destination quickly putting lives at risk.
The present state of part of the proposed site is unfit for development as a large lake has
formed. The flooding of this area regularly occurs whenever it rains.
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Finally, I do not wish to take up the option of addressing the Planning Committee
meeting.”
The Occupier of 13 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“I write to object against the proposed development of forty four dwellings in
Meadowlands Avenue.
This is an area bordering the historic Furness Abbey, a truly tranquil! and beautiful area
which gives tremendous pleasure to countless numbers of Furness people.
Local congestion is already beyond the limits of acceptability with Rating Lane serving
two schools and a college. From a health and safety viewpoint a further increase in local
congestion would seriously compromise the work of the emergency services should an
incident arise.
As a resident of Beacon Hill for the past thirty four years I have witnessed the
deterioration and the diminishing areas of green belt countryside which for many
decades were protected by sensible and coherent planning considerations.
Please ensure you fully protect this sensitive area which is a haven for multiple wild life
activities”
The Occupier of 13 Maylands Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“I am writing to object strongly against the proposed development of 44 houses on the
site of Meadowlands Avenue. My objections are thus:
1. Access will be via Rating Lane, already a traffic hazard as it serves two large
secondary schools and the 6th form college. Local traffic congestion is already beyond
acceptable limits.
2. The proposed site is under water for 3 months of the year and in places is 2 feet
deep. I have photographic evidence of this. Hardly a responsible place to create an
estate.
3. There are already several new housing developments taking place in Barrow, as well
as over 600 houses for sale, many of which have been on the market for up to two
years. We certainly do not need more houses, especially on what was green belt land.
4. The rental market will no doubt thrive as BAE expands, but these incoming people
will be transient. They rent cheap accommodation, but do not buy as they cannot sell on
quickly nor make a profit. Local estate agents will verify this.
5. The proposed area is a place of natural beauty and a habitat for wildlife. Families of
grouse and many more wild birds nest in the surrounding hedges. It is on the periphery
of Furness Abbey, one of our leading tourist attractions, noted for its peace and
tranquillity as befits the history of the Abbey.
I implore you to think very carefully before granting permission for yet another
unnecessary eyesore”
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The Occupier, 17 Keats Close, Barrow-in-Furness
“At present it's a quiet secluded area, this proposed path would reduce my privacy and
security. Dog walkers may throw their dog waste over our fences and the development at
the end of Meadowlands would increase thorough fare traffics to and fro.
The noise of development would be increased and affect my peace and quiet, which is the
main reason I purchased this property 20 years ago. Plus the fact that there was no one
directly behind me.”
CONSULTATIONS:
Environmental Health
“Thank you for your consultation on the above application.
I have taken this opportunity to review the ‘Phase 2 Geo-Environmental Assessment
Report’ prepared by PWA Geo-Environmental Ltd. (Ref No: 15191/G/2V2, Dated:
December 2015) and I can no comment on the application further.
I agree with the report that this is a minimal risk of contamination on this site and
that it appropriate for its intended use of residential with potential plant uptake.
However, the report does highlight the issues with regards to ground gas generation
on or near to identified peat stores. Although the design puts the peat under a
access road, the report does suggest that certain options are available to deal with
this area. The report also suggests that mitigation measures incorporating a gas
membrane should be installed in certain property builds as the risk is classified as
CS2 or amber, thus requiring a protection barrier to safeguard human health.
Although the report details ground gas mitigation options available to the developer
there is no further statement which indicates which option the developer intends to
take, therefore I would request that two conditions are imposed;
1.
No development shall take place until a Remediation Statement has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The statement
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.
2.
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.
Furthermore, with a development of this size, I would expect to see a Construction
Management Plan as per condition attached*.
If you would like further clarification on this matter, please don’t hesitate to contact me
further.”
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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.”
Building Control
“Building regulation approval required - No comments”
Environment Agency
“The Environment Agency has no comment to make on the above application for the
following reason:It is not listed in the 'When to Consult the EA' doc or in the DMPO / GDPO”
Historic Environment Officer 29.02.16
“Thank you for consulting me on the above application.
Our records indicate that the site lies in an area of some archaeological potential. A
number of prehistoric artefacts have been revealed in the vicinity, including axes and a
stone mace, indicating that the area was a focus for activity during this period.
Furthermore, Roman agricultural remains were revealed in an archaeological investigation
undertaken in advance of development to the south. It is therefore considered that the
construction of the proposed development has the potential to disturb buried
archaeological assets.
I therefore recommend that, in the event planning consent is granted, an archaeological
evaluation and, where necessary, a scheme of archaeological recording of the site be
undertaken in advance of development. I advise that this work should be commissioned
and undertaken at the expense of the developer and can be secured through the inclusion
of a condition in any planning consent. I 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 significant archaeological remains are revealed by the programme of
archaeological work, 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.
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(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)
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding the above.”
Historic Environment Officer 02.06.16
“Thank you for re-consulting me on the above application.
The results of the geophysical survey of the site show some anomalies that may be of
archaeological origin. The comments I made in a letter to you dated 29 February 2016
therefore remain the same. I consider the construction of the proposed development has
the potential to disturb buried archaeological assets of local significance. I recommend
that, in the event planning consent is granted, an archaeological evaluation and, where
necessary, a scheme of archaeological recording of the site be undertaken in advance of
development. I advise that this work should be commissioned and undertaken at the
expense of the developer and can be secured through the inclusion of a condition in any
planning consent. I 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 significant archaeological remains are revealed by the programme of
archaeological work, 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)
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding the above.”
United Utilities
“Drainage Conditions
United Utilities will have no objection to the proposed development provided that the
following conditions are attached to any approval:
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Foul Water
Condition 1
Foul and surface water shall be drained on separate systems.
Reason: To secure proper drainage and to manage the risk of flooding and pollution.
Surface Water
Condition 2
Prior to the commencement of any development, a surface water drainage scheme, based
on the hierarchy of drainage options in the National Planning Practice Guidance with
evidence of an assessment of the site conditions shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.
The surface water drainage scheme must be in accordance with the Non-Statutory
Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems (March 2015) or any subsequent
replacement national standards and unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority, no surface water shall discharge to the public sewerage system either
directly or indirectly.
The development shall be completed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To promote sustainable development, secure proper drainage and to manage
the risk of flooding and pollution. This condition is imposed in light of policies within the
NPPF and NPPG.
·

Following our review of Flood Risk Assessment, we can confirm the proposals are
acceptable in principle to United Utilities. The drainage for the development hereby
approved, shall be carried out in accordance with principles set out in the submitted
Flood Risk Assessment (Ref No. 15191/FRA/01V6, dated February 2016) which was
prepared by Lindsay Palmer of Geo-Environmental LTD. No surface water will be
permitted to drain directly or indirectly into the public sewer. Any variation to the
discharge of foul shall be agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the
commencement of the development. The development shall be completed in
accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory form of development and to prevent an undue increase
in surface water run-off and to reduce the risk of flooding
The applicant can discuss any of the above with Developer Engineer, Josephine Wong, by
email at wastewaterdeveloperservices@uuplc.co.uk.
Management and maintenance of Sustainable Drainage Systems
Regardless of the stage in the planning process, we recommend the Local Planning
Authority includes a condition in their Decision Notice regarding a management and
maintenance regime for Sustainable Drainage Systems. We suggest the following
condition should be appropriate for most instances;
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Condition 3
Prior to the commencement of the development a sustainable drainage management and
maintenance plan for the lifetime of the development shall be submitted to the Local
Planning authority and agreed in writing. The sustainable drainage management and
maintenance plan shall include as a minimum:
a. The arrangements for adoption by an appropriate public body or statutory
undertaker, or, management and maintenance by a Resident’s Management
Company; and
b. Arrangements concerning appropriate funding mechanisms for its ongoing
maintenance of all elements of the sustainable drainage system (including
mechanical components) and will include elements such as ongoing inspections
relating to performance and asset condition assessments, operation costs, regular
maintenance, remedial woks and irregular maintenance caused by less sustainable
limited life assets or any other arrangements to secure the operation of the surface
water drainage scheme throughout its lifetime.
The development shall subsequently be completed, maintained and managed in
accordance with the approved plan.
Reason: To manage flooding and pollution and to ensure that a managing body is in place
for the sustainable drainage system and there is funding and maintenance mechanism for
the lifetime of the development.
We recommend the developer also contacts the Local Planning Authority along with the
Lead Local Flood Authority to discuss surface water drainage as they will ultimately be the
decision maker on this matter.
Water Comments
·

A water supply can be made available to the proposed development.

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.
Should this planning application be approved, the applicant should contact United Utilities
on 03456 723 723 regarding connection to the water mains or public sewers.
General comments
It is the applicant's responsibility to demonstrate the exact relationship between any
United Utilities' assets and the proposed development. United Utilities offers a fully
supported mapping service and we recommend the applicant contact our Property
Searches Team on 03707 510101 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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Supporting information
United Utilities wishes to draw attention to the following as a means to facilitate
sustainable development within the region.
Site drainage
In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the National
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), the site should be drained on a separate system with
foul water draining to the public sewer and surface water draining in the most sustainable
way.
The NPPG 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 following drainage options in the following order of priority:
1. into the ground (infiltration);
2. to a surface water body;
3. to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or another drainage system;
4. to a combined sewer.
The comments made in this letter regarding site drainage reflect this approach.
Justification for Pre-commencement condition
If a ‘Pre-commencement’ condition has been requested in this correspondence, please
consider the following information as justification of this request.
In accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 Part 6, we have been asked to provide written
justification for any pre-commencement condition we may have recommended to you in
respect of surface water disposal.
The purpose of the planning system is to help achieve sustainable development. This
includes securing the most sustainable approach to surface water disposal in accordance
with the surface water hierarchy.
It is important to explain that the volume arising from surface water flows can be many
times greater than the foul flows from the same development. As a result they have the
potential to use up a significant volume of capacity in our infrastructure. If we can avoid
and manage surface water flows entering the public sewer, we are able to significantly
manage the impact of development on wastewater infrastructure and, in accordance with
Paragraph 103 of the NPPF, minimise the risk of flooding. Managing the impact of
surface water on wastewater infrastructure is also more sustainable as it reduces the
pumping and treatment of unnecessary surface water and retains important capacity for
foul flows.
As our powers under the Water Industry Act are limited, it is important to ensure explicit
control over the approach to surface water disposal in any planning permission that you
may grant.
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Our reasoning for recommending this as a pre-commencement condition is further
justifiable as drainage is an early activity in the construction process. It is in the interest of
all stakeholders to ensure the approach is agreed before development commences.
Further information regarding Developer Services and Planning, can be found on our
website at http://www.unitedutilities.com/builders-developers.aspx.”
Planning Policy Section, Barrow Council
“The site is a greenfield site on the edge of, but outside, the existing built up area. The site
forms part of a larger Green Wedge identified in the current saved Local Plan as Land to
the North of Flass Lane.
The site is currently accessed from an existing highway and is on a lower plain to the
Beacon Hill estate which it adjoins.
These comments are concerned solely with the principle of development on the site,
rather than specifics such as design.
Saved Local Plan Policy
Planning applications must be determined in accordance with the Development Plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Saved Policies B3, D1 and D4 are the
most relevant to the principle of the development.
Saved Policy D1 is a countryside protection policy. This policy is only partly consistent with
the NPPF as it seeks to protect the open countryside for its own sake whereas the NPPF
only requires the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside to be recognised and
valued landscapes protected. Policy D1 has however been found sufficiently consistent
with the NPPF to be given weight in local appeals.
The proposal does not comply with Policy B3 which directs development to areas within
the built up area. As the Council is able to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable sites
and the policy accords with the NPPF full weight can be given to this policy. This stance
was supported by the Inspector at the recent Chapel Houses appeal.
Policy D4 states that development within Green Wedges that would detract from their
value as a setting for recreation, providing important urban space and visual relief and
contrast between residential areas would not be permitted. The supporting text states that
“the aim of Policy D4 is not to prevent all development but to ensure that any necessary
development does not detract from the purpose of the green wedge”.
The site is within private ownership and cannot be used for public recreation although it
does provide a wider setting for the footpath and woodland to the North. As it is outside
the urban area it does not provide important urban space. The question is therefore
whether the development would harm the visual relief and contrast between residential
areas.
The majority of the wider Green Wedge provides relief and contrast between the Holbeck
and Beacon Hill estates. As the development is relatively self contained being set within a
“bowl” like feature it is unlikely that the development would harm the relief and contrast
between these two estates, or between the adjoining residential area and Parkhouse
Farm to the North East.
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Permission was granted for housing on an area in the south of this particular Green
Wedge last year (Land at Sherbourne Avenue).
Material Considerations
There are a number of relevant material considerations relating to the principle of
development on the site, including the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and
Practice Guidance, relevant appeal decisions and relevant case law. Local financial
considerations offered as a contribution can also be taken into account.
The NPPF includes a presumption in favour of sustainable development. Although the site
is outside the existing built up area, the policy team considers the site to be in a
sustainable location and this is indicated by its inclusion as a preferred site within the
emerging Local Plan.
Emerging Local Plan
Little if any weight can be given to the emerging Local Plan at this stage as there are
outstanding objections to policies within it and the consultations have only been carried
out informally and not under the Regulations. The site is identified in the latest draft of the
Local Plan, the Preferred Options Draft, as a preferred site for housing and is being taken
forward through the emerging plan as a new housing allocation.
Summary
Whilst the site is a preferred option for allocation in the emerging Plan, approval would be
contrary to the Saved Policies in the current Development Plan. The conflict with the Plan
needs to be considered alongside any other material considerations before the application
can be determined.
Historic England
“Thank you for your letter of 24 February 2016 notifying Historic England of the scheme
for planning permission relating to the above site. Our specialist staff have considered
the information received and we do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.
Recommendation
The application(s) should be determined in accordance with national and local
policy guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice.
It is not necessary for us to be consulted again on this application. However, if you would
like further advice, please contact us to explain your request. We can then let you know if
we are able to help further and agree a timetable with you.”
Cumbria Constabulary
“Many thanks for your communication dated 7th March 2016. I wish to make the following
observations regarding this application, which I have considered from a crime prevention
perspective.
I am encouraged to note the reference to crime prevention (Item 4.5) in the submitted
Design and Access Statement, relating to access routes, rear access footpaths and car
parking.
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Generally, the dwellings are orientated to overlook each other, promoting neighbourliness
without compromising privacy. The repeated deployment of the Ascot house type (‘dualaspect’ frontage) is welcomed.
However, I would suggest that the Public Open Space between Units 32 & 33 is poorly
positioned, as it is almost concealed in the south-west corner of the site. The closest
dwelling - Brathay house type - has only bathroom (obscured glazing) at ground and first
floors.
I would also suggest that the detached garage positioned between Units 39 and 42 lacks
ownership and should be more obviously associated to its dwelling.
It is essential that the rear gardens of Units 33 – 38 and 44) are protected from intrusion
via the adjacent track, which permits unrestricted and potentially unobserved approach. I
recommend the deployment of vertical close-boarded timber fencing to at least 2.4m along
this part of the site perimeter.
Front garden curtilages should be established with physical boundary treatments, as these
are more effective than symbolic treatments in promoting the concept of defensible space.
Walls, fences or hedges could be considered. But a continuous line of planting is suitable
for this purpose.
Unfortunately, the applicant has not indicated how dwellings will be protected from
burglary. I recommend the incorporation of door and window products compliant with PAS
24:2012 and fitted with laminated glazing (BS EN 356:2000 P1A) where appropriate.
The street lighting scheme should exhibit high uniformity and colour rendition values
(ideally 0.4Uo and 80 CRI).
Consideration should also be given to dwelling exterior lighting (particularly in rear
gardens) so that intruders will be more prominent. The deployment of low-energy ‘white’
light sources, controlled by photoelectric cell (NOT passive infrared trigger) is preferred.
The applicant may consider applying for Secured by Design certification for this
development. I shall be pleased to discuss any crime prevention issues arising from this
application”
Cumbria County Council
"Thank you for the opportunity to provide your authority with comments this application,
the County Council objects to this proposal and has the following comments to make.
EDUCATION
The full planning application is for a proposed development on land near Meadowlands
Avenue, Barrow-in- Furness. The development is proposed to comprise of 44 houses,
which using a population led model, would produce a theoretical yield of 15
children (9 primary and 6 secondary aged children). The development lies in the
catchment areas of Newbarns Primary School (0.88 miles) and Furness Academy (0.96
miles).
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The methodology for calculating available spaces in schools first considers
developments with planning approval, before assessing which schools the
developments will impact and what spaces remain for the
most recently proposed development.
The pupil yield model, used to calculate how many children a development is likely to
produce, works on the average number of children in dwellings across Cumbria. This
methodology provides a best estimation for determining pupil yields for the purpose of
planning for school places, and has been agreed within the Cumbria County Council
Planning Obligation Policy.
Currently there are three other developments affecting the primary and six affecting the
secondary school. Table 1 below shows the catchment schools of Newbarns Primary
School and Furness Academy, as well as other schools required to accommodate the
yield from this development;
PAN

Average NOR Average
(Sept 15)
spaces

PAN cap

Site

Status

Houses

Primary

Secondary

Comment

Spacesyield

Primary
Parkview
Newbarns Primary School

60

420

408

12 14/0392
Sherbourne

approved

61

12

14/0657

approved

93

19

submitted

20

4

Duchy Court
15/0110
Chetwynde School
Holy Family Catholic Primary School
St Paul's CE Junior School
Victoria Infant and Nursery School,
Barrow

24

168

168

0

0

30

210

207

3

0

35

140

95

45

0

Inf/jun split for 9 primary is 4 inf

75

225

224

1

0

Parkside GGI Academy

60

180

130

50

0

Cambridge Primary School

45

315

193

122

0

and 5 jun

233

TOTAL

35

198

Secondary
Iron works
Furness Academy

240

1200

918

282 12/0377
Parkview
12/0392
Bradys Yard
14/0360
Sherbourne
14/0657

approved

57

8

approved

61

9

approved

84

12

approved

93

13

submitted

155

22

submitted

23

1
65

Dalton Lane
15/0707

Are submitted applications
included
now?

Cavendish
Villas 16/0026
TOTAL

282

PAN Capacity - the total capacity of the school based on the Published Admission
Number (PAN) x the number of year groups in the school.
Average spaces - shows the average number of available places in a school per year
over the projection period (4 years for primary schools and 11 years for secondary
schools) – these are spaces in the school before any housing development is considered.
Primary/Secondary yield – the number of primary or secondary children that will be
yielded from the proposed development.
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Primary
The information provided above shows that there are insufficient spaces within the
catchment school, after other developments are taken into account; however there are
places within the next nearest primary schools of Holy Family Catholic Primary, St
Paul’s CE Junior, Victoria Infant & Junior and Parkside GGI Academy to accommodate
the pupil yield so no education contribution required.
Secondary
The information above shows that there is sufficient space within the catchment
school of Furness academy so no education contribution required.
TRANSPORT
Public Transport
The nearest bus service is on Harrell Lane - Service 3 with good daytime / evening /
Sunday frequency. Provision of good pedestrian links from the site to the nearest bus
stops should therefore be a priority.
Community Transport
As the development is situated within the urban boundary of Barrow-in-Furness, no
contribution to community transport is required.
Schools Transport
The County Council’s School Organisation Team has advised that this development is
likely to yield 9 primary aged children and 6 secondary aged children.
It is anticipated that there will be sufficient spaces available at Schools within the statutory
walking distance for each age group. As the walking routes are within the urban area of
Barrow, no route safety issues are anticipated. No contribution to school transport is
therefore required.
Historic Environment Officer 29.02.16
Our records indicate that the site lies in an area of some archaeological potential. A
number of prehistoric artefacts have been revealed in the vicinity, including axes and a
stone mace, indicating that the area was a focus for activity during this period.
Furthermore, Roman agricultural remains were revealed in an archaeological investigation
undertaken in advance of development to the south. It is therefore considered that the
construction of the proposed development has the potential to disturb buried
archaeological assets.
I therefore recommend that, in the event planning consent is granted, an archaeological
evaluation and, where necessary, a scheme of archaeological recording of the site be
undertaken in advance of development. I advise that this work should be commissioned
and undertaken at the expense of the developer and can be secured through the inclusion
of a condition in any planning consent. I suggest the following form of words:
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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 dependent
upon the results of the evaluation;
iii)
Where significant archaeological remains are revealed by the programme of
archaeological work, 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)
Lead Local Flood Authority
The County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority objects to the proposal because
of concerns about the detail contained within the FRA and because of the lack of detail at
full application stage.
Historic flooding and existing surface water flows
The FRA says there are no historic records of flooding occurring at the proposed
development site but we are aware that this site floods frequently and much of the site
ST

was standing underwater on 1 March 2016. Records of flooding are usually
generated when a building floods internally rather than when a vacant field floods but
there was an incident of property flooding related to this site which involved the Fire
service and pumps to resolve it. It is understood that the cause of this flood has not
been solved and that Barrow Borough Council Environmental Health may have further
information regarding the incident.
It is understood that the topography of the site is to be engineered to mitigate any risk
associated with overland flows. The effect of this engineering on existing flow routes from
off site need to be considered but contributing areas and routes have not been identified.
The water that currently stands on the site after rainfall is water that would otherwise be
somewhere else increasing flood risk to others. If this water is to be displaced then careful
consideration of where this water (including groundwater) will be displaced to must be
provided which has not been done. The hydrological characteristics of the fill material will
need to be taken into account.
We would consider that a solution working with existing topography by utilising existing natural
low lying areas and conveyance pathways would be in keeping with the intention of Paragraph
51 of the Planning Practice Guidance to mimic natural drainage as closely as possible.
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Drainage design
Some preliminary details have been provided but the level of detail is not sufficient for a
full planning application and we would object to these details being left for a condition
as this would risk planning consent being awarded to a proposal that is not
possible to construct without increasing flood risk elsewhere. No maintenance
program, detailed drainage design, detailed landscape details has been supplied.
The final discharge destination has not been finalised. Please see the guidance in
section 2, and in particular 2.14, of the NON STATUTORY TECHNICAL STANDARDS
FOR SUSTAINABLE DRAINAGE Practice guidance for the level of detail that should be
expected from the applicant at full application stage.
The preliminary details show only one site control feature which is not in keeping with
the intention of Paragraph 51 of the Planning Practice Guidance to control surface water
run off close to where it falls. The site control is a 750m3 detention basin which would
have to be deep based on the layout provided so consideration of the water table will
be required because this may reduce the capacity of the basin. Safety is also a
concern where there may be deep water. 750m 3 seems to be based only on the
volume required to store the difference between the 1 in 100 year greenfield run off rate
and the 1 in 100 year post development run off rate. In order to avoid increasing flood
risk to others the detention basin also needs to store 1) the runoff volume for the 1 in
100 year, 6 hour rainfall event and 2) the volume of any displaced volume or flow due
to the reengineering of the site topography or these volumes must be stored elsewhere
on the site.
We are also concerned about the reliance on pumping and the risk of failure this
brings (which is likely to occur during thunderstorms and intense rainfall). Pumping also
introduces a large maintenance and energy burden. The design also needs to be shown
to be compliant with the rest of the technical standards.
HIGHWAYS AUTHORITY
Having consideration for the following Transport Accessibility and Highways issues;
Local Transport Plan Policy LD5
Local Transport Plan Policy LD6

Access to new developments
Developer contributions

Local Transport Plan Policy LD7
Local Transport Plan Policy LD8

Design standards
Safety and security

Transport Assessment
It is considered that the submitted Transport Assessment is satisfactory although the
proposed site is not very accessible by public transport. The nearest bus stops are 700m
away and although it is on the edge of town there are not really any services nearby.
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Adoptability of Street
It is considered that where developments involve the construction of residential streets
for more than 5 dwellings, it is the recommendation of the Highway Authority that
developers enter into an agreement with the Authority under Section 38 of the Highways
Act 1980, under which they themselves agree to construct the streets to the satisfaction
of the Highway Authority.
It is considered that the road serving plots 14-19 which is described as a private
shared drive will need to be used by vehicles servicing the site and should be constructed
to an adoptable standard. This is firstly because cul-de-sacs promote dependence on the
car and lead to additional vehicle travel so it is best practice to avoid them as per the
ministerial guidance in Manual for Streets. Secondly, the turning heads shown are not
to the standard required to allow a pantechnicon to turn, if these service vehicles are able
to use the road a loop can be created and the need for unsafe reversing can be
eliminated.
Access
The proposed access onto Meadowlands Avenue is acceptable. The development
will increase the pressure on the junction of Meadowlands Avenue / Rating Lane but
this is currently also considered acceptable.
Internal layout
As stated above we would be minded to accept the proposed layout provided that the
road serving plots 14-19 which is described as a private shared drive is constructed to a
standard that allows for vehicles to traverse. Without this there are three cul-de-sacs
with turning heads which are not useable or of sufficient dimension to allow a
pantechnicon to turn.
The kerb radius is less than 6m in places but this can be acceptable with the use of
overrun areas.
A pedestrian link should be created to the footpath to the north of the site.
A further speed restraint is needed on the section of Shared Surface Road serving plots
6-14 and 25 to bring the design speed down to less than 15mph.
It should be noted that whilst the current design is broadly acceptable for the proposed
development, the design will preclude any future expansion to the east because the
roads serving plots 6-20 & 26-39 reduce to a carriageway width of less than 5.5m which
will not be suitable for more houses in that direction. It would be preferable for at least
one of the roads to the turning heads at plots 13 and/or 26 to remain at 5.5m for its
entire length. Pedestrian links should be created between Meadowlands Avenue and
the Furness Abbey to Flass Lane Greenway and future connections should be provided.
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Parking Provision
Parking provision for cars is in accordance with the Parking Guidelines in Cumbria with
the communal and visitor spaces available as on street parking.
Sustainable transport must be convenient and access to cycle storage should be at least
as convenient as access to car parking. It is noted that no provision for secure and
convenient cycle parking facilities is shown. Manual for Streets would suggest that
bespoke cycle storage should be provided potentially for one cycle per resident. Another
option is to provide communal cycle parking in secure facilities.
Conclusion
The proposal is broadly acceptable to the highway authority subject to conditions. The
design should allow for pedestrian connections and future road connections, unsafe
reversing should be designed out, and convenient and secure cycle parking should be
provided.
LOCAL MEMBER COMMENTS
No local member comments were received.
CONCLUSION
Cumbria County Council objects to this proposal because of concerns that the site
will flood and will increase flood risk elsewhere. We consider that these concerns are
serious and that a condition could not mitigate the adverse effects of the development.
Cumbria County Council – Development Management Officer 15.04.16
This developer or a future developer may look to expand towards the east, MfS guidance
would suggest we should allow for future growth by continuing streets to the edge of the
site so that they can be extended at a later date. If we don’t provide a future connection
then we will leave a vast area to the east of Barrow with no obvious points of connection to
the wider network.
Cumbria County Council 10.05.16
“Thank you for the opportunity to provide your authority with comments this application.
The applicant has provided further information regarding flood risk and the drainage
strategy following our previous comments where we objected on the grounds of flood
risk. The developer has not alleviated our concern and we County Council objects to
this proposal and has the following comments to make.
Firstly, we would reiterate the mitigation we have requested for non flood risk concerns
from our previous response in which further detail is available.
TRANSPORT
The nearest bus service is on Harrell Lane - Service 3 with good daytime / evening /
Sunday frequency. Provision of good pedestrian links from the site to the nearest bus
stops should therefore be a priority.
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HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
It is considered that the construction of the proposed development has the potential to
disturb buried archaeological assets. I therefore recommend that, in the event planning
consent is granted, an archaeological evaluation and, where necessary, a scheme of
archaeological recording of the site be undertaken in advance of development.
HIGHWAYS AUTHORITY
We would be minded to accept the proposed layout provided that the road serving
plots 14-19 which is described as a private shared drive is constructed to a standard that
allows for vehicles to traverse. Without this there are three cul-de-sacs with turning
heads which are not useable or of sufficient dimension to allow a pantechnicon to turn.
The kerb radius is less than 6m in places but this can be acceptable with the use of
overrun areas.
A pedestrian link should be created to the footpath to the north of the site and we
welcome that the developer has been progressing this.
A further speed restraint is needed on the section of Shared Surface Road serving plots
6-14 and 25 to bring the design speed down to less than 15mph.
It should be noted that whilst the current design is broadly acceptable for the
proposed development, the design will preclude any future expansion to the east.
Manual for Streets guidance is that developments should be futureproofed with
access points to connect with any future development provided. Some of the
documents do refer to this development as Phase 1 suggesting there may be future
plans to expand.
Manual for Streets would suggest that bespoke cycle storage should be provided
potentially for one cycle per resident. Another option is to provide communal cycle
parking in secure facilities.
The proposal is broadly acceptable to the highway authority subject to conditions.
The design should allow for pedestrian connections and future road connections,
unsafe reversing should be designed out, and convenient and secure cycle parking
should be provided.
Our objection to this proposal is because of concerns that the site will flood and will
increase flood risk elsewhere and the following comments are applicable regarding the
updated information which has been provided relating to this matter (primarily the email
and attachments dated 20/04/2016 from Paul Waite Associates Ltd).
Lead Local Flood Authority
The County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority objects to the proposal because
of concerns about the detail contained within the FRA and because of the lack of detail
at full application stage.
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Historic flooding and existing surface water flows
The applicant discusses the historic incident of property flooding in close proximity to the
site. The applicant believes that only [surface water] run-off from the development site
could have caused the flooding and that the proposal will reduce this flood risk
because the development will decrease the run off. Even if the proposal does reduce
surface water runoff towards the historic flood location from the site (which is not
accepted at present) it is not the case that only [surface water] run-off from the
development site could have caused the flooding, the cause of this flooding incident is
not understood but the spring popping up suggests an underground source.
The applicant has identified that existing surface water flows reach the site from
the north and has determined the volume of water (1976m3) that would be contained in
the depression on site if it was full and the model shows that after the critical 1 in 100
year rainfall event the depression would contain 1395m3 of stormwater. The applicant
seems to be stating that there should be no requirement to compensate for any loss of
this surface water storage volume. It is very difficult to understand the argument of the
applicant but it appears to depend on an assertion that the depressions fill over a
long duration which is an illogical argument because the flood risk is caused by the loss
of a significant, existing, safely stored, volume of water and this does not depend on the
amount of time it takes to build up this volume of water.
The applicant’s proposal to deal with the existing surface water flood risk on site by land
reprofiling is of concern and we object to the principle of this element of the proposal.
A key principle of the paragraphs relating to flood risk in the NPPF is that development
in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development away from
areas at highest risk, but where development is necessary, making it safe without
increasing flood risk elsewhere. We consider that vulnerable development such as
houses should be avoided in the existing flood risk areas, which would best be left as
green areas within the site. A drainage scheme working with existing topography by
utilising existing natural low lying areas and conveyance pathways would be in
keeping with the NPPF and the intention of Paragraph 51 of the Planning Practice
Guidance to mimic natural drainage as closely as possible.
If as LPA you decide to allow the site to be engineered, the effect of this engineering
on existing flow routes from off site must be considered. It would not be impossible to
make such a development safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere but it would
introduce significant uncertainties and make it very difficult to verify any proposed
scheme. If the potential for safely stored water from the existing depressions is to be
displaced then careful consideration of where this water (including groundwater) will
be displaced to must be provided which has still not been done. The hydrological
characteristics of the fill material will need to be taken into account. Any displaced
water is likely to need to be stored on site and there will need to be a high degree of
certainty that the water which is to be stored elsewhere is the water that would
otherwise have been destined for the depressions that is being collected elsewhere. As
the site cuts off the surface water route to the depression outside of the site boundary
the developer will also need to either intercept and store this water or find a way to
allow these flows to pass unhindered without affecting the proposed site drainage that
crosses this route.
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Drainage Design
All of our previous comments regarding the drainage design are unaffected by the
recent submissions by the applicant.
The level of detail provided is still not sufficient for a full planning application and we
would object to these details being left for a condition as this would risk planning
consent being awarded to a proposal that is not possible to construct without increasing
flood risk elsewhere.
There is still only one site control feature proposed which is not in keeping with the
intention of Paragraph 51 of the Planning Practice Guidance to control surface water
run off close to where it falls. The developer should investigate the full range of
SuDS components, to determine which are suitable for the site and use them if
appropriate or explain why they are not appropriate if that is the case.
There also seems to be some confusion about how to comply with the NON
STATUTORY TECHNICAL STANDARDS FOR SUSTAINABLE DRAINAGE. S2, S4,
S7, S8 and S9 are applicable to this site and should be dealt with by the Drainage
Strategy, and S10 to S14 will be delivered if all drainage components are designed and
constructed to be maintainable. The applicant refers by email to discharge rates, which
relates to S2, but the rates calculated refer to areas outside of the development site
which is incorrect. Where the applicant refers by email to discharge volume this
should relate to S4 but the applicant is describing the displaced volume from the
depression here which is also incorrect.
Based on the information that has been supplied by the developer, which it is important
to note has not been verified at this stage, an early estimate is that the developer
needs to store 750m3 Attenuation Volume to comply with S2, PLUS 549m3 Long
Term Storage Volume to comply with S4, PLUS 2185m3
Compensatory Volume from the two depressions.
If the pumping station is to pump foul water only and all surface water drainage will be
positively drained by gravity then we can remove this element of our objection.
CONCLUSION
Cumbria County Council objects to this proposal because of concerns that the site
will flood and will increase flood risk elsewhere. We consider that these concerns are
serious and that a condition could not mitigate the adverse effects of the development.
If you have any queries over this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.”
Urban Design Consultant appointed by Barrow Borough Council
This site was identified as part of the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan having the
potential to accommodate development only on the basis of its ability to be assimilated
sensitively into the surrounding landscape as part of the wider Green Infrastructure
Strategy and not simply as a suburban extension.
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The concept was to create a distinct `clustered’ development separated from the existing
built up edge by a landscape buffer based on the need to accommodate drainage
provision for run off from the site and surrounding areas.
A key feature of the GI Strategy is that it is not a `blueprint’, however, neither is it to be
ignored. In taking a balanced approach to the site the following comments are made to
assist in refining the design so that it fits more closely with the objectives of the Green
Infrastructure Strategy and in doing so create a more characterful landscape dominated
development .
General Layout
It will be important that the development achieves an identity separate from Meadowlands
Avenue. This will require a degree of physical and visual separation and greater spatial
variety within the layout more reflective of its settlement edge location. The impact of the
highway will also need to be reduced by softening the design of turning areas and by
making sure that small unmanageable areas of landscaping are avoided in favour of more
robust and fluid connections between routes and landscaping. In the interests of
biodiversity every effort needs to be taken to connect sections of planting through the site
to aide habitat and foraging. This is especially the case between the back to back row of
properties.
The following comments indicate potential solutions that the Local Planning Authority
considers would assist in the proper planning of the scheme:
Plots 1 to 13 collectively are of the greatest concern in forming such a hard projecting
edge so close to the amenity value of the Millennium Woodland to the north.
Plot 1- Delete unit to provide buffer to aide the identity of the site and to reduce the
overbearing impact on 35 Meadowlands Avenue.
Plot 4 & 5 - Delete units to create a larger green space to define a more rural character
around the internal junction and in creating an important break creating smaller groups of
units against the boundary with the Millennium Woodland. Plots 3 and 6/7 angled inwards
to address the space to be defined with hedge landscaping supported by timber post and
rail fencing.
Plots12 & 13 - create a hard edge to the development defined by a prominent side gable
of Plot 13. It is considered that these sites should be amalgamated with a heavily
landscaped boundary occupied by a single key house type with gated entrance set back
from the building line allowing the view towards the fields and proposed pond to the east
to open up sooner. The boundary should be designed to enable an enlarged area to be
provided for an informally shaped turning area.
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Plots 14 & 25 – The side boundaries to the rear gardens should angle inwards to enable
a larger less regular planting area to be created. Where they meet a margin of green
Infrastructure will need to be provided between all the rear garden areas planted with
Hawthorn as a locally native species creating habitat and a corridor for wildlife movement
in addition to improving privacy. Simple vertical panelled fencing would make a less
suburban statement
The Eastern Site Boundary – The site edge needs to be defined by a timber post and rail
or post and wire fence supported by hawthorn planting to provide a mature landscaped
edge to the development and to the adjacent field. Access to the pond and pumping
station should align with the main access road and be formed by a double timber field
gate.
Plots 14 – 18 - The front gardens will need hedges to soften the edge of the development
and to define the front gardens as semi-private space.
Plot 19/20 – Indent side garden boundary fencing to achieve larger streetscene planting
area.
Plots 21/22 – Plant hedge between plots to help conceal parking.
Plot 23 – Hedge planting to driveway helping to define semi-private space adjacent to
public space.
Plot 24/25 – Plant hedge between plots.
The public amenity area will need to be hedge planted against the driveway to the rear to
protect amenity
Plots 25 – 32 – Front gardens will need hedge frontages in addition to specimen trees.
Hedges should also be used on the narrow strips between driveways to help conceal the
dominant effect of parked cars.
Plot 33/34 – It is considered that these plots should be amalgamated into a single unit
within a large setting to create another set piece high value unit within the scheme
providing helpful variety to the character of the scheme defined heavily by landscaping as
with plots 12 and 13.
Plot 35/38 – Creating the single plot at 33/34 would allow additional space to improve the
frontage environment for these units where car parking would be exceptionally prominent
within the streetscene to the extent that side parking could be achieved.
Plot 40 – Hedgerow to frontage
Plot 41 – The location and form of the garage is considered to be impractical especially
confined to a narrow long tunnel separated from the rear garden area. It is considered
that this unit be deleted enabling plots 42 to 44 to be moved further away from existing
properties fronting onto Maylands Grove and at least on Plot 44 car parking to the side.

Page 47 of 73

PLANNING COMMITTEE
14th June 2016
OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 The application site comprises 1.9 ha of farm land situated at the end of Meadowlands
Avenue where the carriageway terminates abruptly at the site’s western boundary. The
site includes an eastwards projection which is narrower than the rest. This narrower
section would accommodate the proposed attenuation pond with the main body of the site
(1.56ha) providing 44 dwellings. Excluding the pond area this equates to 28 dwellings per
hectare, or based upon the whole application site – 23 per hectare.
The northern boundary adjoins the Council owned ‘The Rootings’ where agricultural land
was planted as woodland 10 years ago . To the south the site adjoins in part a BBC
transmitting station and to the east further agricultural land extending to the Mill Beck
Valley and beyond.
The western boundary follows the rear gardens of properties in Maylands Grove with a
private access track separating these gardens from the application site. The access track
turns through 90 degrees to serve paddocks/fields, the transmitting station and the rear
garden of one of the properties on Maylands Grove.
The site forms part of an area of land designated as green wedge in the local plan review.
In landscape terms at county level it falls within the sub type 5c ‘ Rolling Lowland’ (
Cumbria landscape Character & Tool Kit). The key characteristics of this landscape type
are described as :
Open undulating and rolling topography
Lowland agricultural landscape dominated by pasture
Hedges and hedgerow trees are common on lower ground and sparse on higher ground
Some scrub woodland.
This is the same landscape type as the Manor Road Inquiry site.
There is no current landscape character assessment for the site at a district level.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 The proposed housing estate would be served solely via an extension of
Meadowlands Avenue with the houses laid around a series of cul-de-sacs though two of
these would be linked via a private shared drive serving a small number of houses.
The houses would be detached (26) and semi detached(18) and are either 3 or 4
bedroomed.
An area of open space (200m2) is shown to be provided prominently near the entrance to
the site with the aim of creating an open feel to the estate. The area accommodating the
pond to the rear of the site extends to extends to 0.35 ha of which approximately half is
shown to remain in agricultural use.
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The site gently undulates between heights of 22.9m OD and 25.5m OD with there being
two depressions or low points in or close to the site. These are identified as ‘Depression
no 1 and no 2 in the ‘Existing Rural Run –Off Catchments’ plan which accompanies the
application. This is attached as appendix 2 . No 1 is located in the north west corner and
runs across the proposed access point. No 2 is located just beyond the south east corner
of the site.
The proposal broadly follows the existing contours although at the entrance to the site the
houses are shown to be built up quite considerably above existing ground level; typically
2m above. This is to address the fact the site at this point is considerably lower than the
carriageway of Meadowlands Avenue and the aim for the proposed houses to relate to the
level of the new road. Ground levels are also indicated to be raised at this lower level
though it would remain a depression.
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
Previous appeal decision/application
3.1 1998/0685 Residential development (outline) on part of site (0.35ha). Planning
permission refused with appeal dismissed in April 1999.
Inspector considered found that (paragraph numbers in brackets):
The site to be located within the open countryside beyond the limit if existing residential
development (2).
That the countryside was attractive and that the northern and eastern boundaries of the
application site were unrelated to any clearly defined features (6)
Considered that government policy was committed to the development of land within
urban areas before considering development of green field sites (7).
That approval of the proposal would be contrary to the structure plan and local plan
policies B1, B2 and B4 which reflected government policy (8) [note these policies refer to
the previous local plan].
That the proposal would result in the uncoordinated extension of residential development
into the open countryside (6)
2013 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
3.2 The majority of the site identified as site SHL103 in the SHLAA 2013 in response to
the Council’s call for sites (part of the SHLAA process).
This forms part of the preparation of the new Local Plan which involves the Council inviting
submissions from land owners who wish to have their sites considered for allocation. The
land owner put forward a site similar to the boundaries of the current planning application.
2014 Local Plan Issues and Options Consultations Draft
3.3 Site included within the Issues and Options Consultation Draft.
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2015 Local Plan Preferred Options Consultation Draft
3.4 Site identified as a preferred option for housing in the Draft document, following an
assessment by Policy officers.
2016 Local Plan Publications Draft
3.5 The Publication Draft along with further evidence including consultation responses is
currently being prepared with a publish date envisaged to be July 2016.
Legislative/national/local policy context
The Development Plan
3.6 The Act [Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning act 1990 and Section 38(6)
of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004] requires that a determination should
be made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. In other words the starting point for the determination of a planning
application is the development plan, where one exists. In this case a development plan
does exist which for the purposes of this application are the saved policies of the Local
Plan Review 1996 – 2006 and the Housing Chapter Alteration 2006.
The National Planning Policy Framework (Framework) states that following 12 months
from its introduction (March 2012) that saved policies can only be given weight according
to their degree of consistency with the Framework. It therefore follows that in order to
establish whether weight can continue to be attached to a saved policy it is first necessary
to consider the consistency issue.
The saved policies most relevant to the determination of this appeal are B3, B10, D1 and
D4. Taking these in turn:
B3 is not fully consistent as it refers to the Structure Plan which is revoked and relies on a
sequential test where green field sites will not be released if brownfield land is available.
This exceeds the requirements of the Framework which only requires council’s to
‘encourage the effective use of land by reusing land which has been previously developed
(brownfield)’. However requiring development to be sited within built up areas is sufficiently
consistent with the framework given that B3 seeks to promote sustainable patterns of
development, encourages the development of brownfield land, and requires the intrinsic
character and beauty of the countryside to be recognised.
B10 seeks to protect the countryside from residential development is sufficiently
consistent as for the reasons as per B3 above.
D1 is not considered to be fully consistent with the Framework as it seeks to protect the
countryside for its own sake which is not a phrase found in the Framework, and from most
forms of development. However the Framework requires the intrinsic character and beauty
of the countryside to be recognised when dealing with planning matters. The Framework
can be considered to place more emphasis on assessing the impact on character and
beauty rather than a blanket ban approach. However it is considered sufficiently
consistent to be given weight as per B3 above provided it is interpreted in the light of the
Framework’s wording.
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Saved policies B3, B10,and D1 have been found to be sufficiently consistent with the
Framework to be given weight in appeal decisions as recently as November 2015 (Pit
lane, Lindal) and February 2016 (Chapel Houses, Newton)
D4 states that development within Green Wedges that would detract from their value as a
setting for recreation, providing important urban space and visual relief and contrast
between residential areas would not be permitted. The supporting text states that “the aim
of Policy D4 is not to prevent all development but to ensure that any necessary
development does not detract from the purpose of the green wedge”. The statement that
development will not be permitted is not in accordance with the Framework which requires
judgements to be made as a matter of planning balance but is considered sufficiently
consistent to be given weight as per B3.
Emerging Local Plan Policy
3.7 The origins of this application lie in the call for sites carried out as part of the SHLAA
process. The majority of the site corresponds with SHL Site 103 and which was taken
forward into the Preferred Options Draft, as a preferred site for housing. It is likely to be
taken forward into the new Draft Local Plan which is expected to be published in July.
The Preferred Options Draft describes the site briefly as follows:
‘Greenfield site within the Green wedge adjoining urban boundaries. Area of surface
water flooding to be focus for frontage development’.
SHLAA states the area as 1.22 ha and indicates that the site can accommodate 22
dwellings.
There are differences between the application site and SHL103. The eastern part of the
application site lies beyond the SHL 103 in SHL 73a to which Historic England objected.
However this objection was in relation to the residential development of the whole of SHL
73a. Historic England have been consulted on the current application and have raised no
objections.
The part of the application site which is proposed to be developed for housing extends to
1.56 ha which is greater than the 1.22ha of SHL 103.
The emerging local plan can be given very little weight in the decision making process
given its draft status and the fact there are outstanding objections.
The National Planning Policy Framework (Framework)
3.8 Under section 70(2) of the 1990 act and Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act, government
policy in the Framework is a material planning consideration external to the development
plan. The Framework places at its heart the presumption in favour of sustainable
development (paragraph 14). At Paragraph 7 it identifies three dimensions to what is
meant by sustainable development as follows:
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an economic role
contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that
sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to
support growth and
innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development
requirements, including the provision of infrastructure;
a social role
supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by
providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and
future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with
accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its
health, social and cultural well-being; and
an environmental role
contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; and,
as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise
waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low
carbon economy’. [Paragraph 7]
4. PLANNING ISSUES
Does the development accord with the development plan?
4.1 The proposal should be assessed against the relevant criteria of B3, and against B10,
D1, and D4:
B3(i) Is the site located outside the built up area?
4.2 The proposal would extend the urban area eastwards into adjacent countryside. This
is contrary to saved policy B3( i).
B3(ii) siting, scale, layout and design is sensitive to the local area
4.3 At the time of preparing this report, the applicant’s response to the suggested
revisions outlined by the Borough urban design consultant had not been received and will
form extra information. In general terms, the internal layout, scale and design, (putting
aside any conflict with countryside protection) appears sympathetic to the adjacent
housing areas, but would be improved by the suggested changes.
Privacy distances exceed the 21 m quoted by saved policy B15
The density has been calculated as 28 dwellings per hectare which is slightly below the
‘old’ national minimum density requirement and reflects the predominance of 3 and 4
bedroomed detached houses.
The number of units exceeds the number which the site was envisaged to deliver within
the ‘Preferred Options’ draft of the emerging local plan namely 44 as opposed to the draft
plan of 22. The draft plan also referred to ‘Area of surface water flooding to be focus for
frontage development’.
Reference is also made to this in B (vii) [Drainage] below.
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There is also a difference in site area with the application site extending to 1.56 ha minus
the pond and the boundary not being consistent between the two - refer to appendix 1.
However, as explained below on the status of the emerging local plan little weight can be
attached to this document at the present time. Increasing the number of dwellings which
the site can deliver would also ‘boost the supply of housing’ a key policy requirement
within the Framework [para 47].
B3(iii) Adequate access can be provided including servicing the site by pubic transport and
cycle routes and B3 vi (undue increase in traffic)
4.4 The application has generated a considerable level of objection with increased traffic
on Meadowlands Avenue and Rating Lane being probably the most frequently expressed
concern.
The application is accompanied by a Transport Assessment which concludes:
The scheme accords with local and national policy to site development adjacent to good
transport linkages and other attractions to minimise trips and share trip movements.
The site has a sustainable location and the layout accords with good practice.
Traffic flows have been assessed for up to date levels and has no capacity issues based
on a robust view of the flows and no capacity issues are expected to arise with the
network.
As such the scheme would have little or no impact on the local network
As such it is considered that there are no reasons why the scheme should not be
approved from a transportation point of view.
A high threshold exists for justifying refusal on traffic grounds perhaps in recognition that
most development will generate additional vehicle movements. As a consequence of this
the Council did not seek to rely on traffic generation in refusing planning permission for a
similar sized scheme next to the 6th Form College (corner of Manor Rd & Rating Lane).
It should also be noted that the County Council as Highway Authority consider the
proposal on traffic grounds advising in their consultation response as follows:
“The proposed access onto Meadowlands Avenue is acceptable. The development
will increase the pressure on the junction of Meadowlands Avenue / Rating Lane but
this is currently also considered acceptable”
The site also appears a safe environment for cyclists and nearby sections of Rating Lane
also include cycle ways.
There is no evidence to suggest that in percentage terms there would be any appreciable
impact on residents amenities arising from the development. I therefore conclude that
there would be no conflict with B(iii) or B(vi)
B3(v) Whether land recognised or established nature conservation interest
4.5 The site is not designated as a wildlife site, but the application was accompanied by
an ‘Ecological Appraisal’. This provided the following assessment of the site in bio
diversity terms:
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“5.2.1 Details of the plant species found on site are included in the target notes. Species
recorded are all commonly occurring and undoubtedly occur elsewhere in similar habitats
in the local area”
5.2.2 The poor semi-improved grassland has a very low species diversity and ecological
value. Whilst the assemblage of species within it is higher than improved pasture, the
species are all indicative of regular grazing and disturbance, this habitat does not
constitute a BAP habitat.
5.2.3 The intact hedges bounding the site to the north, south and west are not classified
as important under the hedgerow regulations assessment but all hedgerows are a UK
BAP habitat (See Appendix 1). They should be retained in any proposed scheme and
where lengths need to be lost, they should be transplanted or new hedges planted as
compensation.
5.2.4 The defunct species poor hedge bounding the east of the site is currently of low
ecological value. This hedge could easily be improved via new planting in order to
increase its ecological value. A halt to grazing around the base of the hedges would allow
a higher diversity of ground flora species to occur.
5.2.5 Trees within the site boundary comprise small hawthorn trees within the defunct
hedge lines along with occasional semi-mature ash and oak. These trees do not form
woodland but semi-mature trees should be retained in any proposed scheme and or
where they are removed new tree planting should be undertaken”
Neither was any protected species found on the site.
I therefore conclude that there would be no conflict with B3(v).
B3(vii); Adequate drainage infrastructure can be provided
4.6 The application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment which includes a
Drainage Strategy. There is also a drainage layout plan.
Foul drainage is shown to be collected in the vicinity of the pond before being pumped
back through the estate and into the combined sewer in Meadowlands Avenue.
Surface water is proposed to be discharged to Mill Beck some 330m to the east. Prior to
discharge, surface water would pass through an attenuation pond. Essentially the scheme
is based on SUDs and is described more fully at section 5 of the Report as follows:
SUDS are to be incorporated by the use of linear drainage filter drains, surface water
attenuation in the form of a pond and also swales before the headwall outfall to the
beck to provide a second method of treatment. Flows will have to be taken from a
lower level in the south‐east corner of Phase 1 back to the north‐east corner at a higher
elevation before entering a detention basin. The attenuation basin has been sized to
match the existing greenfield run‐off rates for the 1 in 1 and 1 in 100 year return period
including climate change.
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While supporting this approach in principle the County as Lead Local flood Authority
(LLFA) objected to aspects of the scheme in their consultation response dated
22/03/2016. Following revisions and the submission of further information the County have
issued an updated consultation response dated 10th May which in terms of their role as
LLFA continues to object to the grant of planning permission on the following basis:
i)The LLFA consider that the proposed attenuation pond does not allow for the volume of
water within the ponding i.e depression 1 refer appendix 2.
ii) The LLFA object to the principle of developing the part of the site which floods
(depression 1/appendix 2).
iii) The LLFA consider that depression 1 would need to be removed by raising/ reprofiling.
The applicant however intends to work with existing ground levels as much as possible.
The emerging local plan also makes reference to ‘Area of surface water flooding to be
focus for frontage development’.
In order to address these matters a meeting took place on the 18/05/16 between the
applicant, his representatives and a representative of the County as LLFA, and of the
District Council as local planning authority.
In terms of point (i), there was a difference of professional opinion between the County’s
engineer and the engineer acting for the applicant. Essentially this relates to whether the
pond is sufficiently large enough to accommodate the water which ponds in depression 1
as well as the surface water run off arising from the development (from hard surfaces).
This depends on whether the pond has to be sized to accommodate both volumes added
together or whether consideration can be given to the timing of the run off with surface
water from hard surfaces, (roads roofs etc ) arriving before general land drainage and as a
consequence will, to a degree, have left the pond via the over flow.
While this matter had not been resolved at the time of producing this committee report I
am satisfied that this is a matter that can be addressed via condition as there is sufficient
space within the application site to construct a larger pond if required.
In terms of point ii) it was agreed that the County would remove their in principle
objection to developing depression 1. This was on the basis that this ponding could
potentially be problematic in itself given its proximity to existing housing and the lack of
any management in relation to it. In other words its draining to a purpose made pond
further a way from houses, with an over flow system in place (to Mill Beck) and
management (to be secured via a proposed Section 106/unilateral under taking) was
preferable.
In terms of point iii) the applicant’s engineer [ Paul Waite Associates] has commented as
follows:
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“Just to confirm, the drainage strategy for the site is to install land drainage across the
northern border of the development site (its whole length) to intercept the greenfield runoff from the catchment to the north that migrates south and fills the depressions on/near to
site. This will alleviate any flooding on site and also mitigate the risk from a higher water
table. The detention basin required has been fit within the red line boundary to meet the
existing run-off rates and discharge volumes in conjunction with a flow control manhole.
The rest of the site will drain naturally with a majority of it positively drained to the
detention basis”
B10/D1 Countryside Protection
4.7 B10 seeks to protect the countryside from residential development while D1 seeks to
protect the countryside from most development apart from that requiring a rural location.
These policies were once common place and are today often referred to as ‘blanket ban’
policies. As a consequence by virtue of representing a significant residential extension into
the countryside approval would be contrary to these policies.
The Framework does not favour this approach and requires consideration to be given to
the particular merits of the countryside affected. This can be seen with reference to para
17 of the Framework which requires the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside
to be recognised. Also to para 109 which seeks to protect valued landscapes. The wording
of para 109 is particularly important as it is a policy which indicates development should
be restricted. It is worth considering whether the application site and its immediate
surroundings can be considered to be a valued landscape as this would increase the
weight which could be attached to countryside protection.
The term valued landscape is not defined in the Framework’s glossary however the ‘
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Third Edition (GLIVIA) is usually
accepted as the base on which to form an opinion. Indeed most Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessments (LVIA) are based upon it including the LVIA which accompanies the
planning application.
The GLIVIA lists the factors which can help identify valued landscapes as follows:
“Landscape quality (condition); A measure of the physical state of the landscape. It may
include the extent to which typical character is represented in individual areas, the
intactness of the landscape and the condition of individual elements.
Scenic quality; The term used to describe landscapes that appeal primarily to the senses
(primarily but not wholly the visual senses).
Rarity; The presence of rare elements or features in the landscape or the presence of a
rare landscape character type.
Representiveness; Whether the landscape contains a particular and/or features or
elements which are considered particularly important examples.
Conservation interests; The presence of wildlife, earth science or archaeological or historic
and cultural interest can add to the value of a landscape as well as having value in their
own right.
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Recreation value. Evidence that the landscape is valued for recreational activity where
experience of the landscape is important.
Perceptual aspects. A landscape may be valued for its perceptual qualities, notably
wilderness and/or tranquillity.
Associations. Some landscapes are associated with particular people, such as artists or
writers, or events in history that contribute to the perceptions of natural beauty of the area.
[Box 5.1,GLIVIA ]”
In terms of scenic quality and condition the application site forms part of an attractive area
of countryside which includes a valley which benefits from a local landscape designation.
An important recreational route passes along the valley and there are internationally
important heritage assets present further along. However the application site by itself is
relatively discreet and there are detractors present in the form of the transmission station,
stables the and the proximity of houses. While the area as a whole meets the definition of
a valued landscape the application site is towards the edge of this area.
Whether or not an area of countryside meets the test for a valued landscape does not
necessarily mean that an area of countryside should not be protected. The Framework
requires that the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside be recognised (para 17).
This area of countryside forms part of a rolling lowland landscape which as commented
above is intersected by the Mill Beck Valley. The rolling lowland landscape is typical of a
working farm landscape which is worthy of protection where development would harm its
distinctive character. The proposed development would inevitably lead to a high
magnitude of change in the appearance of the application site and which would be
permanent. However In terms of public view points affected these are more limited than
might be expected for an edge of urban site. This is partly due to the lack of roads passing
the site with it being partly screened behind existing houses. Views into the site are
possible from the end of Meadowlands Ave but this is a rather narrow view point. Also, in
views from the woodland to the north (the ‘Rootings’) and from the hill tops towards
Newton on the far side of the Valley.
View points from the hill tops are distant where the new housing would be seen to merge
with the existing built up area. The main views into the site are from the ‘Rootings’. The
development would extend the urban area by 135m and for the majority of the shared
boundary with the woodland. Views south from the woodland across open countryside
would be intersected by the housing creating a more urban character. This would be
increased by the need to build the first part of the new road and the houses next to it
above existing ground levels.
While a number of detractors to the areas scenic quality in the form of stables,
transmission station and masts, it nonetheless represents an attractive area of rolling
countryside with the appeal inspector reaching this same conclusion in 1999. The impact
on the countryside will however be felt in a localised area with limited view points.
Approval of the proposal would be contrary to saved policies B10 and D1 in that it seeks
to adopt a blanket ban approach to development in the countryside. Adopting an
interpretation which takes account of the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside
would reduce this conflict, though it would remain albeit on a localised basis.
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The change in the number of houses and boundary compared to the emerging plan are
not grounds for refusal unless these changes in themselves are seen as having an
unacceptable impact.
Assessing the proposal against the policies within the Framework
4.8 It is necessary to come to a conclusion as to whether the proposal represents
sustainable development. If it is found to be then the presumption has to be weighed
against any development plan conflict. The Framework advises that there are three
dimensions to sustainable development namely environmental, economic and social.
Assessing the proposal against these I can advise:
Environmental Role
Traffic/Access Issues
4.9 The application has generated a considerable level of objection with increased traffic
on Meadowlands Avenue and Rating Lane being probably the most frequently expressed
concern.
The application is accompanied by a Transport Assessment which concludes:
The scheme accords with local and national policy to site development adjacent to good
transport linkages and other attractions to minimise trips and share trip movements.
The site has a sustainable location and the layout accords with good practice.
Traffic flows have been assessed for up to date levels and has no capacity issues based
on a robust view of the flows and no capacity issues are expected to arise with the
network.
As such the scheme would have little or no impact on the local network
As such it is considered that there are no reasons why the scheme should not be
approved from a transportation point of view.
A high threshold exists for justifying refusal on traffic grounds perhaps in recognition that
most development will generate additional vehicle movements. As a consequence of this
the Council did not seek to rely on traffic generation in refusing planning permission for a
similar sized scheme next to the 6th Form College (corner of Manor Rd & Rating Lane).
It should also be noted that the County Council as Highway Authority consider the proposal
on traffic grounds advising in their consultation response as follows:
The proposed access onto Meadowlands Avenue is acceptable. The development will
increase the pressure on the junction of Meadowlands Avenue / Rating Lane but this
is currently also considered acceptable.
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Drainage/Surface Water Disposal
4.10 The development is proposed to be drained on the separate system with foul directed
to the combined sewer, and surface water to Mill Beck to the east. The flow into the Mill
Beck is proposed to be attenuated via a pond in line with SUDs principals. This has the
advantage over below ground tanks as they provide for improvements to water quality and
bio diversity enhancements. This follows the approach approved for the Sherborne
Avenue development.
This represents a sustainable form of drainage and while there are outstanding issues
principally the size of the pond this is a detailed matter which can be addressed via
condition.
Biodiversity issues
4.11 The Ecological Appraisal describes the benefits of the proposed planting as follows:
New tree planting is to be undertaken around the site including extra heavy and heavy
standard trees and native heavy fruit trees. This new planting will greatly increase
structure over the site, creating commuting routes and shelter over what is currently open
and exposed pasture.
The proposed landscaping scheme utilises plants which are native and wildlife friendly.
Including species such as rowan which are seed bearing will provide food for birds in
winter. Night flowering plants will be beneficial to invertebrates and foraging bats.
Hedgerows around the site will be retained or improved where possible. New hedgerow
planting of native hedgerow mix with five woody plant species is to be undertaken around
garden edges, footpath boundaries and around the site boundaries in the East. It is
considered that, with this new planting there will be no net negative impact on this BAP
habitat due to development. The roots of hedgerow plants/trees will be adequately
protected during development from compaction/ground disturbance. There will be an
increase in hedgerow cover over and around the site, along with new tree planting this will
greatly increase connectivity of the site with the wider habitats.
If the defunct species poor hedges are removed, transplantation of them is not considered
to be of significant ecological benefit as there are no notable species assemblages
associated with them, replanting of linear lines of trees/ shrubs would be more beneficial.
And summaries the situation as follows:
Ecological surveys, site appraisals and impact assessments were carried out with respect
to land comprising poor semi-improved grassland off Meadowlands Avenue, Barrow-inFurness. It is proposed new houses will be constructed on the site.
Bats, badgers, birds amphibians and reptiles are known to occur in the local area, there
was however no conclusive evidence of any specifically protected species regularly
occurring on the site or the surrounding areas which would be negatively affected by site
development following the mitigation proposed.
The vegetation to be cleared has a low ecological significance in the local area; the trees
along the boundary of the development area are generally of low quality.
It is considered that, with the protection of existing trees and hedgerows, as well as new
tree and hedgerow planting, the value of the site to commuting species including bats will
be increased.
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Vegetative species, structure and diversity over the site will also be increased. Currently a
species poor pasture field, new planting of trees, shrubs and herbs will increase the
ecological value of the site.
The incorporation of aquatic habitat on site will attract a range of species to utilise the site
which do not currently occur. Scrub planting around this habitat will further connect it with
surrounding habitats.
Over all it is considered that will be a gain in the ecological value of the site post
development.
In terms of biodiversity the assessment is that there will be a gain in ecological value.
Countryside
4.12 The impact is described more fully above under ‘B10/D1 Countryside Protection’
however the position can be summarised as the development would have an adverse
impact on this area of countryside but that the impact would be localised.
Economic Role
4.13 The development would contribute to local economy through the construction phase.
Future occupiers would contribute to the local economy through the purchase/demand for
goods and services, payment of council tax etc.
Housing developments are seen in a national context as having a positive economic role.
Social Role
4.14 The development would deliver 44 market houses in a location with good transport
links and access to facilities in the context of an urban extension.
This includes access to schools with the County advising that there should be sufficient
spaces available at Schools within the statutory walking distance for each age group. Also,
that as the walking routes are within the urban area, no route safety issues are
anticipated. This is based on a calculated yield of 9 primary aged children and 6
secondary aged children. On this basis the County would not be seeking a developer
contribution to school transport.
There is a bus route in the vicinity and a small number of shops.
The applicant is proposing to improve pedestrian links. The Council owned access track
which connects the Rootings with Rating Lane is proposed to be up graded in terms of its
drainage and surfacing (suffers from being muddy and difficult to access in winter). To link
the development with this improved route through the Rootings. This accords with the
saved policy G14.
Housing developments are seen in a national context as having a positive social role in
contributing to the quantity and range of homes available. In terms of the housing land
supply there is a requirement for Council’s to have available a supply of land sufficient to
meet the identified need/requirement for five years. The Framework requires councils to
identify and up date the supply annually..
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The existence of a supply influences whether weight can be attached to policies for the
supply of housing namely saved policies B3 and B10. This is a result of paragraph 49 of
the Framework which states ‘relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be
considered up to date if the LPA cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing sites’. The Courts have held that policies for the protection of the countryside
generally are something approaching a supply policy and are also neutralised [by para 49]
in cases where a supply does not exist.
The Council’s current published position in relation to full, objectively assessed housing
need and the subsequent Housing Requirement is as stated in the Housing Land
Statement of June 2015 9HLS) which uses a base date of the 31/03/2015. An updated
HLS is currently being produced.The housing requirement is stated as 756 net additional
dwellings for the year 2015/16 to 2019/20 which equates to 151 dwellings per year and
which includes the 20% buffer for past under performance. The Requirement is under
review.
Against this the Council has an identified list of sites which are capable of delivering 916
dwellings which exceeds the requirement such that the published position shows that a
supply exists in excess of the required 5 years [6.1 years]. While the Council’s position
remains that it has the required 5 year supply including 20% buffer it should be noted that
the housing target has not been met from at least 2003/04 as shown in the HLS.
This is a consideration in the context of the Framework which seeks to ‘boost significantly
the supply of housing’. New housing is generally seen as having a positive social role.
Other policy issues/issues
E2 Roads on housing estates should be designed to be adopted.
4.15 The applicant has confirmed that the roads have been designed to meet the County’s
adoption requirement however there remains an outstanding matter. This relates to the
design of one or more hammerheads in terms of the size of vehicle which they should
serve. The County as highway authority have advised that they should be able to
accommodate a pantechnicon as opposed to the smaller refuse vehicle. The County have
explained the reason for this as follows:
“Having the pantechnicon reversing down the road is the unsafe manoeuvre that needs to
be designed out”
This is currently subject to discussions with the applicant agent.
G9 Open space/play space provision
4.16 The application site is below the 50 dwelling threshold to provide a play area of no
less than 400m2 (and with at least 5 pieces of equipment) but exceeds the 0.8 ha
threshold also referred to by G9. The requirement is qualified with reference to the facility
being provided within 500m of the new dwellings. This has been interpreted as where
there is an existing facility within 500m that a new facility will not be required.
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In this case there is a large equipped play area situated in Rating Lane within 250m of the
application site and all the houses would be within the stated distance. Additionally the
Council has reviewed play area provision as part of the function of Executive Committee
and which has resulted in resources being targeted at a smaller number of larger play
areas. As part of this approach a number of smaller play areas have been closed by the
Council including the play area on the adjacent housing estate (Keats Close) and which
had been provided under planning policy.
There is an argument that in such cases developers should contribute to play area
provision elsewhere and which in a national context is now common practice. However the
Council has no policy basis to require this; a point conceded with respect to the Manor
Road development. As a consequence no play area is proposed and the absence of such
a facility does not warrant refusal of the application.
Relationship with neighbours.
4.17 The nearest neighbour to the application site is no 37 Meadowlands Avenue which is
a recently built house situated within what had been the side garden of 35 Meadowlands.
It extends close to the boundary with the application site, within approximately 1m. The
side elevation of this new house faces across the application site with the side elevation
including a number of windows. Two at ground floor serve a living room while two at first
floor serve a master bedroom. At loft level a window serves a further bedroom.
The proposal involves erecting a house alongside no 37 (plot 1) in close proximity (1m
from the boundary). It will be raised above the existing ground level by 1.8m to be
approximately level with the ground floor of no 37 although no 37 includes a basement.
The proposed house will greatly curtail views from the ground and first floor windows
however loss of a private view is not a planning matter. As the rooms which these
windows serve are also served by windows in other elevations, the development will have
limited impact on the light levels to this property. However the very close proximity of the
two houses will create a rather cramped appearance.
In terms of other residential neighbours plots 33-38 face towards the rear of properties in
Maylands Grove however the distance exceeds the local plan policy requirement of 21m
(typically 26m). On plot 44 the proposed house is side on at a distance 22m from the main
rear elevations of the existing houses. There are no windows serving habitable rooms in
the side elevation of the proposed house.
The new houses on these plots are also shown to be built at a lower level than the existing
houses further reducing their impact though of course the residents will have their views
over open fields interrupted by the new development.
Urban Design
4.18 A number of comments have been raised by the Council’s urban design consultant.
Some of these matters are relatively easy to address and would involve no more than
setting back fence lines of end of row properties where back gardens run alongside
footways.

Page 62 of 73

PLANNING COMMITTEE
14th June 2016
Others are more involved and seek to create a more spacious feel to the estate on its
most prominent parts. Ways of addressing the concerns are included but there may be
other options in some cases. The comments re plot 33/34 are advisory. The comments re
plots 14-18 re planting also apply to the side boundary of plot 26. The need to seek
improvements accords with the Framework ,which seeks to deliver high quality
developments.
5. CONCLUSION/BALANCING EXERCISE
5.1 The scheme by extending the built up area into the countryside conflicts with saved
policy B3 and B10, by harming the countryside D1 and by reducing the sense of space
D4. Approval of the proposal would therefore run contrary to the development plan and
the statutory presumption in favour of the development plan enshrined in Section 38(6) of
the 2004 Act. However these conflicts are reduced as the level of adverse impact is
limited to a localised area with view public view points in part due to the nature of the site
being located behind existing houses. Approval would also conflict with the previous
appeal decision but this is rather old and was determined within a different policy context.
5.2 Any conflict/harm has to be weighed against other material considerations. The
Framework states a presumption in favour of sustainable development, advising that there
are three tenets to sustainable development namely environment, social and economic.
The location seems a reasonably sustainable place in terms of proximity to goods and
services including schools. It would also lie adjacent to the built up area with access
immediately off an existing highway. Improvements would also be made for pedestrians.
Drainage can also be provided in a sustainable form with reference to the close proximity
of a foul sewer and the use of an attenuation pond prior to discharge of surface water to
Mill Beck.
In terms of countryside there would be some harm given the loss of openness which
would arise and the associated urbanisation of an area of countryside. This would occur
as a result of the proposed houses, roads, lighting columns and domestic paraphernalia.
There would be some environmental benefit as explained by the applicant’s ecologist as
explained under the bio diversity issues above.
There would be economic benefits and social benefits arising from the development
through the potential delivery of an increased number of dwellings to the supply, and a
greater choice of house styles and sizes within the Borough.
5.3 Taking these matters together I consider that the proposal represents sustainable
development as identified in the NPPF taking account of location including use of existing
infra structure, and proximity to services, of bio diversity improvements, and economic and
social benefits as opposed to the limited harm to countryside character.
While the emerging local plan is not at a stage that any significant weight can be attached
to it, the reasons behind the proposed allocation of this site were influenced by similar
conclusions on its sustainability.
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The Council can demonstrate a 5 year supply of housing land and 20% buffer but the
housing target has not been met for many years. This increases the weight which can be
placed on housing delivery given that the Framework seeks ‘To boost significantly the
supply of housing’. This aim in the context of under delivery carries significant weight in
the context of a site where the adverse impact is localised/limited public view points and in
so doing together with the finding that the proposals represents sustainable development
in the context of the Framework, out weighs the statutory presumption in favour of the
development plan and section 38(6) of the 2004 Act.
These conclusions are dependant on the quality of the development being improved as
explained above.
5.4 For these reasons I consider that the limited adverse weight of granting planning
permission are out weighed by the benefits of the scheme.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that;
A; subject to officer agreement of the satisfactory amendment of the scheme to
address the improvements in quality described under the Urban Design section,
AND
B; upon completion of an obligation under Section 106 of the Act and which may be
a unilateral undertaking, Heads of Terms being;
• the formation of a footpath link between the application site and the
Rootings;
• the improvement of the path running from Rating Lane along the northern
boundary of the application site as far at the foot path link referred to above;
• improvements to include provision of drainage and the provision of a tarmac
surface all in accordance with a scheme to be agreed;
• to carry out the landscaping works in accordance with the approved
landscaped management plan and provisions for its management;
• to carry out and maintain the Suds features including the attenuation pond;
then
C; planning permission is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:
1) The development must be begun not later than the expiration of three years
beginning with the date of this permission.
Reason
Required to be imposed pursuant to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990, as amended by Section 51 of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.
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2) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the application dated
10/02/2016 and the accompanying plans reference:
15-100-GD Double Garage
15-100-GS Single Garage
15-100-HT01 House Type Ascot
15-100-HT02 House Type Borrowdale
15-100-HT04 House Type Bowfell
15-100-HT04 House Type Brathay
15-100-HT05v1 House Type Gilpin
15-100-HT06 House Type Grasmere
15-100-L01 Site Location Plan Rev A
[The following plans are to be subject of change]
15-100-P01 Proposed Site Layout Rev O
15191-C-50A External Works Layout (1 of 2) Rev A
15191-C-51E External Works Layout (2 of 2) Rev E
15191-C-52A Longitudinal Sections Rev A
15-100-5501 Street Scenes
c-1348-01 Detailed Landscape Proposals Rev E
except where modified by any submissions approved by the local planning authority in
relation to the conditions below.
Reason
To ensure the development is only carried out as approved.
3) No dwelling shall be occupied until a scheme for the disposal of foul and surface
waters has been installed in accordance with a scheme including phasing which must
have first been approved in writing by the Planning Authority and which in terms of
surface water disposal shall incorporate the attenuation pond and final discharge to Mill
Beck.
Reason
In order to ensure that the site is adequately drained in a safe and sustainable
manner. While the application includes details of drainage including the attenuation
pond there remains outstanding issues including concerns from the County Council
as Lead Local Flood Authority in terms of the size of the pond.
4) No external lighting shall be installed unless it is in accordance with details that
have previously been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning
Authority. Such details s h a l l include location, height, type and direction of light
sources and intensity of illumination. Any lighting, which is so installed, shall not
thereafter be altered, other than for routine maintenance which does not change its
details, without the prior consent in writing of the Planning Authority.
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Reason
To minimise light pollution in accordance with policy D63 of the Barrow Local Plan
Review 1996-2006, and in order to protect the rural amenities of the area which
includes taking account of general mitigation requirements for bats.
5) No dwellings shall be occupied (or in accordance with a scheme of phasing subject
to prior written agreement with the Planning Authority) until the estate road to serve
such dwellings has been constructed in all respects to base course level, and street
lighting has been provided and brought into full operational use in accordance with
previously approved details, including any scheme of phasing.
Reason
To ensure a suitable level of access provision to the development.
6) The carriageway, footways and footpaths shall be designed, constructed, drained
and lit to a standard acceptable to the Planning Authority and in this respect further
details, including longitudinal and cross sections, shall be submitted to the Planning
Authority for approval before any work commences on site. No work shall be
commenced until a full specification has been approved in writing. Any works so
approved shall be constructed in accordance with a scheme of phasing subject to
prior written agreement with the Planning Authority.
Reason
To ensure a suitable standard of provision for pedestrians and vehicles associated
with the development.
7) Details of all measures to be taken by the developer to prevent surface water
discharging onto the highway shall be submitted to the Planning Authority for
approval prior to the beneficial occupation of any part of the development. Any
approved works shall be implemented prior to the occupation of the respective dwelling
and shall be maintained operational thereafter.
Reason
To minimise dangers to highway users from potential flooding.
8) All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping shall
be carried out in the first planting and seeding seasons following beneficial occupation of
any part of the development, or in accordance with the phasing of the scheme as agreed
in writing with the Planning Authority. Any trees or plants which within a period of five
years from the completion of the development die, are removed or become seriously
damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of a similar
size and species, unless the Planning Authority gives prior written consent to any
variation.
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Reason
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area.
9) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order, 2015 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting that
Order with or without modification) details of all fences, hedges, wall or other means of
enclosure around the perimeter of the application site must be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Planning Authority prior to the commencement of the
development. The means of enclosure must be completed prior to the beneficial
occupation of the development or, in the case of hedges, in the first planting season
following the commencement of the beneficial use of the development.
Reason
To assist in the integration of the development into the surrounding landscape.
10) No development shall be commenced on the site which is the subject of this
permission until the following measures have been met to prevent damage being
caused to those trees which are shown to be retained. Measures to protect those trees
shown to be retained must include the following;
a) Fencing in accordance with a scheme submitted to and approved by the Planning
Authority must be erected around each tree or group of trees. This fencing must be at
least 1.25 metres high and at a radius from the trunk defined by the crown spread but
not exceeding 4.5 metres.
b) No excavations, site works, trenches, channels, pipes, services, temporary
buildings used in connection with the development, areas for the deposit of soil or
waste, or for storage of construction materials, equipment or fuel, shall be sited within
the crown spread of any tree without the prior express consent of the Planning
Authority.
c) No burning of any materials shall take place with within 6 metres of any tree or
tree groups to be retained without the prior express consent.
Reason
In order to ensure that damage does not occur to the trees during building or
engineering operations.
11) No above ground works permitted by this consent shall commence until details,
which may include samples, of the materials to be used in the construction of the
external elevations of the dwellings has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out using the approved
details.
Reason
In order to ensure the materials are appropriate for the location.
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12) 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 in
writing by the Planning Authority. This written scheme shall include the following
components:
i)

An archaeological evaluation

ii)
An archaeological recording programme the scope of which will be dependent
upon the results of 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 of publication in a
suitable journal.
Reason
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.
13) Prior to the commencement of development a construction method statement shall
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
construction method statement shall include:
a) The intended programme of construction work throughout the construction period;
b) The provision of facilities for contractor parking;
c) Arrangements for deliveries associated with all construction work;
d) Means of access to and egress from the site for plant, machinery and vehicles and
which shall only be from the south;
e) The proposed methods of construction;
f)

Protection of pedestrian routes while development is taking place;

g) The proposed sizes and locations of temporary site buildings, compounds, and
storage areas for construction materials, plant and components of the approved
development;
h) Controls over dust, noise and vibration during the construction period;
i) Arrangements for storage, collection and disposal of rubbish from the development
arising from construction of the development;
j)

Re-use of on-site material and spoil arising from any clearance work on the site.
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Development shall take place only in accordance with the approved construction method
statement.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out with due regard to amenity, safety and
bio diversity.
14) No development shall take place until a Remediation Statement has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The statement
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.
Reason
To give effect to the recommendations of the Phase 2 Geo-Environmental Assessment
Report in relation to the potential for ground gas generation near the peat stores (PWA
Geo Environmental Ltd ref 15191/G/2V2, December 2015)
15) 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.
Reason
To give effect to condition 18.
16) 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 Planning Authority. Development on the part of the site affected
must be halted and Field Investigations shall be carried out. Where required by the
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.
Reason
In the interests of health and the environment.
17) 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.
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Reason
In the interests of health and the environment.
18) Boundary hedgerows shall be protected during the course of the development in
accordance with a scheme which must have been submitted to and approved in writing
by the planning authority prior to the excavation of the foundations for any dwelling.
Reason
The boundary hedgerows are an important feature both visually in the context of the
countryside location of the application site but also ecologically as recognised in the
ecological information which supports the application.
19) Prior to the occupation of any dwelling, detailed proposals for the management of the
hedgerows shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning
authority. The hedgerows shall subsequently be managed in accordance with the
approved details.
Reason
The supporting ecological information identifies that improvements to bio diversity can be
achieved by the appropriate management of the hedgerows.
and D
That delegated authority is granted to the planning manager to make any
necessary adjustments to the planning conditions.
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Amended
1

2

Unless where otherwise specified:A. Setting Out
1. Planting shall be set out exactly as shown on the drawing, and measured from existing fixed
points. Curved beds shall be set out using radii scribed on the ground using two pointed stakes
and a line between, or with site marker paint. The junction between convex and concave curves
shall be cut to form a smooth and even flowing line. Check that all setting out conforms to the
plan before cultivation and planting works are carried out. Failure to do so may result in rejection
of the work by the landscape architect and may require amendment at the contractor's expense.
2. All planting beds shall be a minimum of 1 metre wide, except where there is insufficient space,
due to the constraints of walls and path edgings and their foundations. With narrow beds
between walls/fences and path edgings, ensure that the bed has space free from concrete
footings before planting. If the bed is sealed with concrete, then the landscape contractor shall
contact the site manager or landscape architect to determine if footings are excessive and can be
reduced or else, the bed can be paved. The width of all beds will be checked by the inspecting
landscape architect and where the width is not as drawn, the contractor shall re-cultivate them
to the specified width at his own expense.
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Land to be left as agricultural land and not
subject to management as a result of
development.

Proposed footpath link upgrade. Scale 1:20

1nr Sor Lut 12-14

Pump station details and location to be confirmed
prior to commencement of development.
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Guelder Rose Hedge
59nr Vib opu
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10nr Pho Pur 10L
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6nr Lav Hid 5L
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Hornbeam hedge
124nr Car Bet

1nr Bet jac 12-14

LS1a
7nr Lav Hid 5L
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Bulb planting mix
27nr Cro Whi
27nr Gal niv
82nr Nar Tet

LS1a
5nr Lav Hid 5L

1nr Srbs ac
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Guelder Rose Hedge
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Advanced native hedge mix
107 Crataegus monogyna 3L
46 Ilex aquifolium 3L
31 Lonicera periclymenum 3L
92 Prunus spinosa 3L
31 Rosa canina 3L
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LS1a
6nr Lav Hid 5L

MS2c
10nr Cor Ele 10L
10nr Pie For 10L

1nr Mls fl

14

TS1a
9nr Pho Pur 10L

3

3nr Aln glu 12-14

n
Continuatio

Footpath upto footpath link will be upgraded

1nr Pru Sub 12-14

25

1nr Mls fl

1nr Ace cap 12-14

Advanced native hedge mix
383nr Crataegus monogyna 60-80
164nr Ilex aquifolium 60-80
109nr Lonicera periclymenum 60-80
328nr Prunus spinosa 40-60
109nr Rosa canina 60-80

1nr Srbs ac

L1d
5nr Vib dav 5L

Bulb planting mix
109nr Cro Whi
109nr Gal niv
326nr Nar Tet

2
1nr Srbs ac

Riverside scrub mix
42nr Acer campestre 60-80cm
16nr Betula pendula 125-150cm
32nr Corylus avellana 60-80cm
32nr Ilex aquifolium 40-60cm
16nr Malus sylvestris 125-150cm
32nr Prunus spinosa 60-80cm
21nr Sorbus aucuparia 125-150cm
32nr Viburnum opulus 40-60cm

Includes hedge continued along eastern
boundary of open space.
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TS1a
9nr Pho Pur 10L

1

24

1nr Bet pen 20-25
Guelder Rose Hedge
127nr Vib opu

1nr Mls fl

1nr Fag Pur 16-18cm

1nr Mal Red 12-14

1nr Srbs ac

Edible Hedge Mix
8nr Cryls av
3nr Mls sy
15nr Prns sp
4nr Rs cn
5nr Ru fr
5nr Smb ng

16
23

1nr Bet pen 20-25

TS1a
11nr Pho Pur 10L

3nr Til Gre 12-14

1nr Bet pen 20-25

Hornbeam hedge
138nr Car Bet

1nr Srbs ac

Guelder Rose Hedge
109nr Vib opu
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Guelder Rose Hedge
83nr Vib opu
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L1a
5nr Euo Eme 5L

42

LS2a
6nr Lav Hid 5L
6nr Vib dav 5L

1nr Cra mon 20-25cm

21

41

Guelder Rose Hedge
96nr Vib opu

1nr Cra mon 20-25cm

1nr Srbs ac

Advanced native hedge mix
243 Crataegus monogyna 3L
104 Ilex aquifolium 3L
69 Lonicera periclymenum 3L
208 Prunus spinosa 3L
69 Rosa canina 3L

1nr Srbs ac

LS2b
9nr Heb Pag 5L
9nr Pru Ott 5L

L1a
9nr Euo Eme 5L

40

1nr Srbs ac

19

20

1nr Ace cap 12-14

1nr Mls fl

LS5a
13nr Fes Gla 5-7.5L
13nr Lav Hid 5L
13nr Pot Eli 5L
13nr Sal lan 5L
13nr Vib dav 5L

Guelder Rose Hedge
140nr Vib opu

39

43

MS2c
7nr Cor Ele 10L
7nr Pie For 10L

18

1nr Mls fl
Guelder Rose Hedge
78nr Vib opu

E.BS Codes
1. All workmanship and materials shall conform to the following codes:• General landscape operations (excluding hard surfaces) - BS 4428:1989.
• Trees in relation to construction- BS 5837:2012 and BS 6549:1990.
• BS 3998:2010 (recommendations for tree works) unless otherwise specified.
• Arboricultural Association - Standard Conditions of Contract and Specifications of Tree Works
1996.
• Nursery stock in accordance with latest horticultural trade association nursery stock
specification entitled "National Plant Specification 2001 ".
• Plants shall conform to:
• BS 3969- 1:1992 Nursery Stock - Specification for trees and shrubs.
• BS 3969- 2:1990 Nursery Stock - Specification for roses + AMD 6628.
• BS 3969- 4:1984 Nursery Stock - Specification for forest trees.
• BS 3969- 5:1985 Nursery Stock - Specification for poplars and willows.
• BS 3936- 9:1998 Nursery Stock - Specification for bulbs, corms and tubers.
• BS 3936-10:1990 Nursery Stock - Specification for ground cover shrubs. CPSE-Committee
for Plant Establishment, Handling and establishing landscape plants 1996, Part 3.
• Glossary for Landscape Works BS 3975 Pt 4:1966
• Turf - BS 3969:1998- recommendations for turf for general purposes.
• Seeding - EEC Regulations 1974. Use blue labelled certified varieties to EC purity and
germination regulations. When requested, submit an official seed Testing Station Certificate
of germination, purity and composition.
• Topsoil - BS 3882:2007
• Pesticides: Control of Pesticides Regulations 1997; The Health and Safety at Work Act
1974; the COSHH Regulation 2003, the product COSHH sheet Water Supply (Water Quality)
Regulations amended 1991;Control of Pollution Act 1974; Hedgerow ACT 1997; Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981.

1nr Mls fl

LS2a
6nr Lav Hid 5L
6nr Vib dav 5L

1nr Bet pen 20-25
Guelder Rose Hedge
60nr Vib opu

Hornbeam hedge
29nr Car Bet

17

TS1a
6nr Pho Pur 10L
Hornbeam hedge
114nr Car Bet

MS2b
6nr Heb Mid 10L
6nr Hyp Hid 10L

44

2nr Be pnd

Bulb planting mix
176nr Cro Whi
176nr Gal niv
528nr Nar Tet

TS1a
6nr Pho Pur 10L
3 Bet pub 12-14
1nr Pyr Cha 12-14

M4a
6nr Auc Var 10L
6nr Cho Sun 10L
6nr Cor Sib 10L
6nr Hyp Hid 10L

1nr Mal Red 12-14

1

38

1nr Ace cap 12-14
MS2b
6nr Heb Mid 10L
6nr Hyp Hid 10L

37

Bulb planting mix
26nr Cro Whi
26nr Gal niv
77nr Nar Tet

L1a
7nr Euo Eme 5L

Hornbeam hedge
68nr Car Bet

MS1c
10nr Pie For 10L

1nr Srbs ac
1nr Mls fl

35

27

1nr Srbs ac

1nr Pyr Cha 12-14
1nr Srbs ac

L1a
2nr Euo Eme 5L

34

MS2c
7nr Cor Ele 10L
7nr Pie For 10L
1nr Sor She 12-14

32
1nr Mls fl

30

26

28

1nr Mls fl

Hornbeam hedge
103nr Car Bet

29

31

33
Advanced native hedge mix
140nr Crataegus monogyna 60-80
60nr Ilex aquifolium 60-80
40nr Lonicera periclymenum 60-80
120nr Prunus spinosa 40-60
40nr Rosa canina 60-80

31

Root

Girth

Fes Gla

Cntr

C

Qty

5-7.5L

13
13

Herbaceous
Name

Height

Abb

Girth

Root

Cntr

Qty

Crocus tomasinianus 'Whitewell Purple'

Cro Whi

338

Narcissus cyclamineus 'Tete-a-Tete'

Nar Tet

1013
1351

Herbaceous Bulb
Name

Height

Abb

Galanthus nivalis (double)

Girth

Root

Cntr

Qty

Gal niv

338
338

Shrub
Name

Height

Abb

Girth

Root

Cntr

Qty

Aucuba japonica 'Variegata'

Auc Var

60-80cm

C

10L

6

Berberis thunbergii 'Atropurpurea Nana'

Ber Nan

30-40cm

C

5L

12

Choisya ternata 'Sundance'

Cho Sun

40-60cm

C

10L

6

Cornus alba 'Elegantissima'

Cor Ele

60-80cm

C

10L

24

Cornus alba 'Sibirica'

Cor Sib

60-80cm

C

10L

Corylus avellana

Cor ave

60-80cm

B

6
76

Corylus avellana

Cryls av

40-60cm

C

2L

8

Euonymus fortunei 'Emerald Gaiety'

Euo Eme

30-40cm (D)

C

5L

35

Hebe 'Midsummer Beauty'

Heb Mid

40-60cm

C

10L

12

Hebe pinguifolia 'Pagei'

Heb Pag

30-40cm (D)

C

5L

23

Hypericum patulum 'Hidcote'

Hyp Hid

40-60cm

C

10L

18

Ilex aquifolium

Il aq

60-80

C

3L

314

Ilex aquifolium

Ile aqu

40-60cm

C

2L

76

Ilex aquifolium

Ile aqu

60-80

C

3L

60

Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote'

Lav Hid

30-40cm

C

5L

69

Lonicera periclymenum

Lon per

60-80

C

3L

40

Lonicera periclymenum

Lpe

60-80

C

3L

209

Phormium tenax 'Purpureum'

Pho Pur

60-90cm

C

10L

61

Pieris floribunda 'Forest Flame'

Pie For

60-80cm

C

10L

52

Potentilla fruticosa 'Elizabeth'

Pot Eli

40-60cm (D)

C

5L

13

Prunus laurocerasus 'Otto Luyken'

Pru Ott

40-60cm

C

5L

23

Prunus spinosa

Prns sp

40-60

C

3L

628

Prunus spinosa

Prns sp

40-60cm

C

2L

15

Prunus spinosa

Pru spi

40-60

C

3L

120

Prunus spinosa

Pru spi

60-80cm

B

Rosa canina

Ros can

60-80

B

3L

Rosa canina

Rs cn

C

2L

4

Rosa canina

Rs cn

60-80

B

3L

209

Rubus fruticosa

Ru fr

40-60cm

C

2L

5

Salix lanata

Sal lan

30-50cm

C

5L

13

Sambucus nigra

Smb ng

60-80cm

C

3L

5

Viburnum davidii

Vib dav

30-40cm

C

5L

61

Viburnum opulus

Vib opu

40-60cm

B

Viburnum opulus

Vib opu

60-80cm

BR

76
40

76
805
3200

Tree
Name

Height

Abb

Acer campestre

Ace cam

60-80cm

Acer capillipes

Ace cap

350-425

Alnus glutinosa

Aln glu

Betula jacquemontii

Root

Girth

Cntr

Qty

B

100

12-14

B

3

350-425

12-14

B

3

Bet jac

350-425

12-14

B

1

Betula pendula

Be pnd

250-300cm

8-10cm

RB

2

Betula pendula

Bet pen

125-150cm

Betula pendula

Bet pen

500-600

20-25

RB

Betula pubescens

Bet pub

300-350

12-14

RB

Carpinus betulus

Car Bet

60-80cm

Carpinus betulus 'Frans Fontaine

Car Fra

350-425cm

Crataegus monogyna

Cra mon

60-80

Crataegus monogyna

Cra mon

min 450cm

Crataegus monogyna

Crtg mn

60-80

Fagus sylvatica 'Purpurea'

Fag Pur

450-625cm

16-18cm

B

1

Malus floribunda

Mls fl

250-300cm

8-10cm

B

15

Malus 'Red Sentinel'

Mal Red

350-425

12-14

RB

Malus sylvestris

Mal syl

125-150cm

Malus sylvestris

Mal syl

450-625cm

Malus sylvestris

Mls sy

60-80cm

Prunus subhirtella 'Autumnalis'

Pru Sub

350-425

12-14

RB

1

Pyrus calleryana 'Chanticleer'

Pyr Cha

350-425

12-14

RB

3

Quercus robur

Que rob

350-425cm

12-14cm

B

3

Sorbus aria 'Lutescens'

Sor Lut

350-425

12-14

RB

Sorbus aucuparia

Sor auc

125-150cm

Sorbus aucuparia

Srbs ac

250-300cm

Sorbus aucuparia Sheerwater Seedling'

Sor She

350-425

Tilia cordata 'Green Spire'

Til Gre

350-425

12-14

B

38
4
3

B
12-14cm

794

RB

1

C
20-25cm

3L

140

3L

733

B

2

C

2

B
20-25cm

38

RB

3

B

3

1

B

50

8-10cm

RB

13

12-14

RB

1

B

3
1961
6863

Landscape Strategy
The soft landscape proposals aim to provide significant ecological enhancement
to the scheme by adding biodiversity.
All hedge planting is proposed to utilise native species. Within open space areas,
mixed hedgerows are proposed with species such as Hawthorn, Hazel, Dog
Rose and Blackthorn being planted. Within residential gardens, single-species
hedgerows are proposed, but still using the native species of Hornbeam or
Guelder Rose.
Tree planting is largely native, with rear gardens containing fruit-bearing species
and open space areas containing larger-sized native trees, such as Beech and
Oak.
Service margins are being utililised to provide native bulb planting, providing an
early source of nectar for insects.
Various species rich grass seed mixes are proposed within open space areas to
provide a variety of habitats and food sources, and the banks of the SUDs pond
is proposed to be planted with further native scrub planting, proving an additional
foraging habitat for small mammals, insects, birds and reptiles.

SAP
TIE

M

15
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TIE

Semi-mature or extra heavy standard tree planting
in grassed or planted areas. Tree pits to measure a
minimum of 900mm x 900mm x 750mm deep, and
at least 600mm wider that the root spread. To
include single 1.6m timber stake, 600mm above
ground, spacer and tie.
Heavy standard tree planting in grassed or planted
areas. Tree pits to measure a minimum of 900mm x
900mm x 750mm deep, and at least 600mm wider
that the root spread. To include single 1.6m timber
stake, 600mm above ground, spacer and tie.
Native fruit-bearing standard tree planting in grassed

16or planted areas. Tree pits to measure a minimum of
23

3.Hardworks
• Hard works, unless otherwise agreed, shall be carried out by the developer or main
contractor. All materials and workmanship shall be in accordance with the construction
details and the layout plan.
• All paths and edgings shall be set out properly to lines and radii, with all curves scribed on
the ground using pointed pegs and string or site marker paint, achieving flowing natural
arcs. Setting out shall be agreed with the landscape contractor and subsequently the
landscape architect.
• Hard surfaces shall be constructed after suitable base courses have been laid, taking full
account of local site conditions, soft spots and substrate. The indicative depths of base
courses are minimum depths assuming suitable substrate conditions.
• All metalwork shall be finished hot dipped galvanized in accordance with BS EN ISO1460.
The galvanizer shall be responsible for the thorough removal of all galvanizing smuts
(fettling) to the complete satisfaction of the Landscape Architect. The decorating contractor
shall prepare the galvanized surface by washing with detergent and water and scrubbing
with a scouring pad until all dirt, grease, white rust & sulphates have been removed & then
allowed to dry thoroughly. Supply and paint 'Icosit 6630' from Sika Ltd (tel. 01707 374444)
applied with a turkhead brush strictly in accordance with the manufacturer's instructions,
COSHH regulations and the product COSHH sheet. Apply 2No. coats of paint with a dry film
thickness of 100 microns per coat. Apply paint only when galvanized surface is thoroughly
dry at temperatures above five degrees Celsius and in any event above the current dew
point temperature. Paint work will be subject to inspection by experts and if found wanting,
shall be stripped off, re-prepared and applied entirely at the decorating contractors own cost.
• All wood work to use ACQ water based wood preservative applied by vacuum pressure by
Permawood or other similar and approved company. The timber shall then be stained with
3No. coats of Sadolin 'Classic,' colour 'Walnut' strictly in accordance with the manufacturer's
instructions, COSHH Regulations 2003 and product COSHH sheet.

900mm x 900mm x 750mm deep, and at least 600mm
wider that the root spread. To include single 1.6m
timber stake, 600mm above ground, spacer and tie.
Ornamental shrub planting, including 50mm depth
no-fines bark mulch. Individual species to be planted
in groups of no more than 7 plants.

F. General Notes for the Developer.
1. Tree Protection
• Any existing trees to be retained, are the responsibility of the main contractor on site who
shall take all necessary protective measures set out in BS 5837:2012 to ensure no damage
to stems or roots, to prevent compaction from vehicles or storage of materials,
contamination of soil from spillages, scorching from fires and instability or stress from
changes of soil level. The landscape contractor is however responsible for ensuring that
neither plant, materials or labour are cause of any damage to existing trees, and like the
employer, the landscape contractor shall replace at once any tree damaged on site,
supplying and planting a tree of the same species and size, at his own cost. Suitable
protective measures shall be chestnut paling fixed firmly to a rigid timber or scaffolding
frame, positioned no closer to the trunk than the drip line of the tree's canopy.
2. Ground Work
• Soil levels for shrub beds and grass areas should have any compacted subgrade
thoroughly broken up by machine before instructing the ground worker to spread topsoil
or the landscape contractor to commence work or the beds will become waterlogged in
wet weather and the plants and turf.
• Top soil spread from on site should be to the following minimum depths:- Shrub beds:
350mm. Grass areas 150mm. allow for excavation of 415mm of the subgrade for shrub
beds to leave beds 65mm below finished pavement or grass areas in order to receive
sheet and bark mulch, (90mm below where sheet mulch is not to be used). Tree pits will
be dug by the landscape contractor. Top soil shall be spread for grass areas flush with
any areas of paving and after settlement, the soil level should be no greater than 10mm
below paved areas to allow for turf. For areas to be grass seeded, the soil level shall be
flush with any finished paved surfaces after settlement (or to a maximum of 5mm below)
to allow for rain water to drain onto soft surfaces. Settlement shall be no greater than the
tolerances given or problems will be encountered with mowing (the blades in danger of
touching concrete edgings) or where soil is proud of pavements, then drainage problems
will be encountered.
• Existing topsoil and imported soil shall conform to BS 3882:2007, and be free from
compaction, rocks/bricks greater than 50mm diameter, concrete, wire, roots, debris, oil,
cement and builders rubble. Soil shall have a clay content of less than 20%.

1nr Mls fl

Hornbeam hedge
116nr Car Bet

L1a
7nr Euo Eme 5L

LS2b
9nr Heb Pag 5L
9nr Pru Ott 5L

1nr Car Fra 12-14cm
L1d
8nr Vib dav 5L

Hornbeam hedge
102nr Car Bet

LS2b
5nr Heb Pag 5L
5nr Pru Ott 5L

L1a
5nr Euo Eme 5L

36

MS1c
7nr Pie For 10L

1nr Pyr Cha 12-14

Riverside scrub mix
58nr Acer campestre 60-80cm
22nr Betula pendula 125-150cm
44nr Corylus avellana 60-80cm
44nr Ilex aquifolium 40-60cm
22nr Malus sylvestris 125-150cm
44nr Prunus spinosa 60-80cm
29nr Sorbus aucuparia 125-150cm
44nr Viburnum opulus 40-60cm

B.Ground Preparation.
1. Pre-planting herbicide application shall be applied by suitable spraying apparatus using an
approved translocated systemic herbicide to manufacturer's instructions and to 1997 Control of
Pesticides Regulations and 2003 COSHH regulations on all beds, except those which are both
weed free and are to receive geotextile sheet mulch. Spray immediately if any weeds are
present. If none are showing, but there may be a delay before planting, or the area is to be
seeded, spray after one month following cultivation, to allow dormant seed to germinate. All
spraying shall be carried out by skilled and qualified operatives, using protective clothing, in
suitable weather (no wind) and any damage caused by spray drift, from incorrect usage or
spillage, shall be rectified at the contractor's own cost. Repeat as necessary to ensure complete
kill and rake off all dead material from site.
2. Carry out the following works to the existing topsoil on site to ensure it conforms to BS
3882:2007, being free from rocks larger than 50m diameter, concrete, all roots, wire, brick,
and have less than 20% clay. Allow for pre-application of herbicide as above. Fertilise with 100g
per metre square of Fisons "Neutrocote" slow release fertilizer, in accordance with the
manufacturer's instructions. For beds less than 5 meters in width, fork over thoroughly or
machine rotovate soil to a depth of 300mm, ensuring that the subgrade and topsoil are
completely broken up and free draining, relieving any compaction. For beds greater than 5
metres in width, break up the subgrade and topsoil using a tractor mounted subsoiler or ripper
at 500mm centres to a depth of 500mm, except where there are services, or within 10 meters of
tree stems or 3 meters of existing hedges. Do not rip areas where roots greater than 10mm
diameter are encountered.
3.Determine before submitting a tender, the extent of support from the site manager with ground
preparation: ensure soil of all planting beds is graded to a level 65mm below adjacent grass or
paved surfaces, (90mm below where agro-textile set mulch is not specified), within 400-600mm
of edges to ensure bark or wood chip mulches are retained. Where grass is proposed, then the
soil level shall be flush (maximum 10mm below - but never proud) of adjacent paved surfaces,
to receive rain water run-off. The landscape contractor is responsible for ensuring that the final
product conforms to the specification even where the developer and/or main contractor have
failed to supply and spread topsoil to the recessed level. The landscape contractor shall allow for
adjustment of levels, as specified above, including for re-grading subsoil and topsoil. Where beds
are sloping, ensure that topsoil is graded to the specified levels below pavement & grass surfaces
within 400mm of the edges of the bed. This is to allow for sheet mulch and bark or wood chip
mulch so that mulch does not spill out on to pavements and also to allow surface water to drain
from paths on to planted areas.
4.For sloping areas to be turfed adjacent to paved areas, topsoil levels shall be graded flush with
the finished pavement level (or up to 10mm below), to allow surface water to drain from
pavements to soft areas. Soil of grass areas should therefore never be proud of paved areas.
Soil levels more than 10 mm below pavement edges will cause mower damage on cutting.
5. Imported topsoil (where specified and sanctioned by the employer) for making up ground, shall
conform to BS 3882: 2007, and be free from rocks (over 50mm diameter), concrete, roots, wire
and brick, and have less than greater than 20% clay. Such soil shall be cultivated as set out
above. Representative samples shall first be approved by the landscape architect before being
supplied to site. No imported soil shall be supplied to site without a written instruction.
C.Planting
1. All planting must be carried out in accordance to the specification and schedule of quantities
accompanying these drawings. Refer to the specification for the preparation of existing topsoil
and required depths for planting, turfing, and standard trees, and also for maintenance
requirements.
2.No substitutions will be accepted without the prior agreement of the inspecting landscape
architect. The contractor shall replace at once at his own cost any stock size, species or variety
of plant which has not been specified on the planting plan and schedule, unless prior agreement
to a substitution by the landscape architect has been received. All plants shall be true to size
specified in the schedule of plants and associated notes, (3L pots are 19cm diameter and 15cm
deep). All shrubs, (other than ground cover), shall be 400-600mm height and spread, or
otherwise specified for the pot size by the HTA National Plant Specification and be bushy,
healthy, disease free stock, not pot bound, leggy or spindly. There should be a minimum of 5
breaks per shrub. This specification is the minimum standard required and any stock falling
below this standard, in the sole opinion of the inspecting landscape architect, shall be lifted
and replaced at the contractor's expense.
3. All shrubs, herbaceous plants, whips and transplants shall be watered in on planting with 20
litres per square metre. Trees shall be watered in with 25 litres per tree position. Water
thereafter during the contract period at weekly intervals with 30 litres of water.
4.Proposed large feathered or standard trees to be true to the species, variety and size
as specified on the planting plan, to include 1.6m chestnut stake 600mm above ground and
1000mm below ground) and 1No.tie with spacing device positioned 25mm maximum from the
top of the post.
5. Turf to be of cultivated grade such as Rowlawn "Medalion", or other of similar quality and source,
approved by the landscape architect. The contractor shall replace at once any turf rejected by
the landscape architect at his own cost.
6.Self-clinging climbing shrubs or wall shrubs shall be trained to the wall/fence with heavy duty,
plastic coated garden wire. Training wires shall be attached vertically to the wall/fence by means
of 125mm long stainless steel eye screw fittings. Position 1No. at 250mm from ground, and 1No.
250mm from top of the wall/fence, and string the wire tightly between the fixings. Train the
climber to the wire with plastic coated garden wire tags.
7. Twining varieties of climber shall be trained to walls/fences by mounting ready-made trellis
panels 1.8 x 1.8m generally (but 1.8 x 0.6m for corners or where space is restricted). Include for
adapting any panels for locations where walls or fences are lower than 1.8m. Fix trellis panels to
the walls/fences using non rusting screws 125mm long (to be approved), incorporating 50mm
cube wood spacing blocks to ensure that the panel is mounted sufficiently far from the wall/
fence to allow twining of stems. Ensure that all timber is pressure impregnated with a non
phyto-toxic preservative and then painted with a dark brown non phyto-toxic preservative wood
stain such as Sadolin "Classic" walnut or similar and approved. Ensure that the trellis is not in
contact with the ground. Train the climbing shrub to the trellis with plastic coated garden wire
tags.
8. Climbers specified outside proposed shrub beds shall have specially prepared climber pits.
Climber pits shall be 400mm x 400mm and 600mm deep (minimum size), and be backfilled with
topsoil (from site - unless otherwise agreed). Ensure the base of the pit is thoroughly broken up
and free draining before back filling with topsoil. Ensure no damage to foundations and services,
and make good all structures and surfaces disturbed. Fertilise with 50g of Fisons "Neutrocote"
slow release fertiliser. Water with 15 litres of water per climber pit.

Height

Abb

Festuca ovina 'Glauca'

D. Mulch
1. When specified by the additional specification notes on this plan, supply and spread agrotextile
"Weedstop Fabric" sheet mulch over planting beds, previously, cultivated, graded and fertilized
topsoil before planting, and peg down with Weedstop pegs at a minimum of 500mm centres,
(300mm at edges) and beds less than 1m wide. Pegging this densely is essential to prevent flaps
of material becoming exposed. Refer to the specification for "Weedstop Fabric" sheet mulch on
plan.
2.Following planting supply and spread evenly Melcourt Industries "Rustic Biomulch" to a depth of
50mm, (75mm if no sheet mulch specified), over all planted areas. Finished mulch levels shall be
no higher than 15mm below pavement or grass levels to avoid any spillage onto pavements or
lawns. N.B. no substitution of mulch type will be acceptable. It is essential to have a no-fines,
large particled, brown wood chip to reduce weed growth, reduce wind blow and prevent rapid
break down.

1nr Mls fl

L1d
10nr Vib dav 5L

Grass
Name

3
4

1. 50mm depth well consolidated hoggin surface
2. 150mm depth well consolidated sub-base such as MOT
Type 1, or similar and approved
3. 600mm long 50mm dia pressure impregnated stake, driven
into ground
4. 38mm x 150mm pressure impregnated gravel boards, fixed
to stakes with 2No, 75mm long galavanised nails

Default Planting Schedule

Specification for Soft and Hard Landscape Works.

Native hedge planting in double-staggered rows,
including tubular guards and stakes.

Areas to be turfed.

Native bulb planting within open space grassland or servic
margins.
Areas of amenity grass seed mix or existing
grassland, made good.
Areas of species-rich grassland, such as Emorsgate
EM1, or similar and approved.
Areas of species-rich wetland grass seeding, such as
Emorsgate Mix EG8, or similar and approved.
Agricultural land to remain undisturbed and outside
the management proposals.
Native scrub planting at 1m centres, including
tubular guards and stakes. Area covered in 30mm
depth no-fines bark mulch.

26
Revision
Revision
Revision
Revision
Revision

Existing hedges, to be retained and in-filled where
any gap exceeds 300mm with Advanced Native
Hedge Mix as used elsewhere on site.
E: Additional notation and hedge planting to souther and eastern boundaries. PDP. 24.05.16
D: Addition of footpath detail. PDP. 20.05.16
C: General ecological enhancements to planting scheme. PDP. 12.05.16
B: Clarification to retained agrocultural land within open space. PDP. 26.04.16
A: Minor layout amendments including link path provision. PDP. 16.04.16
Great Asby
Appleby in Westmorland
Cumbria
CA16 6HD
017683 54130
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2016/0116 Land at the eastern end of
Meadowlands Avenue,
Barrow-in-Furness.

Description
Development of up to 44 dwellings with
associated infrastructure.

