DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PLANNING COMMITTEE
FOR DECISION

5th April 2016

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:

2015/0840

Mr N Bennett Carveti
Partnership Ltd

Mr N Evans
IBI Group

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Central

Maureen Smith
01229 876414

01/12/2015
STATUTORY DATE:
10/03/2016

LOCATION:
Former Alfred Barrow School and land to the SW of the school, Duke Street, Barrowin-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Demolition of extensions to former Alfred Barrow School with retention of existing
listed building. Construction of new two storey extension with rooftop plantroom to
North of existing building and linked at both floor levels. Existing building refurbished
and with new extension will provide facilities for new Primary Care Centre including
clinical, administration and support services. External areas to be reconfigured to
provide staff and public car parking and parking for emergency vehicles with
associated landscaping.
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
POLICY D16
The total or substantial demolition of a Listed Building or similar treatment to an un-Listed
Building in a Conservation Area will only be permitted if:
a)

Every reasonable effort has been made to continue the present use or to find a
suitable alternative use for the building;

b)

The demolition will not result in the loss of a building which is important to the
setting of the Listed Building or another nearby Listed Building or the Conservation
Area; and

c)

A detailed scheme for redevelopment of the site has previously been granted
planning permission and a contract for the erection of a new building entered into,
or the Local Authority is otherwise satisfied that the scheme will be implemented.
Exceptionally, consideration of the importance of the building, the condition and the
importance of any alternative use of the site following demolition may lead to
consent.
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POLICY D17
Applications for the re-use of empty Listed Buildings or prominent buildings in
Conservation Areas will be given favourable consideration provided the redevelopment will
not result in the significant loss of the property’s special architectural details or its historic
fabric.
POLICY D18
Alterations and additions to a Listed Building or those properties affected by the Article
Four Direction will not be permitted if they adversely affect its character and setting or its
architectural or historic features. In particular, the following alterations are likely to be
unacceptable, particularly where they pose a conflict with the traditions of the building type
or the area;
a)

The use of non-traditional roofing materials;

b)

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

c)

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

d)

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

e)

The use of uPVC gutters and downspouts.

POLICY D21
In determining all applications submitted to it the local planning authority will have regard
to the General Design Code set out in paragraph 5.4.27 of this plan.
In towns and villages, proposals shall relate to the context provided by buildings, street
and plot patterns, building frontages, topography, established public views, landmark
buildings and other townscape elements. Proposals that do not respect the local context
and street pattern or the scale, height, proportions and materials of surrounding buildings
and development which constitutes over development of the site by virtue of scale, height
or bulk will not be permitted, unless there is specific justification, such as interests of
sustainability, energy efficiency or crime prevention.
Development proposals in the countryside shall respect the diversity and distinctiveness of
local landscape character. New farm buildings will, in general, be required to be sited
within or adjacent to an existing farm building complex or in other well screened locations
and to be subject to a complementary design and use of materials, with, where necessary,
a ‘planting’ scheme.
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POLICY D28
Development proposals will be expected to include a survey of existing landscape features
and a landscaping scheme of a professional standard must be submitted with applications
where deemed appropriate.
POLICY D63
The Council will seek to minimise light pollution. Details of any external lighting scheme
required as part of any new development should be submitted as part of the planning
application. Applicants will be expected to demonstrate to the Authority that the scheme
proposed is the minimum needed for security and working purposes and that it minimises
the potential pollution from glare and light spillage, particularly to residential and
commercial areas, areas of nature conservation importance and areas whose open and
remote landscape qualities would be affected. Lighting will be required to be directed to
the part of the site where it is needed and the Authority will require measures to be taken
to seek to ensure that it does not spread beyond the site boundaries or upwards into the
sky. Any approved scheme, once installed, will have to meet the parameters agreed in
the submitted details.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The proposal involves demolition and new build elements within the site of a listed building
and in close proximity to a number of heritage assets and heritage is a key consideration.
In addition the impact of the proposals on residential amenity and the local highway
network needs to be considered. The NPPF seeks to encourage good design, energy
efficiency and promote sustainable development and these issues are also considered.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development has been advertised on site and in the local press
The Occupiers :
54, 59, 59a, Flat 1 64, Flat 2 64, Flat 7 64, 64a, 66, 68, 70, 72, 74a, 74b, 74c, 74d, 76, 78,
82, 82a, 84, Bedsit 86,Flat a 86 Flat b 86, 88, 90,92,94, 94a, 96,97,98, 99, 100, The
Britannia Public House, 101, 101a, 103,103a, 103b, 103c, 109, 111, Fisher Yard Church
Street, Barrow-in-Furness
Flat 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13,14, 15,16, 17, 18 19, 20, Ramsden Court,
Ramsden Street, Barrow-in-Furness
2, 4 ,6 ,6c ,6a ,6b, 8b, 8a, 8c, 10c ,10b ,10a, 12a, 12b, 12c, 14c, 14b, 14a, 16b, 16a, 16c,
20, 22 ,24 Ramsden Street, Barrow-in-Furness
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2a, 2b & 2c Storey Square, Barrow-in-Furness
The Reef, St John’s Ambulance, ARC Car Wash, Morrison’s Supermarket and Number 13
the Strand, Barrow-in-Furness
2,4,6,8, Hardy Street , 6 Spring Street , 4 Duke Street The Albion, Emmanuel Church and
2 Dalton Road, Barrow-in-Furness
Have all been informed of the application
The Occupier 22 Ramsden Street, Barrow-in-Furness
“My husband and I are quite happy with the proposed development of the old Alfred
Barrow School
However, there are a few questions we would like answers to in order to reassure us
over our concerns.
1. How will the new entrance on Ramsden Street affect parking for the properties
opposite?
2. How much will we be affected by noise both during the development and after e.g.
delivery vehicles, ambulances and general public?
3. How much light pollution will there be from lights at night?
4. When Leek's built the flats between numbers 4 & 20 our property suffered from
movement, is this likely to happen again?
We look forward to your reply.”
CONSULTATIONS:
Building Control
“Building regulation approval required - No comments”
Environmental Health Officer 16/12/15
“Thank you for the consultation on the above application.
As part of my consultation, I have read the following documents:
•
REC Ltd. Air Quality Assessment, Ref: 34344r1, Dated 25th November 2015.
•
Clancy Consulting Ltd. Geo Environmental Appraisal Report, Ref: 10/0527/001,
Dated February 2014.
•
Ventilation Environmental Services Plan-Drawing No. M4426-DSSR-XX-B-DRMEP-57100
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Firstly, the air quality assessment has looked at increased traffic from the development
construction and operational phases. This assessment has concluded that there will not
be a significant impact on local air quality although a slight NO2 & PM10 is noted. Therefore
this authorities air quality objectives will still be met and I have no further comment to
make on this matter.
Secondly, the ‘Geo Environmental Appraisal Report had shown elevated levels of Lead,
Mercury, Nickel & PAH’s in the made ground found on site. This is not unsurprising given
the areas historical links with the manufacturing industry. The levels shown would be
unsuitable for a residential dwelling with plant uptake, but these levels are acceptable for a
commercial project such as this with landscaping. Therefore I have no further comment to
make on this proposal regarding this matter.
Thirdly, although the applicant has submitted a great deal of information, I believe that a
‘Construction Management Plan’ is missing.
- The construction management plan should be submitted which includes the requested
information as per condition attached. I would like to see that the developer has
considered and instigated an appropriate ‘dust management plan’. This would protect any
dust ‘blow out’ of potential pollutants off site such as Benzo(a)pyrene from material
stockpiles; ultimately protecting residential properties and occupants from ingestation of
pollutants.
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;
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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;
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.”
Environmental Health Officer 11/03/15
“Thank you for the consultation on the above application. Further to my consultation on
th
16 December 2015 (Ref:60028), I admit that I was unaware of a rooftop mounted
mechanical plant proposal within the design documents and as such, this should be
conditioned on a noise aspect in case of any future mechanical failures, therefore
protecting local residents from noise nuisance.
I would recommend the following conditions be placed on any subsequent planning
permission:
1) Noise from the development including ‘extraction equipment’ must not cause the
existing background noise level (measured as the LA90(10 minutes) to be exceeded
at any neighbouring noise sensitive locations. Any tonal noise produced by the
development would result in a 5dB addition to the particular noise level (Definition in:
Appendix E “Noise Procedure Specification, Publication 140”, The Engineering
Equipment and Materials User Association). [Note: the noise is measured 3.5m from
any reflective surface, other than the ground, at a height of between 1.2 and 1.5m.]
If you would like further clarification on this matter, please don’t hesitate to contact me
further”
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Emergency Planning Officer 17/12/15
“Part of the BAE site is covered by the provision of the Radiation (Emergency
Preparedness and Public Information) 2001 Regulations. There are no objections to the
proposed development but it should be noted that the proposed development is situated
within the Detailed Emergency Planning Area of the site and in liaison with the site
operator and in liaison with the Office for Nuclear Regulation special arrangements are
made for residents/business premises in this area and particular attention is paid to
ensuring that people are aware of the appropriate action to take in the event of an incident
at the site. Accordingly I would be grateful if you could, in the event of the application
being approved, advise the applicant to liaise with this office to allow for further
discussion.”
Office for Nuclear Regulation 17/12/15
“I have consulted with the emergency planners within Cumbria County Council, which is
responsible for the preparation of the AWE Barrow off-site emergency plan required by
the Radiation Emergency Preparedness and Public Information Regulations (REPPIR)
2001. They have provided adequate assurance that the proposed development can be
accommodated within their off-site emergency planning arrangements.
The proposed development does not present a significant external hazard to the safety of
the nuclear site.
Therefore, ONR does not advise against this development.”
Cumbria County Council 18/1/16
“Having consideration for the following Issues :
SRSpS
SRSpS
LTP Policy LD4
LTP Policy LD5
LTP Policy LD6
LTP Policy LD7
LTP Policy LD8
LTP Policy WS3

Development Principles
Areas within Cumbria
Transport Assessments and Travel Plans
Access to new developments
Developer contributions
Design standards
Safety and security
Travel plan monitoring

Lead Local Flood Authority
The Lead Local Flood Authority have considered the SUDS statement and Outline
Surface Water Drainage Strategy submitted with this application and consider that the risk
of surface water flooding to the site has not been considered adequately. EA mapping
shows between 1 in 1000 (0.1%) and 1 in 100 (1%) risk of surface water flooding each
year over part of the site. In accordance with paragraph 68 of the Planning Practice
Guidance this risk should be defined, land uses most sensitive to flood damage should be
placed in areas within the site that are at least risk of flooding, the site/building should be
protected from this flooding, and any mitigation measures to protect the site from flooding
must not increase flood risk elsewhere.
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In accordance with the requirements of the NPPF the latest climate change predictions
has been considered within this assessment with a 30% increase for the 1:100 year storm
events being included for the post development discharge volumes. As stated by the
applicant, In theory any development can increase flood risk downstream if it is not
designed properly. This potential increases where the site is on Greenfield land, as
development tends to increase impermeable surfaces, resulting in increased runoff from
the site. In contrast, redevelopment of Brownfield sites may offer opportunities to reduce
peak runoff, as well as removing connectivity to foul or combined sewerage systems, with
consequent benefits for reducing sewer flooding and the potential of pollution from
combined sewer overflows.
Having considered and discounted SUDS solutions due to the issues mentioned in the
aforementioned report, the impermeable areas will be designed to discharge to the public
sewer network, albeit with restricted discharge rates.
It is noted that the Inlet coefficient was set at 80% (0.8) within the model. This should
normally be set at 1. The applicant should therefore commission another sensitivity test
revising the figures in their Drainage report to take account of the inlet coefficient of 1.
We would also encourage the applicant to investigate alternative measures to reduce the
run off rates. It is our view that non infiltration methods, for example green roofs and
rainwater harvesting might well work on this site and reduce the discharge rates from the
site.
Travel Plan
The Targets set with in the Travel plan are ambitious. The figures shown, the proposed
measures and action plan and its timings for the final Travel plan and its future monitoring
are considered acceptable.
The applicant will need to enter into a suitably worded legal agreement for £6600 , to
ensure that the TP is monitored and regularly assessed.
Some further comments on the sustainability of the site and its ability to accommodate the
site’s ability to encourage modal shift is contained in the Transport assessment comments
below.
Transport Assessment.
Road Safety
More details are needed in relation to road safety record for the study area.
Accident information should be provided by accident type, severity level and
casualty type.
Proposed Development
Multi-function Primary Care Centre will consist of the following elements :
•
•
•

GP Uses – 691.7 sq. m
Response base for North West Ambulance Service (NWAS) – 229.4 sq. m
Regional base for Cumbria Clinical Commissioning Group – 123.8 sq. m
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•
•
•

Community services – 1,381.4 sq. m
Pharmacy – 130 sq. m
Occupational health services for BAE Systems – 36.1 sq. m

A detailed plan is however required for the management of any construction traffic.
Parking Provision
A parking accumulation analysis is needed, undertaken separately for staff and
patient car park.
Under the new proposal, existing on street parking provision would be removed from Duke
Street. No information is provided where these vehicles would park in the future?
Location of Cycle Parking facilities is not shown on the plans provided in relation to
the proposed number of parking spaces for cyclists.
Servicing
On site refuse collection facility would be provided and Appendix D of the TA shows
services arrangement in connection with the proposed development. AutoTrack Software
needs to be revised with vehicles entering the site on left hand drive patterns and
exit the site accordingly.
Accessibility
The new PCC will accommodate and consolidate 3 following General Practitioner (GP)
surgeries, being :
Abbey Road Practice, 243 Abbey Road, Barrow-in-Furness,Cumbria LA14 5JY;
Risedale Practice. 2-6 Gloucester Street Barrow-in-Furness Cumbria LA13 9RX; and
Atkinson Health Practice, Market St, Barrow-in-Furness LA14 2LR.
The first two GP practices are at some considerable distance from the proposed location
and could discourage walking to the proposed location. This could also affect other
service users who have no access to the car or have difficulty in using bus services. This
includes disables, patients with mobility problem, and those who would use children’s
services.
Overall, the proposed site location is at the edge of the Barrow Town Centre and
represents a good level of accessibility by all modes.
Traffic Generation
The selection includes sites in large urban areas –sites with a large population nearby
(e.g. > 125,000 within five miles) should be excluded as these sites typically have different
accessibility to a small town like Barrow (e.g. frequent public transport services nearby).
TRICS analysis should be undertaken by removing all sites with population over
125,000 within 5 miles
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It is noted that sites from Republic of Ireland are considered for trip generation. It is
advised to exclude any such sites as these sites are not compatible. See TRICS
guidelines for more information.
To reflect the true scale of traffic generated by the development, use of pro-rata trip rate
for the AM peak hour (08:15 – 09:15) is suggested and hence any traffic generation
calculations should be revised accordingly.
There is discrepancy in PM peak hour trip rates provided in Table 7.1 and TRICS output
Appendix E.
Trip rate for GP surgery appears pessimistic assuming 15 doctors and associated staff
operating from the site. Use of gross floor area as trip rate parameter, for traffic generation
assumptions, might not reflect the true scale of the traffic which new GP Surgery would
generate, once merged and start working. Other trip rate parameters like number of
doctors or number of employees should be considered. The proposed trip generation
criteria will be considered as a sensitivity test for the proposed development.
There is discrepancy in departure profile for the AM and the PM peak trips for the
proposed development. According to Table 7.11, site would generate 47 trips in the AM
peak and 90 trips in the PM peak. Figure 13 does not match these totals and needed to
be corrected.
For analysis purposes, full TRICS output is required for all land uses.
Explanation is required why 22 trips in the PM peak are deducted travelling along
A5087 Hindpool Road. (Traffic Figure 04.)
Traffic Distribution and Assignment
Where available, preference should be given to local data. Information about existing staff
should be held by the employer and, if possible, should be used to predict the likely traffic
assignment and distribution for the staff.
In the absence of a specific catchment area for a GP surgery, Gravity model used for
traffic distribution is acceptable. If a surgery has a specific population catchment area, in
such case, gravity model should be revised for patients.
Highway Impact
Junction capacity analysis has been undertaken by using the required software.
A5087 Strand / Ramsden Street / Duke Street junction is operating above 90% but less
than 100% threshold in the PM peak in both, without and Ahead Right movement where
queue length would increase from 35 pcus to 39 pcus. Duke Street Left turning movement
is also operating at 96.5
Hindpool Road / Cornwallis Street is operating well above the practical capacity in without
and with development scenarios. However, the net impact of the development is
negligible.
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All other junctions are operating well below the threshold.
Traffic
The main staff car parking area (for around 100 cars) is to be located at the rear of the
site, using the existing school access off Church Street.
The main visitor parking area (for around 60 cars) is to be located at the front of the site,
on the piece of land on the opposite side of Duke Street.
The applicant has indicated that that they wish to :
1) reduce the width of Duke Street locally around the entrance to the site, and create
a raised and potentially signalised pedestrian crossing, to aid traffic calming, and to
facilitate pedestrian access from the car park and street to the main entrance door
of the Healthcare Centre, and to create on-street car parking spaces at the sides of
Duke Street. This narrowing of the road should be tested for its impact on the
ability of the road to still preform its traffic carrying function. The applicant
therefore has to show that this is acceptable.
2) Create a new access off Duke Street, on to the site, to provide for accessible car
parking spaces adjacent to the main entrance door of the Healthcare Centre, and
for ‘drop-off’ space for visitors and deliveries. This access off Duke Street could
also serve for a parking space for a mobile diagnostic unit.
3) A further accesses off Ramsden Street, for delivery and service vehicles, and on
Duke Street, for ambulance vehicles.
4) Restrictions may need to be imposed on parking on Duke Street.
Conclusion
Although the Local Highway Authority and the Lead Local Flood Authority is supportive of
the site in principal as shown above there are real issues with the robustness of the
proposal and its impact on the surrounding network in terms of traffic and water.
We would therefore recommend that the application , in its current form , is refused due to
the following :
Inadequate information has been submitted to satisfy the Local Planning Authority
that the proposal is acceptable in terms of ……
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

access
off-street parking
surface water drainage
on site turning facilities
its effect on local traffic conditions and public safety
impact on sustainable travel

To support Local Transport Plan Policy: LD7, LD8
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We are, as always, more than willing to review our recommendation if the applicant were
to revisit the issues raised above.
It is considered that the following information is needed :
• Drainage issues should be reconsidered as mentioned above
• More details are needed in relation to the road safety record for the study area.
Accident information should be provided by accident type, severity level and
casualty type
• A detailed plan is required for the management of any construction traffic.
•
•
•
•

•

A parking accumulation analysis is needed, undertaken separately for staff and
patient car park.
Location of Cycle Parking facilities is not shown on the plans provided. ( location
and scale )
AutoTrack Software is needed to be revised with vehicles entering the site on left
hand drive patterns and exit the site accordingly.
TRICS analysis should be undertaken by removing all sites with population over
125,000 within 5 miles. The proposed trip generation criteria will be considered as a
sensitivity test for the proposed development and then revised accordingly
(Figure 13 does not match these totals and needed to be corrected. Explanation is
required why 22 trips in the PM peak are deducted travelling along A5087 Hindpool
Road. (Traffic Figure 04.) )
This narrowing of the road should be tested for its impact on the ability of the road
to still preform its traffic carrying function. The applicant therefore has to show that
this is acceptable.”

CCC Highways 8/3/16
“As you are aware we have been considering the above application for a number of weeks
now. We are aware that there are due to be some additional information/amendments to
be submitted in the near future and we wish to use the opportunity that this delay affords
to make the following comments.
1) We have some concerns with the access (for the Ambulances) directly onto Duke
Street. Considering the nearing of capacity at the junction of Duke Street/A5087 as
well as the impact of the Keep Clear Markings, we would recommend that the
access be taken off Ramsden Street.
2) The access into the Visitors car park will need to be redesigned to allow for vehicles
to enter the site from the north west (right turn movement).
3) The parking area for disabled visitors should be redesigned by removing the
western most access point (leaving a single access to this area).
4) The barrier controlled visitor parking (with a token system) is to our mind not an
appropriate system. This should be done though vehicle registration recognition
cameras. This will not only allow for safe and timely access, but will also give the
surgery a mechanism for electronically allowing “free time” at this car park for
visitors to the surgeries.
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5) We will need to see the full details including an updated drainage strategy, the
detailed layout, detailed design drawings of drainage components, hydraulic
calculations, and details of maintenance, to be assured that drainage that does not
increase flood risk to others is deliverable and that it is a planning obligation.
5) Part of the site (towards the southern corner) is at risk of surface water flooding and
we asked the developer to demonstrate that the proposal places land uses most
sensitive to flood damage in areas within the site that are at least risk of flooding,
protects the site/building from this flooding, and show that any mitigation measures
to protect the site from flooding must not increase flood risk elsewhere. “
United Utilities 18/1/16
“With reference to the above planning application, United Utilities wishes to draw attention
to the following as a means to facilitate sustainable development within the region.
Drainage Comments
In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (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.
Two public sewers cross this site and we will not permit building over them. We will
require an access strip width of 6 metres, 3 metres either side of the centre line of
each sewer which is in accordance with the minimum distances specified in the
current issue of "Sewers for Adoption", for maintenance or replacement. Therefore
a modification of the site layout, or a diversion of the affected public sewer at the
applicant's expense, may be necessary. To establish if a sewer diversion is feasible,
the applicant must discuss this at an early stage with me at
wastewaterdeveloperservices@uuplc.co.uk as a lengthy lead in period may be
required if a sewer diversion proves to be acceptable. Deep rooted shrubs and trees
should not be planted in the vicinity of the public sewer and overflow systems.
Please refer to the link to obtain full details of the processes if involved in sewer
diversion. http://www.unitedutilities.com/sewer-diversion.aspx
If this proposal results in a trade effluent discharge to a public sewer, the applicant
will need Trade Effluent Consent to discharge to the Public Sewer. The applicant
must discuss this with our Regulatory Controller, please email
TEQUERY@uuplc.co.uk to determine whether consent is required.
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Drainage Conditions
United Utilities will have no objection to the proposed development provided that the
following conditions are attached to any approval:
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
(inclusive of how the scheme shall be managed after completion) 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. In the event of surface water
draining to the public surface water sewer, for any storm event the pass
forward flow rate must be restricted to max 40 l/s for the whole development
to the 375 mm diameter surface water sewer along Ramsden Street.
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.
The applicant can discuss further details of the site drainage proposals with Developer
Engineer, Josephine Wong, by email at wastewaterdeveloperservices@uuplc.co.uk. For
further information regarding Developer Services and Planning, please visit our website at
http://www.unitedutilities.com/builders-developers.aspx.
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.
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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.
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.
Water Comments
•

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

Each individual unit will require a separate metered supply at the applicant's expense and
all internal pipework must comply with current water supply (water fittings) regulations
1999.
The level of cover to the water mains and sewers must not be compromised either during
or after construction.
Should this planning application be approved, the applicant should contact United Utilities
on 03456 723 723 regarding connection to the water mains/public sewers.
Should this application be approved the applicant must contact our water fittings section at
Warrington North WwTW, Gatewarth Industrial Estate, off Liverpool Road, Sankey
Bridges, Warrington, WA5 1DS.
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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OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 This application relates to the former Alfred Barrow School site and an area of land on
the opposite side of Duke Street which has previously been used as car parking. The site
is located to the south of the town’s commercial centre and as well as the main school
building being Grade II listed , there are a number of other heritage assets in the vicinity,
including the doctor’s surgery (Grade II) to the west and the adjacent Central Conservation
Area.
1.2 The principal site is broadly rectangular in form and is bounded by Church Street,
Ramsden Street, Duke Street and Spring Street. The Duke Street frontage of the site
slopes upwards gently in an east to west direction. The site forms a buffer between the
traditional tight-knit residential development to the east and south town centre and
commercial development to the west. It is highly visible due to its elevated position, open
views from Dalton Road and the substantial architectural form of the original school
building. Other than a handful of trees close to the rear of the original school building the
main site is predominantly hard surfaced and devoid of landscaping.
1.3 The southern parcel on the opposite side of Duke Street is significantly smaller and it
has previously been used for car parking; it forms a raised platform with a grassed
embankment to the south sloping steeply down onto Dalton Road/Fisher Street.
1.4 The original Grade II listed school building dates from 1888 and is now surrounded on
three sides by the various extensions which have been added to the school over the
years. Only limited attempts have been made to achieve any form of architectural
cohesion and the modern buildings are generally of a fairly functional design.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 A parallel application for listed building consent has also been submitted which
considers the interior refurbishment of the school building and setting issues in more
detail. (Reference 2016/0104). It is also before this committee today.
2.2 It is proposed to develop the site as a Primary Healthcare Centre. The original listed
school building is to be retained and refurbished and a new-build two storey link element is
to be constructed in the north west corner of the site running parallel to Duke Street. Staff
car parking is proposed to the rear of the building in the former playground with visitor
parking opposite on the Duke Street parcel.
2.3 The building will accommodate a number of tenants who will integrate into the new
facility to provide patient-centred Primary Care services.
2.4 The Design and Access Statement indicates that the facility will accommodate the
following services:
-Three local GP Practices (Abbey Road Surgery, Atkinson Health Centre and Risedale
Surgery)
-Cumbria Clinical Commissioning Group
-Cumbria Partnership NHS Foundation Trust
-The North West Ambulance Service (NWAS)
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-BAE Systems
-Pharmacy provider
2.5 In addition, the following services will be provided in the new facility:
-General Practitioners
-Childrens Services, including Therapy Services, CAMHS, Community Paediatrics, School
Nursing,Health Visitors, Community Nursing, Primary Mental Health
-Mental Health Services, including First Step and Community Mental Health Services
-Community and specialist services, including Physiotherapy, Podiatry, District and
Specialist Nursing, Diabetes,Retinal Screening, Learning Disabilities and Autism,
Neurosciences, Acquired Brain Injury
-Ambulance Response Base, for NWAS
-Occupational Health, for BAE Systems
-Pharmacy, for dispensing and minor ailments (by a third party tenancy)
-Third Sector information point.
2.6 The extension to the school building takes the form of a figure of eight in plan form
enclosing two external courtyard areas. The plans indicate the main entrance off Duke
Street with a dedicated drop-off point immediately adjacent. The lower ground floor of the
former school will accommodate facilities for North West Ambulance Service (NWAS) with
the remainder of this area remaining vacant for future development. The NWAS facilities
will have direct access to an external ambulance vehicle yard, where parking will be
provided for emergency vehicles and patient transport vehicles, with a covered area for
vehicle preparation and washing. Engineering plant is located at roof level of the new
extension adjacent to the existing school building. To the north western side of the new
building a parking position will be created for a mobile diagnostic unit, accessible directly
from Duke Street.
2.7 A prominent new public main entrance will be located in the centre of the new
extension with access direct from Duke Street and a dedicated drop-off area is proposed
immediately adjacent where parking spaces for 8 disabled users will be available.
Although physically linked the plan arrangement and elevational appearance help to
distinguish between the publicly accessible areas in the new-building and the staff areas in
the former school.
2.8 The extension has a footprint of approximately 65m by 35m, although impact is
lessened as the new building is set back from the frontage to retain views of the old school
from Duke Street and since a lower ridge height is utilised.
2.9 In terms of materials, the existing building exterior will be refurbished and repaired with
new windows, gutters and downpipes. The new extension will be a mixture of red facing
brick and off-white render; windows are to be dark grey. Feature windows are to be given
emphasis with projecting surrounds and the roof is to be pitched and predominantly in
slate. A roof top plant room is screened by a parapet wall and flat roofed sections towards
the western end of the building are required to allow for future expansion. This is a prerequisite of the public funding arrangement.
2.10 Around the building, the site is to be reconfigured to provide car parking, service
vehicle space and new landscaping, planting and fencing. The public car park is to be
located on the opposite side of Duke Street, dictated by the security requirements of the
project.
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3. RELEVANT HISTORY
3.1 Various modern additions have been added to the original school building over the
years.
Members may be aware that consent was granted in 2013 for the demolition of the
modern buildings on the site as part of a County Council application for the creation of a
public car park .That consent remains valid and conditions included the requirement for a
Construction Management Plan, a restriction on the operating hours of the car park and
tree protection for the trees at 4 Duke Street.
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
4.1 The NPPF seeks to encourage good design and requires that development that is
sustainable is approved without delay.
4.2 In terms of heritage, the NPPF and NPPG contain detailed policies and guidance.
The NPPF identifies that some of the core planning principles are to encourage the
effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land),
provided that it is not of high environmental value, conserve heritage assets in a manner
appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the
quality of life of this and future generations and take account of and support local
strategies to improve health. The Framework advises that planning should operate to
encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant
weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning
system.
4.3 Paragraph 56 of the Framework acknowledges that the Government attaches great
importance to the design of the built environment. Good design is a key aspect of
sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute
positively to making places better for people.
4.4 Paragraph 70 requires that to deliver the services the community needs, planning
policies and decisions should plan positively for the provision and use of community
facilities and other local services to enhance the sustainability of communities and
residential environments.
4.5 Paragraph 126 identifies the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance
of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation.
4.6 Paragraph 131 continues “In determining planning applications, local planning
authorities should take account of:
•
the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and
putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
•
the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and
•
the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character
and distinctiveness.”
4.7 Paragraph 132 states that when considering the impact of a proposed development on
the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s
conservation.
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4.8 Furthermore the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) provides specific
protection for buildings of special architectural or historic interest. Any decisions relating to
listed buildings and their settings must address the statutory considerations of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 ( in particular sections 16
and 66 ) as well as satisfying the relevant policies within the National Planning Policy
Framework and the Local Plan.
5. PLANNING ISSUES
5.1 This is a significant application for a town the size of Barrow and a number of issues
need to be considered:
5.2 Screening-The proposal has been screened and it is not considered that an
Environmental Impact Assessment is required. However, a large amount of information
has been provided to enable the planning authority to fully assess the environmental
implications of the proposal including an Air Quality Asessment, Geo-Environmental
Appraisal, Ecological Appraisal, Flood Risk Assessment and Transport Assessment.
5.3 Ecology-Due to the predominance of hard-standing and the urban nature of the site it
is considered that the ecological potential of the site is limited. The Ecological Assessment
concludes that the site is of negligible to low ecological value and negligible for bat
roosting potential with no obvious roosting opportunities.It recommends that a cautious
approach is taken to the demolition of one of the buildings (B5) and removal of the soffit
box should be undertaken by hand under the watching brief of a licensed bat worker.
Recommendations are also made regarding breeding birds and both issues can be
covered by condition. Suggestions are made regarding bio-diversity enhancement
measures and the applicants have agreed to all of these suggestions including the
provision of peat-free soils, native planting of trees and shrubs and locally sourced flora
and the provision of artificial bat and bird boxes in the new build.
5.4 Design-Your officers are of the view that the prominence of the site and its sensitivity
in terms of heritage requires a special approach. The re-development of the site offers the
opportunity to achieve significant improvements to this part of Barrow which could help to
stimulate further regeneration in the area.
5.5 Suggestions have been made regarding the design of the extension, particularly with
regard to the Duke Street frontage and the need to achieve an eye-catching and
contemporary solution. Issues have also been raised regarding energy efficiency,
sustainable construction, public art, boundary treatments and landscaping. The applicants
have worked with your officers and actively taken suggestions on-board for improvements
to the scheme.

Page 20 of 134

PLANNING COMMITTEE
5th April 2016
5.6 In terms of working positively and pro-actively as required by the NPPF the applicants
have agreed to your officers suggestions to provide a significantly increased amount of
landscaping to the boundaries and within the site. In addition they have agreed to the
incorporation of public art within the scheme; the initial view was that this could be in the
form of a unique design for the boundary railings, cycle racks and a feature within the car
park and this can be covered by condition. The applicants have also agreed to a re-design
of the front elevation to give a more eye-catching frontage, whilst not competing with the
listed building and to the re-design of the eastern stairwell to a curved design more in
keeping with the Victorian architecture it adjoins. Amendments have also taken place to
the vehicular access and egress routes to the car park to try and minimise the amount of
traffic using the narrow terraced streets off Church Street.
5.7 Overall the site layout seems to work well. The entrance for the public is prominent in
the site and the forecourt and car parks will be landscaped which will provide an attractive
setting for the building and help integrate it into the street. The internal layout has been
carefully considered in terms of the needs of the users. The use of landscaping in the
courtyards will also provide a pleasant outlook for staff and patients to the benefit of the
scheme.
5.8 Ultimately the success of the development will rely on high quality materials and
conditions to agree samples of external materials, including render are proposed.
5.9 The building has been designed to be clearly visible as a high quality healthcare
facility and this is the correct approach. It should be possible to identify the use of the
building from its architectural form but care has also been taken to ensure that the new
building, although contemporary, sits comfortably in its environment with the listed
buildings almost acting as bookends either side. The revisions to form a more prominent
entrance work well and the provision of a pharmacy will benefit patients and encourage
footfall in the area which is also a benefit.
5.10 Overall the design is attractive and unique and the willingness of the applicants to
work with the local authority to improve the proposals has been really pleasing.
5.11 Landscaping-The originally submitted plans included tree planting around the car
park periphery of the northern site which was welcomed since the current site is almost
devoid of landscaping. However no landscaping was shown within the site or to the visitor
car park. Your officers were of the view that with such an important development as this
one landscaping should form an integral part of the overall design. There is a great deal of
research on the benefits of landscaping to health and much of the success of recent RIBA
award-winning healthcare buildings has been the integral and sensitive approach to
landscaping.
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5.12 Whilst landscaping can generally be covered by planning condition, this often leads
to it being considered as an after-thought which can result in car parking as a sea of hard
surfacing and landscaping limited to poorly sited and unusable grassed beds. Your
officers suggested that landscaping for this site should be considered as an integral part
of the design process with the creation of planted seating areas for staff and visitors
adjacent to the building, planting within both sites and screening of the ambulance bay. As
a result a much improved landscaping plan has been submitted. The full details of this in
terms of planting species, heights on planting and so on can be covered by condition.
Members may recall that the Borough Council raised objection to the car park approved by
the County Council due to the lack of landscaping and the current proposal should help to
enhance the local environment as well as encouraging bio-diversity.
5.13 Heritage- The school building is Grade II listed dating from 1888.The modern
additions within the site are of little architectural merit and their demolition has previously
been approved under County Council applications. The removal of these buildings is
welcomed in terms of improving the setting of the listed school and adjacent listed surgery
and has the support of Historic England.
5.14 Setting back the new building within the site helps to mitigate the impact of the
proposal on the listed building and the external materials have been chosen to be
sympathetic.
5.15 The NPPF advises that finding a viable use for heritage assets is the best way of
safeguarding their future; the school has been empty for a number of years and the new
use is welcomed. Furthermore, the Act requires that special regard is given to protecting
any architectural features .The impact on the listed building is considered in more detail
with the listed building application however it is not considered that internal or external
alterations result in substantial harm.
5.16 Highways and Transport issues-Pre-application discussions have taken place
between the applicants and the Highway Authority and these have continued during the
life of this application. A detailed Transport Assessment and Travel Plan have been
submitted in support of the application. Whilst initially the Highway/Flood Authority raised
objections the issues appear to have been overcome over the course of the application.
The NPPF considers that development should only be prevented or refused on
transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are
severe. It should also be remembered that the authorised use of the site as a school
would generate a significant amount of traffic, including coaches.
5.17 Your officers have sought improvements to the proposal by requesting that
access/egress is taken from the busier Ramsden Street rather than Church Street. It was
felt that a Church Street egress would encourage traffic to distribute through the high
density terraced streets such as Mount Pleasant and Storey Square and onto Rawlinson
Street to the detriment of residential amenity.
5.18 In addition, the applicants have agreed to make a financial contribution to cover the
cost of monitoring the travel plan and a Section 106 will be required in this regard.
Amended plans have been submitted and it is hoped that the comments of the
Highway/Flood Authority will be available in time for the committee meeting. However email correspondence has confirmed their initial concerns have now been resolved.
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5.19 Environmental Health Issues-The Environmental Health Officer has commented and
it is considered reasonable to attach conditions requiring a Construction Management
Plan and in relation to noise from the roof-top plant room.
5.20 Flooding-A Flood Risk Assessment has been provided and an addendum to the
document has recently been provided following discussions with the County Council and
United Utilities. It is hoped that amended comments on this document will be available in
time for the committee meeting. However, it is noted that post-development impermeable
surfacing within the site will be substantially reduced (by 343²).
5.21 The FRA identifies that the overall risk of flooding is low. In addition,
recommendations are made regarding the need for by-pass oil interceptors and the
provision of oil interceptors prior to the connection to the FW system for ambulance
washing facilities. This and other surface water matters can generally be covered by
condition. Discussions are on-going with regard to flow rates.
5.22 Furthermore, a maintenance contract is proposed for the site to cover the monitoring
and maintenance of the on-site private sewer network, including the oil interceptors and
flow collection chambers.
5.23 Residential Amenity-The surrounding streets to the south and east are generally
tight-knit residential development. The nearest residential dwellings are on Spring Street,
Church Street and Ramsden Street. A comparison of the existing and proposed footprints
and ridge heights suggests impact on neighbours is felt to be no greater than at present
and in some cases to be improved as built form will be further from dwellings.
5.24 The ambulance bay is proposed to be located in the south west corner closest to
dwellings on Ramsden Street. The potential impact has been assessed by the Highway
Authority and North West Ambulance Service historic data shows only 1 ambulance per
hour being dispatched under blue lights during peak hours. This low level of vehicle
movement is to be further eased by the use of a green traffic light “hurry call” procedure
which will minimise the need for ambulances to use sirens when close to the junction of
Ramsden Street and Duke Street. Increased landscaping has also been agreed to
screen this part of the site. As such impact on residents should generally be modest.
5.25 Taking into account the previous long-standing school use, traffic conditions in the
area and the proximity to the town centre I do not feel that residential amenity is likely to
be significantly adversely affected by the proposals. Only 1 letter of representation has
been received and the applicants have carried out a well-attended public engagement
event at The Forum which seems to have been met with enthusiasm. There was also the
opportunity for the public to visit the interior of the school and this event too was well
attended. The application has also been well publicised and there have been a number
of articles in the local newspaper. It appears, therefore, that local people are generally
supportive of the proposals.
5.26 Energy efficiency/sustainable construction- The golden thread running through the
NPPF is the need for sustainable development and energy efficiency. This is backed up
by policies in the new draft Local Plan which carries some, but limited weight.
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5.27 The applicants are strong advocates of sustainable design and construction and
recognise the positive impact of energy efficient design both on the environment and on
the efficient operation of public buildings.
5.28 A key element of the proposal is to address sustainability in its widest sense covering
the impact of design, construction and operational aspects on the efficient use of natural
resources. In support of this a number of ambitious design targets have been set and a
BREEAM (Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method) target of
Excellent for the new build and Very Good for the refurbished element is a requirement for
the Barrow Primary Care Centre. Your officers have requested further information on
these measures and the applicants have advised that these targets are to be met through
a variety of measures including the following:
-Combined heat and power installation
- Good levels of natural light
-Use of LED lighting internally
-High efficiency engineering equipment
-Natural ventilation where clinically possible
-Daylight sensing on the lighting system
-External LED lighting with night time set back
-Optimised building envelope construction
-Intelligent Building Management System and Controls
--Zoned engineering control systems
-Metering of energy use
-Use of low carbon technologies to further minimise carbon emissions associated with the
buildings energy use
-Room occupancy monitoring
-A Green Travel Plan to promote the use of public transport, cycling and walking, (shower
and changing facilities are included for staff).
-Use of low water consumption sanitaryware to minimise the use of portable water
-Use of SUDs techniques to attenuate surface water run-off including the use of porous
car park surfacing
-The requirement that all timber will be obtained from sustainable sources together with
the use of non-PVC materials and water-based paints and adhesives wherever possible.
5.29 Policy-The proposal accords with national and local planning policy in terms of
heritage, residential amenity and design. In addition the proposals meet the requirements
of the Act in terms of listed buildings and their settings. The development not only
enhances the setting of the school but that of the adjacent listed surgery and the approach
to the nearby conservation area.
5.30 Sustainable development-The proposal occupies a highly sustainable site, re-using
previously developed land with good access to public transport and the town centre and
so supports the overall aim of the NPPF. At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in
favour of sustainable development which should be seen as a golden thread running
through decision-taking. Development which is sustainable should be approved without
delay.
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5.31 The Framework clarifies that sustainable development has 3 strands: economic,
social and environmental. The proposal supports the economic role by assisting in building
a strong, responsive economy and supporting growth, innovation and job creation. Whilst
it is acknowledged that some jobs will be a re-location from other sites within the town a
number of new jobs will also be created, including during the demolition and construction
phases.
5.32 The proposal fulfils the social role by creating a high quality built environment
improving access to local services and supporting the community’s health and well-being.
The environmental role is fulfilled by contributing towards the protection and enhancement
of the historic environment, improving bio-diversity on the site and recognising the need to
move towards a low carbon economy.
5.33 The Framework requires that economic, social and environmental gains should be
sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning system. It clarifies that pursuing
sustainable development involves seeking positive improvements in the quality of the built
and historic environment replacing poor design with better design, improving the
conditions in which people live and work. The proposal replaces poor design on the site
with significantly better design, improves the quality of the built environment and brings
improved healthcare services for the people of Barrow.
6. CONCLUSION
6.1 The proposal is highly sustainable and should therefore be approved. It brings
significant enhancements to the environment in this area and to the setting of the heritage
asset which will also be brought back into beneficial use. It is understood that traffic and
transport issues have been resolved satisfactorily and the overall design is attractive and
vibrant, including public art and generous landscaping. Given the previous use as a school
overall impact on residential amenity is considered to be modest. Subject to confirmation
that traffic and drainage issues have been resolved and to the signing of a s106
agreement approval is recommended.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that:
(A) Subject to completion of a S106 to ensure implementation and monitoring of a
Travel Plan, then:
(B) Planning Permission is GRANTED subject to the Standard Duration Limit and the
following conditions:
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2. The development shall be carried out and completed in all respects in accordance with
the hereby approved plans and documents (Appendix A) including specific reference to
their recommendations (eg Ecological survey re peat free soil, bat and bird boxes & biodiversity and the approach to demolition, particularly with reference to building ‘B5’, risk
management re explosive ordnance & geo-environmental survey re CO2 membrane
during construction, FRA re oil interceptors & dust mitigation measures set out in Air
Quality Assessment) and defined by this permission, and notwithstanding the provisions
of the Town & Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any
Order revoking or re-enacting that Order with or without modification), there shall be no
variation without the prior written consent of the Planning Authority.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3. This consent shall not be implemented before a contract for the carrying out of works
of redevelopment of the site has been completed to the satisfaction of the Planning
Authority, and planning permission has been granted for the redevelopment for which the
contract provides.
Reason
In order to safeguard the appearance of this sensitive site and the setting of the heritage
assets.
4. The permitted works shall not take place until a scheme detailing the measures to
protect the safety and stability of the existing listed building during the works hereby
approved and during demolition works has been submitted to and been approved by the
Local Planning Authority. Protection of the interior from the weather shall be provided at all
times during the progress of the work and works shall take place only in accordance with
the approved scheme.
Reason
To safeguard the character and appearance of the listed building’s interior and exterior.
5. Drainage, surface water flow rates as agreed with Cumbria County Council (condition
to follow)
Reason
6. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved a Construction
Management Method Statement shall be submitted to and be approved in writing by the
Planning Authority.
The method statement should cover all phases of the development and take account of all
contractors or sub-contractors. The approved statement shall be adhered to throughout
the construction period.The Construction Management Method Statement will be expected
to include the following:
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•

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; and the method of programming deliveries;

•

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 and demolition, in particular the demolition of building B5 referred to in
paragraph 4.3 of the Ecological Appraisal.

•

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.

•

Details of the type, size and location of on-site facilities for construction workers

•

Fencing details for the temporary construction site

•

Site security during demolition works

•

Details of the methods of storage of fuels, oils, and chemicals.

Reason
In order to ensure that the development can proceed without causing undue disturbance
to local residents, the heritage asset or the local highway network.
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7. Highways conditions/programme of works as agreed with Cumbria County Council re
surfacing, car parking and traffic calming works.(condition to follow).
Reason
(to follow)
8. Any occupation of the development authorised by this permission shall not begin until
the highway works shown on the drawings hereby approved in condition 2 above have
been completed by the developer in accordance with those drawings, and have been
certified in writing as being complete by or on behalf of the Planning Authority.
Reason
In order to ensure a satisfactory standard of development in the interests of highway
safety.
9. Prior to the beneficial occupation of any part of the development, the access and car
parking spaces to both staff and visitor car parks must be provided and marked out in
accordance with the parking layout plan submitted as part of the application, and
thereafter permanently retained unless the Planning Authority gives prior consent for any
variation.
Reason
In order to provide a suitable level of parking associated with the development.
10. No development shall take place until samples of the external materials of
construction, for the building and all hard surfaced areas including a 1m square panel of
the render to be used in the development which shall be constructed on the site have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. The development
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and thereafter retained
unless the Planning Authority gives prior written consent to any variation. The render
panel shall be retained on site, for reference purposes, until the construction works are
completed.
Reason
To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development, and to minimise its impact
upon the surrounding area.
11. Any areas of the external structure required to be re-built as a result of the demolition
process shall use matching materials to the adjacent area of walling in which they are
located in terms of brick and stonework, windows and detailing.
Reason
In the interests of protecting the special character and appearance of the listed building.
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12. Prior to the commencement of any construction work, full details of the boundary
treatment for both sites shall be submitted to and be approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. In this regard the Planning Authority expects the boundary for the
principal site, other than the original wall and railings to the Duke Street frontage, to be of
a high quality and unique design incorporating public art. The agreed boundary treatments
shall be implemented in full prior to the beneficial use of the development and thereafter
so maintained, to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority.
Reason
In order to ensure that a satisfactory boundary treatment is provided in the interests of the
appearance of the development and the setting of the listed building.
13. Prior to the beneficial occupation of any part of the development , a landscape
scheme for the site, including both car parks, showing the trees, shrubs and
hedgerows, including verges and other open spaces, together with details of any
phasing of such a scheme and details of long-term management must be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. The proposals shall be based on
the details submitted in plan reference AR-W5-XX-PL-100-006 Revision 5. The scheme
shall be submitted on a plan not greater than 1:500 in scale and shall contain details of
numbers, locations and species of plants to be used. All planting and subsequent
maintenance shall be to current British Standards. The approved scheme must
subsequently be implemented by the end of the first planting season following initial
beneficial occupation of the development or by such a programme as may be agreed in
writing. Any trees or shrubs removed, dying being severely damaged or becoming
seriously diseased within five years of planting shall be replaced by the landowner with
trees or shrubs of a similar size and species to those originally required to be planted
Reason
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area.
14. Prior to the commencement of works on the site the following measures must be met
to safeguard the trees which are in the adjacent site at 4 Duke Street but whose roots and
branches are within the application site:
a) A 1.25 metres high fence of continuous length and at a radius from the
trunk defined by the crown spread plus 1 metre but not exceeding 4.5
metres.
b) No excavations, site works, trenches, channels, pipes, services,
temporary buildings used in connection with the development or 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 within 6 metres of the trees
specified above without the prior express consent of the Local
Planning Authority
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d) No excavations or change of ground levels shall take place within the
fenced areas
Reason
In order to protect the trees during the construction period and in order to ensure that
damage does not occur to the trees during building or engineering operations.
15. Prior to the beneficial occupation of the development hereby approved, details of the
provision of public art within the proposal shall be submitted to and be agreed in writing by
the Planning Authority. In this regard the Planning Authority would expect to see public art
incorporated in the boundary treatment of the main site, the cycle racks and the feature
space within the staff car park. The approved details shall be implemented in full prior to
the beneficial use of the development hereby approved.
Reason
In the interests of the appearance of the development and the setting of the heritage
asset.
16. No floodlighting or other form of external lighting shall be installed other than that
approved under the documents referred to in condition 2 above.
Reason
To minimise light pollution in accordance with policy D63 of the Barrow Local Plan Review
1996-2006, in order to protect the amenity of adjacent residents and the setting of the
listed building, and to protect users of the adjacent highway network.
17. Any external lighting shall at all times be directed and shielded so as to minimise light
spillage outside of the application site, and shall not shine directly into the windows of
adjacent neighbouring properties.
Reason
To minimise light pollution in accordance with policy D63 of the Barrow Local Plan Review
1996-2006, and in order to protect the amenitiy of nearby residents.
18. Prior to its erection on site, details of the siting, design and external materials of any
sub-station shall be submitted to and be approved in writing by the Planning Authority. The
substation shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason
In the interests of the appearance of the development and the setting of the listed building.
19. No demolition or construction works in connection with the development hereby
approved shall take place outside the hours of 07.30-1800 Monday-Friday and 08.0013.00 on Saturday and there shall be no such work on Sundays or bank or public
holidays.
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Reason
In order to protect the amenity of adjacent residents
20. No part of the development shall be beneficially occupied until cycle parking facilities
have been provided in accordance with detailed drawings to be submitted to and approved
in writing by the Planning Authority, such drawings to show the position, design, materials
and finishes thereof and shall be of a unique design incorporating public art. The scheme
shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details and thereafter retained
unless the Planning Authority gives prior written consent for any variation.
Reason
To ensure the promotion of sustainable means of transport in keeping with national
guidance and local development plan policies.
21. No dust or fume extraction or filtration equipment or air conditioning, ventilation or
refrigeration equipment shall be installed until details of its design, siting, discharge point
and predicted acoustic performance have been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Planning Authority. The equipment shall be installed in accordance with the approved
details.
Reason
In the interests of the appearance of the development on this sensitive site adjacent to a
number of listed buildings and to protect adjacent properties from any potential noise and
disturbance.
22. Noise from the development including ‘extraction equipment’ must not cause the
existing background noise level (measured as the LA90 (10 minutes) to be exceeded
at any neighbouring noise sensitive locations. Any tonal noise produced by the
development would result in a 5dB addition to the particular noise level (Definition in:
Appendix E “Noise Procedure Specification, Publication 140”, The Engineering
Equipment and Materials User Association). [Note: the noise is measured 3.5m from
any reflective surface, other than the ground, at a height of between 1.2 and 1.5m.]
Reason
In order to protect nearby properties from noise and disturbance.
Informatives
1. This Decision Notice should be read in accordance with the permission for Listed
Building Consent dated (to follow-N.B. Will be issued following S106).
2. This permission is governed by a legal agreement between the applicant and the
Borough Council under S106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. The agreement
relates to a travel plan and S106 administration and monitoring.
3. The Local Planning Authority would welcome an input into the design of the signage
and you are advised to check if Advertisement Consent is required at an early stage.
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4. Section 278 Agreement – The applicant is advised that the off site works will need to be
constructed under a S278 Agreement with Cumbria County Council.
5. Part of the BAE site is covered by the provision of the Radiation (Emergency
Preparedness and Public Information) 2001 Regulations. it should be noted that the
proposed development is situated within the Detailed Emergency Planning Area of the site
and in liaison with the site operator and in liaison with the Office for Nuclear Regulation
special arrangements are made for residents/business premises in this area and particular
attention is paid to ensuring that people are aware of the appropriate action to take in the
event of an incident at the site. You are advised to liaise with the Emergency planning
officer at Cumbria County Council to allow for further discussion.
NPPF Decision Notice requirement
In accordance with paragraph 187 of the national Planning Policy framework we have
worked with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner and sought solutions to
problems arising in relation to dealing with this application. We have done so in the
following ways:
-through pre-application discussions and public engagement
-through discussions during the course of the application on the overall design,
landscaping, public art, the impact on the listed building both internally and externally and
traffic impact and highways issues.
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Appendix A
Proposed Landscape Plan -10787_AR_WS_XX_PL_100_006. Rev 05 received
15/03/2016.
Existing and Proposed Footprint- 10787_AR_WS_XX_PL_100_007. Received
16/03/2016.
Existing Boundary Heights- 10787_AR_WS_XX_PL_100_009. Received
15/03/2016.
Plans Lower Ground floor- 10787_AR_00_PL_200_110. Rev 4 received
15/03/2016.
Plans 2nd and Roof -10787_AR_XX_02_PL_200_112. Rev 7 received 16/03/2016.
Elevations 1_2 -10787_AR_XX_XX_EL_251_001. Rev 8 received 16/03/2016.
Elevations 2_2- 10787_AR_XX_XX_EL_251_002. Rev 5 received 18/03/2016
Plans ground and first floors-10787_AR_XX_XX_PL_200_111. Rev 9 Received
18/03/2016.
Lower ground floor plan-demolition plans- 10787_SK(20)001. Rev 1 received
27/01/2016.
Ground floor plan- Demolitions plan- 10787_SK_(20)002. Rev 1 received
21/03/2016.
First floor plan- Demolitions plan-10787_SK_(20)003. Rev 1 received 21/03/2016.
Addendum 15 3 16_TA. Rev 1 received 16/03/2016.
214-297 main site 40 I-sec- Drainage data from Micro Drainage. Rev 1. Received
16/03/2016.
214-297-C-001P2 . Revision 1 Drainage layout received 16/03/2016.
Barrow PCC Sustainability statement Rev 1 received 14/03/2016.
M4426-DSSR-X-X-DR-MEP-69001-REV 01-Existing lighting. Received 15/03/2016.
PDF 3-D Image received on 15/03/2016.
Proposed site demolition plans AR_WS_XX_PL_100_002
Existing lower ground floor plan demolition AR-XX-B-PL-200-006-Rev 0 received on
15/02/2016.
Existing ground floor plan demolition AR-XX-OO-PL-200-006 Rev 0 received
15/02/2016.
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Existing first floor plan demolition AR-XX-01-PL-200-006 Rev 0 received on
15/02/2016.
Existing second floor plan demolition AR-XX-091-PL-200-006 Rev 0 received
15/02/2016.
OS plan AR-WS-XX-PL-100-001
Existing side sections sheet 1 of 2 AR-XX-XX-SE-100-001
Existing side sections sheet 2 of 2 AR-XX-XX- SE-100-002.
Proposed site sections Sheet 1 of 2 AR-XX-XXSE 100-010 Rev 1
Proposed site sections sheet 2 of 2 AR-XX-XX –SE-1090-011 Rev 1
Existing elevations AR-XX-XX-EL-250-001
Ventilation environmental services plan- Basement level M4426-DSSR-XX-B-DRMEP-57100
Ventilation environmental services plan – Ground floor M4426-DSSR-XX-00-DRMEP-57100.
Ventilation environmental services plan – First floor M4426-DSSR-XX-01-DR-MEP57100.
Lighting
Product information Cuvia 60 AB6L-LRA/4600-740 8916 ET TOC: 6341040
Product information Cuvia 60 AB6L-LRA/6200-740 8916 ET TOC : 6342240.
Product information Faciella 15 RE2L/1000-830 191 ET TOC : 6329940.

Documents
Travel plan prepared by SCP DOC ref LB/15023/TP/1
Transport assessment prepared by SCP DOC REF : SB/PT/15023/TA/1
Addendum doc ref SB/PT/15023/TAA/01 received 16/03/2016.
Fume cupboard and microbiological safety cabinet data provided by Atlas clean air
Limited.
Design and Access statement.
Heritage Impact Statement.
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Flood risk assessment specifically including the reference in the post-development
design section regarding the provision of by-pass oil interceptors and an oil
interceptor prior to the connection to the FW system for the ambulance washing
facility additional data received on the 16/03/2016.
Ecological appraisal prepared by REC reference: 100743ECIRO specifically
including the recommendations in section 4.2 regarding habitats, 4.3 regarding
bats,4.4 regarding breeding birds and 4.5 regarding biodiversity measures.
Air quality assessment prepared by REC ref : 34344R1
Explosive Ordnance Threat Assessment prepared by BACTEC International Limited
ref : 5241TA dated the 28/11/2013 specifically including the proposed Risk Mitigation
Methodology included in paragraphs 13-13.2 inclusive of the report.
Geo Environmental Appraisal report prepared by Clancy Consulting Ltd dated
February 2014 report ref : 10/0527/001 specifically including the recommendations in
paragraphs 6.4 regarding remedial options, paragraph 7.4 regarding the use of a
proprietary carbon dioxide gas membrane during construction with all joists and
service entries tapped and sealed and ventilation for a suspended floor slabs and the
recommendation in Section D
Ventilation/extraction planning submission statement, reference : M4426-REP-59002
Environmental Matrix Document, reference, M4426-DSSR-X-X-SC-MEP-59001.
Sustainability statement received 16/03/2016.
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▪ This drawing is copyright.
▪ Do not scale dimensions from this drawing.
▪ All discrepancies on this drawing are to be reported to the architect.
▪ Do not modify any element of this drawing.
▪ Use drawing only for purpose(s) issued.
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PLANNING COMMITTEE
5th April 2016
PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2016/0104

Mr N Bennett Carveti
Partnership Ltd

Mr N Evans
IBI Group

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Central

Maureen Smith
01229 876414

27/01/2016
STATUTORY DATE:
22/03/2016

LOCATION:
Former Alfred Barrow School and land to the SW of the school., Duke Street Barrowin-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Listed Building Consent for construction of new two storey extension with rooftop
plantroom to North of existing building and linked at both floor levels. Existing
building refurbished and with new extension will provide facilities for new Primary
Care Centre including clinical, administration and support services. External areas to
be reconfigured to provide staff and public car parking and parking for emergency
vehicles with associated landscaping.
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
POLICY D16
The total or substantial demolition of a Listed Building or similar treatment to an un-Listed
Building in a Conservation Area will only be permitted if:
a)

Every reasonable effort has been made to continue the present use or to find a
suitable alternative use for the building;

b)

The demolition will not result in the loss of a building which is important to the
setting of the Listed Building or another nearby Listed Building or the Conservation
Area; and

c)

A detailed scheme for redevelopment of the site has previously been granted
planning permission and a contract for the erection of a new building entered into,
or the Local Authority is otherwise satisfied that the scheme will be implemented.
Exceptionally, consideration of the importance of the building, the condition and the
importance of any alternative use of the site following demolition may lead to
consent.
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POLICY D17
Applications for the re-use of empty Listed Buildings or prominent buildings in
Conservation Areas will be given favourable consideration provided the redevelopment will
not result in the significant loss of the property’s special architectural details or its historic
fabric.
POLICY D18
Alterations and additions to a Listed Building or those properties affected by the Article
Four Direction will not be permitted if they adversely affect its character and setting or its
architectural or historic features. In particular, the following alterations are likely to be
unacceptable, particularly where they pose a conflict with the traditions of the building type
or the area;
a)

The use of non-traditional roofing materials;

b)

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

c)

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

d)

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

e)

The use of uPVC gutters and downspouts.

SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The impact of the proposal on the heritage asset.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Advertised on site and in local press.
The Occupier 22 Ramsden Street, Barrow-in-Furness
“My husband and I are quite happy with the proposed development of the old Alfred
Barrow School
However, there are a few questions we would like answers to in order to reassure us
over our concerns.
1. How will the new entrance on Ramsden Street affect parking for the properties
opposite?
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2. How much will we be affected by noise both during the development and after e.g.
delivery vehicles, ambulances and general public?
3. How much light pollution will there be from lights at night?
4. When Leek's built the flats between numbers 4 & 20 our property suffered from
movement, is this likely to happen again?
We look forward to your reply.”
CONSULTATIONS:
Historic England
"We welcome the opportunity to advise on the proposal further to our letter of 18.12.2015
for the related planning application.
Historic England Advice
Considering the national significance of the former Alfred Barrow School associated with
its illustration of educational and architectural practices of its time, alterations to its
distinctive floor plan merit careful consideration. The removal of modern subdivisions and
features will better reveal the historic floor plan, and the proposed removal of suspended
ceilings and poor quality subdivision to the main hall are particularly welcome. The
removal of historic fabric appears to be limited and broadly retains the legibility of the floor
plan. In order to minimise harm, we advise that historic fabric is retained in situ as much
as possible with any removal requiring clear and convincing justification (paragraph 132,
NPPF).
In line with previous advice (we refer to our letters of 24.06.2013 & 18.12.2015) there is no
objection to the demolition of the identified later extensions of the school as part of the
current proposal.
Within the context of our remit (relating to demolition aspects of the proposal only), there
is therefore no objection to the proposal in principle. We would advise you to engage the
expertise of your Conservation Officer to inform the wider heritage impacts of the
proposal. You may also find our webpages and advice on historic schools helpful in
considering this application, which can be accessed here:
<https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/local-heritage/historic-schoolRecommendation
We urge you to consider the above, and recommend that this application be determined in
accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on the basis of your expert
conservation advice. It is not necessary for us to be consulted again. If you feel you need
further advice, please let us know why.”
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OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 A parallel application for planning permission is also before this committee today.
The proposal relates to the Grade ii listed Alfred Barrow School on Duke Street. The
school was constructed in 1888-89 to house the Higher Grade School and it remained in
active use until 2009 when Furness Academy opened. Since then it has been used
occasionally as a temporary facility for local schools during periods of refurbishment. Its
use ceased in 2013.
1.2 The original school building is of 2 storeys with a basement; it has a strong and
imposing institutional character embellished by decorative carvings and inscriptions. The
ground floor is elevated above the street level and there is a brick wall with railings above
to the Duke Street frontage. It has a substantial appearance and is constructed in red
brick with sandstone dressings and a slate roof.
1.3 The frontage is fairly decorative with some elaborate stone detailing and the south
west door surround has a particularly attractive stone pediment reading “COOKERY” in
the tympanum. The rear elevation lacks the decorative embellishment of the frontage and
has been badly affected by extensions and alterations. All windows in the building, which
were once cast iron have been replaced. Various extensions have been added to the
building and within its curtilage between 1921 and the 1980’s.
1.4 The interior of the building is generally plain and again various alterations have taken
place over the years, including suspended ceilings and modern fire doors. However, there
are a number of attractive glazed screens with fine traceried panels incorporating coloured
glass and the floor plan is of interest.
1.5 The remainder of the site is made up of a variety of modern school buildings and the
former hard-surfaced playground and staff car park. Other than the wall and railings to
part of the Duke Street frontage the boundary treatment is modern and utilitarian.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 The proposal involves converting the former school and adding an extension to create
the Barrow Primary Care Centre. The school building is to be refurbished and reconfigured
to provide office facilities and support accommodation for administrative staff and the
extension will be of a contemporary design and open to the public with the main access off
Duke Street. The remainder of the site is to be laid out as a landscaped car park and
ambulance facility. A public car park is proposed on the opposite side of the road on Duke
Street.
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
3.1 Various school extensions have taken place over the years including a separate Girls
School in 1921, a new science block in the 1970’s and a new gymnasium.
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3.2 In July 2013 under County Council responsibility planning permission and listed
building consent were granted for the demolition of the modern additions, retention of
original building and works of making good including erection of a new wall to the northern
elevation and associated works and a temporary change of use (3 years) to provide a
public car park.
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
4.1 Policy D16 relates to demolition of listed buildings. The policy wording relates to total
or substantial demolition, however the spirit of the policy is relevant.
4.2 Policy D17 echoes the wording in the NPPF and encourages the re-use of listed
buildings provided that the redevelopment will not result in significant loss of the property’s
architectural detailing.
4.3 Policy D18 relates to alterations and extensions to listed buildings. Again the aim is to
protect their character and setting and any architectural or historic features which they
possess.
4.4 Chapter 12 of the NPPF relates specifically to the historic environment. The following
paragraphs are relevant:
Paragraph 131 :
4.5 “In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account
of:
•the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and
putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
•the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable
communities including their economic vitality; and
•the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness.”
4.6 Paragraph 132 :
“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The
more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or
lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its
setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and
convincing justification.”
4.7 Paragraph 134 :
“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance
of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of
the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.”
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4.8 The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 provides specific
protection for buildings and areas of special architectural or historic interest. Any decisions
relating to listed buildings and their settings must address the statutory considerations of
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (see in particular
sections 16 and 66) as well as satisfying the relevant policies within the National Planning
Policy Framework and the Local Plan.
4.9 Sections 16 of the Act requires that “in considering whether to grant listed building
consent for any works the local planning authority or the Secretary of State shall have
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.”
4.10 The following documents are also of relevance:
Historic England (2010) Refurbishing Historic School Buildings
Historic England (2011) Practical considerations for the design and implementation of
refurbishment projects of historic school buildings
5. PLANNING ISSUES
5.1 A Heritage Impact Statement has been submitted with the application. The Heritage
Assessment submitted with the previous County Council application has also been
consulted. The principal issue is the impact of the proposals on the heritage asset and its
setting.
5.2 As a starting point the listed building is enhanced by removing the various extensions
added between the 1950’s and 80’s and this is covered in more detail in the planning
application.
5.3 The Heritage Assessment of 2012 recognised that the opportunity could be taken to
add replacement extensions in a more contemporary and sympathetic style. It is pleasing
that the new extension has not attempted to emulate the past but presents a
contemporary urban design in a historic setting.
5.4 The new building is set back from the site frontage and has reduced eaves to help
mitigate any impact. This also ensures that there will still be uninterrupted views from
Duke Street of the front elevation of the school and the feature side door which is a
particularly attractive feature.
5.5 There are existing modern extensions physically attached to the school building and
these are to be removed. The new extension will be attached to the north east and
actually encloses more of the school in this area than the current building, however the
fabric of the old school is to be retained as an internal feature at this junction and so
impact is felt to be less than substantial.
5.6 The ground is to be levelled to the south elevation exposing more of this elevation and
this can be considered as a benefit in terms of how the building is appreciated. A new
stairwell is proposed to this elevation replacing a larger extension. The agents have
amended the design to provide a curved stairwell more typical of Victorian architecture
and this element of the proposal is considered to be acceptable and an improvement on
the current box-like design.
Page 46 of 134

PLANNING COMMITTEE
5th April 2016
5.7 The interior is mostly plain and has undergone modern additions over the years
however the main features of particular interest are the decorative screens and glazed
arches to the ground and first floor and these are to be retained and refurbished. Existing
glass panels, where covered are to be opened up and brought back to original use.
5.8 All later suspended ceilings are to be removed and the volume of the old Assembly
Hall and Cookery teaching area are to be re-created as single spaces. Any smaller rooms
which are to be created are to be capped pods within the space retaining the overall
volume and meaning the work is reversible. Stud partition walls are also to be used
throughout where new office spaces are proposed meaning the original spaces could be
reinstated in the future. A small number of new openings are to be created in classroom
walls and this work is considered to be modest in scale and not to impact significantly on
historic fabric; generally the approach is one of minimal intervention.
5.9 Some aspects of the impact are difficult to consider at present. For example the
removal of the modern extensions attached to the original building may reveal some
original fabric and if so the opportunity to incorporate this as an internal feature in the new
build will be taken. Damaged areas or missing areas of walling may have to be re-built in
matching brickwork and this can be covered by condition. In addition, vibration from the
demolition process may result in damage to fabric and any repairs will need to be in
matching materials.
5.10 Other external works include the removal of rainwater pipes and the replacement in
more sympathetic materials and replacement windows of a style more typical of the
original. However, double glazing is proposed and given the small profile frame style it is
proposed that this is covered by condition to ensure a satisfactory style and appearance.
5.11 The Design and Access statement also suggests that the building is to be stone
cleaned. It is generally accepted as good conservation practice that old buildings should
retain the patina of age and that aggressive stone cleaning or grit blasting is no longer
favourable. However it is accepted that the demolition process will inevitably cause dust to
gather on the retained building and so a condition to agree a patch test before other
cleaning takes place is considered an appropriate precaution.
5.12 In terms of the external environment, the existing curtilage is a hard-surfaced yard
devoid of character and landscaping. Planning permission has previously been granted as
a County application for use as a car park. The current proposal introduces tree planting
around the boundary of the site and landscaping within it which should improve the overall
setting. In addition, the applicants have agreed to incorporate public art within the
boundary treatment and this is a significant planning gain. Landscaping is also proposed
to the car park opposite the site which currently has a negative impact on the setting of the
heritage asset. The site proposals and the use of the new building by the public brings
enhancements to the setting and allows the listed building to be greater appreciated.
Furthermore, the footprint of the new building is less than the existing coverage; the new
building is also set further away from the adjacent listed surgery allowing it to be greater
appreciated.
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6. CONCLUSION
6.1 Overall the proposals are welcomed in bringing a listed building back into use and
securing its future for years to come. Whilst there are some minor elements of harm the
NPPF advises that this should be weighed against the overall public benefits. Significant
loss of architectural detailing or historic fabric does not arise and the removal of the low
quality later additions and modern interventions internally can be viewed as a major
benefit. The application respects the conservation principles of minimal intervention and
reversibility.
6.2 The proposal is in accordance with the aims of the NPPF and local policy and satisfies
the requirements of the Act. It also brings enhancements to the setting of adjacent listed
buildings and the nearby conservation area.
6.3 This application and the parallel planning application are to be the subject of a Section
106 agreement in regard to the Travel Plan, subject to the signing of the S106 agreement
approval is recommended.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that:
(A) Subject to the completion of a planning obligation under S106 of the Town and
Country Planning Act (as amended) and all appropriate legislation to seek the
following:
Section 106 and travel plan monitoring costs, then
(B) Listed Building Consent is granted subject to the Standard Duration Limit and the
following conditions:
2. The development shall be carried out and completed in all respects in accordance with
the hereby approved plans and drawings shown as Appendix A and defined by this
permission, and notwithstanding the provisions of the Town & Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order with
or without modification), there shall be no variation without the prior written consent of the
Planning Authority.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3. This consent shall not be implemented before a contract for the carrying out of works of
redevelopment of the site has been completed to the satisfaction of the Planning
Authority, and planning permission has been granted for the redevelopment for which the
contract provides.
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Reason
In order to ensure that the character and appearance of the listed building is safeguarded.
4. The permitted works shall not take place until a scheme detailing the measures to
protect the safety and stability of the existing listed building during the works hereby
approved and of demolition has been submitted to and been approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. Protection of the interior from the weather shall be provided at
all times during the progress of the work and works shall take place only in accordance
with the approved scheme.
Reason
To safeguard the character and appearance of the listed building both interior and
exterior.
5. No works of construction permitted by this consent shall commence until samples of the
external materials of construction for the building including all hard surfaced areas,
including a 1m square sample of the render to be used in the development which shall be
constructed on the site, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning
Authority. The development shall be carried out using the approved details. The render
panel shall be retained on site for reference purposes until construction works are
completed.
Reason
In order to safeguard the special architectural or historic interest of the building.
6. Any areas of the external structure required to be re-built as a result of the demolition
process shall use matching materials to the adjacent area of walling in which they are
located in terms of brick and stonework, windows and detailing.
Reason
In the interests of protecting the special character and appearance of the listed building.
7. Prior to the commencement of any works of refurbishment of the listed building the
ornate panels and associated tracery glass screens referred to in the Heritage Statement
shall be protected by a temporary boarded surface and this shall be retained during the
life of the refurbishment works.
Reason
In order to safeguard these unique features from accidental damage in the interests of the
special character and appearance of the listed building.
8. Prior to the commencement of any works of refurbishment of the listed building a
photographic record shall be taken of the interior of the listed school including any rooms
to be altered. A copy shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority within 1 month of
the commencement of the refurbishment works.
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Reason
To ensure that a permanent historical record is maintained of the building prior to its
alteration and in the interests of paragraph 141 of the NPPF.
9. Sandblasting or other abrasive cleaning techniques shall not be used anywhere on the
listed building, internally or externally. A patch sample shall be agreed in writing by the
Local Planning Authority before further cleaning takes place. All stone cleaning shall
conform to the approved sample.
Reason
To ensure the proposed works can be effected without detriment to the special
architectural or historic interest of the listed building.
10. All replacement rainwater goods shall be cast iron to the Duke Street frontage and
side elevations and shall thereafter be so maintained.
Reason
In the interests of the special architectural and historic appearance of the listed building
and its prominence within the streetscene.
11. Prior to the beneficial use of the refurbished listed building all redundant pipework
shall be removed from all elevations.
Reason
In the interests of the special architectural and historic appearance of the listed building
and its prominence within the streetscene.
12. No soil or vent pipes shall be added to the external walls of the building without the
prior written consent of the Planning Authority.
Reason
In order to safeguard the special architectural or historic interest of the building.
13. No work permitted by this consent shall be carried out until a detailed specification
including sample sections of windows as required (glazing bars, sills etc.) or working
drawings (scale 1:20, 1:10, 1:5, half or full size etc.) fully detailing the replacement
windows (cross sections for full glazing bars, sills, heads etc.) have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Planning Authority. The replacement windows in the listed
building shall be carried out using the approved specification and retained thereafter.
Reason
To ensure that the proposed works can be effected without detriment to the special
architectural and historic interest of the listed building.
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Informatives
1. This permission is governed by a legal agreement between the applicant and the
Borough Council under S106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. The
agreement relates to a travel plan and S106 administration and monitoring.
2. This Decision Notice should be read in conjunction with that for the planning
permission reference 2015/0840 dated 01/12/2015.
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Appendix A
Proposed Landscape Plan -10787_AR_WS_XX_PL_100_006. Rev 05 received
15/03/2016.
Existing and Proposed Footprint- 10787_AR_WS_XX_PL_100_007. Received
16/03/2016.
Existing Boundary Heights- 10787_AR_WS_XX_PL_100_009. Received
15/03/2016.
Plans Lower Ground floor- 10787_AR_00_PL_200_110. Rev 4 received
15/03/2016.
Plans 2nd and Roof -10787_AR_XX_02_PL_200_112. Rev 7 received 16/03/2016.
Elevations 1_2 -10787_AR_XX_XX_EL_251_001. Rev 8 received 16/03/2016.
Elevations 2_2- 10787_AR_XX_XX_EL_251_002. Rev 5 received 18/03/2016
Plans ground and first floors-10787_AR_XX_XX_PL_200_111. Rev 9 Received
18/03/2016.
Lower ground floor plan-demolition plans- 10787_SK(20)001. Rev 1 received
27/01/2016.
Ground floor plan- Demolitions plan- 10787_SK_(20)002. Rev 1 received
21/03/2016.
First floor plan- Demolitions plan-10787_SK_(20)003. Rev 1 received 21/03/2016.
Addendum 15 3 16_TA. Rev 1 received 16/03/2016.
214-297 main site 40 I-sec- Drainage data from Micro Drainage. Rev 1. Received
16/03/2016.
214-297-C-001P2 . Revision 1 Drainage layout received 16/03/2016.
Barrow PCC Sustainability statement Rev 1 received 14/03/2016.
M4426-DSSR-X-X-DR-MEP-69001-REV 01-Existing lighting. Received 15/03/2016.
PDF 3-D Image received on 15/03/2016.
Proposed site demolition plans AR_WS_XX_PL_100_002
Existing lower ground floor plan demolition AR-XX-B-PL-200-006-Rev 0 received on
15/02/2016.
Existing ground floor plan demolition AR-XX-OO-PL-200-006 Rev 0 received
15/02/2016.
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Existing first floor plan demolition AR-XX-01-PL-200-006 Rev 0 received on
15/02/2016.
Existing second floor plan demolition AR-XX-091-PL-200-006 Rev 0 received
15/02/2016.
OS plan AR-WS-XX-PL-100-001
Existing side sections sheet 1 of 2 AR-XX-XX-SE-100-001
Existing side sections sheet 2 of 2 AR-XX-XX- SE-100-002.
Proposed site sections Sheet 1 of 2 AR-XX-XXSE 100-010 Rev 1
Proposed site sections sheet 2 of 2 AR-XX-XX –SE-1090-011 Rev 1
Existing elevations AR-XX-XX-EL-250-001
Ventilation environmental services plan- Basement level M4426-DSSR-XX-B-DRMEP-57100
Ventilation environmental services plan – Ground floor M4426-DSSR-XX-00-DRMEP-57100.
Ventilation environmental services plan – First floor M4426-DSSR-XX-01-DR-MEP57100.
Lighting
Product information Cuvia 60 AB6L-LRA/4600-740 8916 ET TOC: 6341040
Product information Cuvia 60 AB6L-LRA/6200-740 8916 ET TOC : 6342240.
Product information Faciella 15 RE2L/1000-830 191 ET TOC : 6329940.

Documents
Travel plan prepared by SCP DOC ref LB/15023/TP/1
Transport assessment prepared by SCP DOC REF : SB/PT/15023/TA/1
Addendum doc ref SB/PT/15023/TAA/01 received 16/03/2016.
Fume cupboard and microbiological safety cabinet data provided by Atlas clean air
Limited.
Design and Access statement.
Heritage Impact Statement.
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Flood risk assessment specifically including the reference in the post-development
design section regarding the provision of by-pass oil interceptors and an oil
interceptor prior to the connection to the FW system for the ambulance washing
facility additional data received on the 16/03/2016.
Ecological appraisal prepared by REC reference: 100743ECIRO specifically
including the recommendations in section 4.2 regarding habitats, 4.3 regarding
bats,4.4 regarding breeding birds and 4.5 regarding biodiversity measures.
Air quality assessment prepared by REC ref : 34344R1
Explosive Ordnance Threat Assessment prepared by BACTEC International Limited
ref : 5241TA dated the 28/11/2013 specifically including the proposed Risk Mitigation
Methodology included in paragraphs 13-13.2 inclusive of the report.
Geo Environmental Appraisal report prepared by Clancy Consulting Ltd dated
February 2014 report ref : 10/0527/001 specifically including the recommendations in
paragraphs 6.4 regarding remedial options, paragraph 7.4 regarding the use of a
proprietary carbon dioxide gas membrane during construction with all joists and
service entries tapped and sealed and ventilation for a suspended floor slabs and the
recommendation in Section D
Ventilation/extraction planning submission statement, reference : M4426-REP-59002
Environmental Matrix Document, reference, M4426-DSSR-X-X-SC-MEP-59001.
Sustainability statement received 16/03/2016.
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PLAN NUMBER:
2016/0059

APPLICANT:
C2 Investments Ltd

AGENT:
Harrison Pitt Architects

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Hindpool

Maureen Smith
01229 876414

22/01/2016
STATUTORY DATE:
20/03/2016

LOCATION:
104 Abbey Road, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Change of use and refurbishment of the attic floor from B1 (business use) to C1
(Hotel). Formation of 9 en-suite bedrooms with access from the 3rd floor of adjacent
hotel. Internal and external alterations
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
POLICY D17
Applications for the re-use of empty Listed Buildings or prominent buildings in
Conservation Areas will be given favourable consideration provided the redevelopment will
not result in the significant loss of the property’s special architectural details or its historic
fabric.
POLICY D18
Alterations and additions to a Listed Building or those properties affected by the Article
Four Direction will not be permitted if they adversely affect its character and setting or its
architectural or historic features. In particular, the following alterations are likely to be
unacceptable, particularly where they pose a conflict with the traditions of the building type
or the area;
a)

The use of non-traditional roofing materials;

b)

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

c)

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

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

e)

The use of uPVC gutters and downspouts.

POLICY D21
In determining all applications submitted to it the local planning authority will have regard
to the General Design Code set out in paragraph 5.4.27 of this plan.
In towns and villages, proposals shall relate to the context provided by buildings, street
and plot patterns, building frontages, topography, established public views, landmark
buildings and other townscape elements. Proposals that do not respect the local context
and street pattern or the scale, height, proportions and materials of surrounding buildings
and development which constitutes over development of the site by virtue of scale, height
or bulk will not be permitted, unless there is specific justification, such as interests of
sustainability, energy efficiency or crime prevention.
POLICY G20
Applications to provide improved or additional good quality hotel/visitor accommodation or
new visitor attractions will be approved where;
a)

The landscape can absorb the proposal without detracting from its overall
character;

b)

They would be unlikely to cause serious disturbance to nearby residents;

c)

They meet the Authority’s adopted Parking Guidelines and are served by roads of
adequate capacity, will not generate significant, unacceptable additional traffic and
are capable of being served by public transport; and

d)

They meet all the other Policy criteria of this Plan.

SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The impact of the change of use taking into account the heritage assets and other
material planning considerations
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
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REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site and in the local press.
CONSULTATIONS:

OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 This application relates to the attic floor of 104 Abbey Road, known locally as “The
Cooke’s Building”. The property sits adjacent to the Duke of Edinburgh Hotel on the corner
of Abbey Road and Rawlinson Street, a predominantly commercial area identified as a
“Mixed Area around Barrow Town Centre” in the Local Plan. The property is Grade ii listed
dating from around 1875 and it also falls within the Central Barrow in Furness
Conservation Area. The property is a substantial red brick building with attractive ashlar
and terracotta detailing constructed with the Duke of Edinburgh Hotel during a thriving
period in Barrow’s history.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 It is proposed to change the use of the vacant attic floor to 9 additional en-suite
bedrooms to serve the adjacent Duke of Edinburgh Hotel. External alterations are modest
and include the provision of some rooflights, the creation of a new exit door at attic level
and the replacement of the existing fire escape. This type of application would normally be
dealt with as a delegated item however since the property is Council-owned the proposal
requires committee determination.
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
3.1 In 2012 a £2 million renovation project was funded by the Community Assets Fund,
Heritage Lottery Fund and Working Neighbourhoods Fund. This was completed on behalf
of Barrow Borough Council and Signal Films who are the primary tenants.
In addition in 2013 consent was granted for the sub-division of the first floor function room
of the hotel to from eight additional en-suite bedrooms.
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
4.1 Policy D17 is positive about the re-use of historic buildings as long as architectural
detailing and historic fabric is not lost and subject to satisfactory treatment of the beams
and trusses the proposals comply.
4.2 Policy D18 states that alterations to listed buildings which adversely affect character,
architectural or historic features will not be permitted.
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4.3 Policy D21 sets out a general design code by which all new development should be
considered. The external alterations are modest in scale and support the aims of the
policy.
4.4 Policy G20 seeks to support improved and additional good quality hotel/visitor
accommodation. The investment in the vacant floorspace is welcomed, bringing
investment into Barrow and building on the regeneration work already completed in this
area.
4.5 The NPPF seeks to encourage good design and requires development that is
sustainable to be approved without delay.
4.6 Chapter 12 of the Framework gives specific advice in relation to heritage assets and
paragraphs 126-141 are relevant. It is recognised that that obtaining a viable use for
listed buildings is the best way of securing their future.
4.7 In addition, the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 provides
specific protection for buildings and areas of special architectural or historic interest.
Any decisions relating to listed buildings and their settings and conservation areas must
address the statutory considerations of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 (see in particular sections 16, 66 and 72) as well as satisfying the
relevant policies within the National Planning Policy Framework and the Local Plan.
5. PLANNING ISSUES
5.1 The NPPF clarifies that there are 3 tenets to sustainable development: economic,
social and environmental. The proposal fulfils the economic role by being responsive to
local economic conditions, supporting growth and local job creation.
5.2 In terms of the social role the proposal assists in developing a high quality built
environment with accessible local services reflecting the community’s needs.
5.3 The environmental role is met by contributing towards protecting and enhancing the
historic environment.
5.4 In addition the site is located in a sustainable location, opposite the train station and
with good access to public transport and the town centre.
5.5 The proposal is welcomed in principle in bringing vacant floorspace back into
economic use and this is looked on favourably in the NPPF in terms of safeguarding the
future of the heritage asset.
5.6 The external alterations are modest and the new exit door and rooflights will not be
readily visible from public view, being on unobtrusive roof slopes. A condition is proposed
to ensure “conservation style” rooflights are used. The staircase is located within the rear
yard and replaces an existing structure of poor condition. The external alterations satisfy
the test in the Act in terms of preserving or enhancing the conservation area and in
relation to the setting of the listed building.
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5.7 The internal alterations are considered in more detail as part of the parallel listed
building application. However, the applicants have been asked to give more thought as to
how the new rooms will impact on the existing beams and trusses and amended plans
have now been received (17.03.16) which deal with this in a satisfactory way.
5.8 The amended plans in relation to the internal treatment of the beams/trusses are
considered to be acceptable and the proposal complies with local and national policy and
the requirements of the Act.
6. CONCLUSION
6.1 The proposals are welcomed in terms of bringing redundant floorspace back into
economic use and securing a viable future for the heritage asset. The external alterations
are not considered to have an adverse impact on the listed building or conservation area
and are modest in scale. The amended plans provide a satisfactory treatment of the
internal features of interest.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that subject to the receipt of satisfactory amended plans planning
permission be GRANTED subject to the standard duration limit and the following
conditions:
2)
The development shall be carried out and completed in all respects in accordance
with the hereby approved plans and drawings shown as 1862-SLP Rev. A, 1862-02
Rev A, 1962-03 Rev A, 1862-015 Rev A, 1862-04 Rev A, 1862-016 Rev A, 1862-05
Rev A, 1862-017 Rev A, 1862-06 Rev A, 1862-018 Rev A, 1862-08 Rev A, 1862-07
Rev A, 1862-019 Rev A, 1862-020 Rev C (rec’d. on 17.03.16) and defined by this
permission, and notwithstanding the provisions of the Town & Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order with
or without modification), there shall be no variation without the prior written consent of the
Planning Authority.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3)

With the exception of rainwater goods there shall be no external plumbing.

Reason
In order to prevent the appearance of the listed building being harmed by unsightly
pipework.
4)
The rooflights shall be of a conservation style fitted flush to the plane of the
roofslope and using non-reflective glass and shall thereafter be so maintained.
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Reason
In the interests of the appearance of the development and the character and appearance
of the listed building and the conservation area in which it is located.
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2016/0060

C2 Investments Ltd

Harrison Pitt Architects

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Hindpool

Maureen Smith
01229 876414

22/01/2016
STATUTORY DATE:
17/03/2016

LOCATION:
104 Abbey Road, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Listed Building consent for the formation of 9 en-suite bedrooms with access from the
3rd floor of adjacent hotel including Internal and external alterations
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
POLICY D17
Applications for the re-use of empty Listed Buildings or prominent buildings in
Conservation Areas will be given favourable consideration provided the redevelopment will
not result in the significant loss of the property’s special architectural details or its historic
fabric.
POLICY D18
Alterations and additions to a Listed Building or those properties affected by the Article
Four Direction will not be permitted if they adversely affect its character and setting or its
architectural or historic features. In particular, the following alterations are likely to be
unacceptable, particularly where they pose a conflict with the traditions of the building type
or the area;
a)

The use of non-traditional roofing materials;

b)

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

c)

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

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

e)

The use of uPVC gutters and downspouts.

SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The impact of the proposal on the heritage asset.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site and in the local press.
CONSULTATIONS:
Historic England Advice
“Thank you for your letter of 5 February 2016 notifying us of the application for listed
building consent relating to the above site. We do not wish to comment in detail, but offer
the following general observations.
Historic England Advice
The application site comprises two Grade II listed buildings of national interest – the
historically commercial Cooke's Buildings, and the Duke of Edinburgh Hotel.
The proposal to extend the existing hotel use into the attic space of the Cooke's building
would have a relatively minor impact on the significance of the Cooke's Building as a
whole, and is welcomed for its capacity to reinforce the long term conservation and use of
both heritage assets. Within the context of our remit (limited in this case to the demolition
aspects of the proposal only) we do not have any substantive comments, and we
encourage the expertise of your Conservation Officer to be engaged to positively inform
the proposal.
Recommendation
We recommend that this application be determined in accordance with national and local
policy guidance, and on the basis of your expert conservation advice. It is not necessary
for us to be consulted again. If you feel you need further advice, please let us know why.”
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OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 This application relates to the attic floor of 104 Abbey Road, known locally as “The
Cooke’s Building”. It adjoins the Duke of Edinburgh Hotel and both properties are Grade ii
listed dating from around 1875. A parallel application for planning permission is also
before this committee today (2016/0059).
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 It is proposed to refurbish the attic floor of the Cooke’s Building to create 9 additional
en-suite bedrooms to serve the adjoining Duke of Edinburgh Hotel.
In terms of Listed Building Consent the alterations include the following:
The existing attic floor will be re-configured by lowering three internal window cills to form
access corridors;
- the existing access to the attic floor of the hotel will be unblocked;
- a small section of the north east wall will be removed to form a new emergency exit door
onto the extended fire escape;
- the existing fire escape is to be replaced and the top landing extended to the Cooke’s
Building to allow for emergency access for the newly created bedrooms;
- 6 conservation rooflights are to be provided.
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
3.1 Listed Building Consent was granted in 2013 for the sub-division of the first floor
dance floor to provide eight additional en-suite bedrooms.
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
4.1 Policy D17 echoes advice in the Framework and is positive about the reuse of historic
buildings as long as architectural detailing and historic fabric is not lost.
4.2 Policy D18 states that alterations to listed buildings which adversely affect their
character, architectural or historic features will not be permitted.
4.3 Paragraphs 126-141 of the NPPF refer specifically to conserving and enhancing the
historic environment.
4.4 Paragraph 131 of the Framework advises:
“131. In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account
of:
● the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage
assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
● the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and
● the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local
character and distinctiveness.”
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4.5 Paragraph 132 is also relevant:
“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The
more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or
lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its
setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and
convincing
justification.”
4.6 In addition to normal planning framework set out in the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 provides
specific protection for buildings and areas of special architectural or historic interest.
Any decisions relating to listed buildings and their settings and conservation areas must
address the statutory considerations of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 ( in particular sections 16, 66 and 72) as well as satisfying the relevant
policies within the National Planning Policy Framework and the Local Plan.
4.7 Sections 16 and 66 of the Act require that in considering whether to grant listed
building consent for any works the local planning authority “shall have special regard to
the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses.”
Section 72 relates to conservation areas and requires that “special attention shall be paid
to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area.”
5. PLANNING ISSUES
5.1 The key issue with this application, as required by the Act, is whether the proposals
have an adverse impact on any special architectural features which the building
possesses or on its setting and that of the conservation area.
5.2 The fire escape replaces an existing one although modestly extended to reach The
Cookes Building and provide emergency access for the new bedrooms. The opening up of
the previous doorway has some historical precedent and is welcomed and the new
doorway is a minor alteration and is to be constructed of dark painted timber. The
rooflights are to be sited on unobtrusive roofslopes and will be conservation style. As such
these elements of the proposals do not conflict with the requirements of the Act and can
be supported.
5.3 Neither is it felt that lowering the internal window openings conflicts with the
requirements of the Act or the aims of policy or the NPPF. A photographic record has
already been provided as part of the Heritage Statement and so additional recording is not
felt to be necessary.
5.4 However, your officers are of the view that the beams and trusses to the attic floor are
an important feature of the building which contribute to its significance and so “special
regard” must be given to their treatment. Discussions have taken place with the applicants
as to how the internal works are to take place and alternative options have been
suggested. The applicants have been willing to take this advice on board and amended
plans have now been submitted which resolve the concerns.
Page 66 of 134

PLANNING COMMITTEE
5th April 2016
5.5 Overall the proposals are welcomed in safeguarding the future of two listed buildings
and bringing redundant floorspace back into viable use.
6. CONCLUSION
6.1 The amended plans are satisfactory regarding the treatment of the attic beams and
trusses and the proposals are considered to be acceptable in terms of the Act, policy and
the NPPF. The re-use of the redundant floorspace is welcomed and the willingness of the
applicant to take concerns on-board has been pleasing.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that listed building consent be GRANTED subject to the standard duration
limit and the following conditions:
2) The development shall be carried out and completed in all respects in accordance with
the hereby approved plans and drawings shown as 1862-SLP Rev. A, 1862-02
Rev A,
1962-03 Rev A, 1862-015 Rev A, 1862-04 Rev A, 1862-016 Rev A, 1862-05
Rev A,
1862-017 Rev A, 1862-06 Rev A, 1862-018 Rev A, 1862-08 Rev A, 1862-07
Rev A,
1862-019 Rev A, 1862-020 Rev C (rec’d. on 17.03.16) and defined by this permission,
and notwithstanding the provisions of the Town & Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order with or without
modification), there shall be no variation without the prior written consent of the Planning
Authority.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3) With the exception of rainwater goods there shall be no external plumbing.
Reason
In order to prevent the appearance of the listed building being harmed by unsightly
pipework.
4) The rooflights shall be of a conservation style fitted flush to the plane of the rooflsope
and using non-reflective glass and shall thereafter be so maintained.
Reason
In the interests of the appearance of the development and the character and appearance
of the listed building and the conservation area in which it is located.
5) Following the removal of the rooflight the area of roofing shall be made good in
matching natural slate to that of the main roof slope.
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Reason
In the interests of the appearance of the development and the character and appearance
of the listed building and the conservation area in which it is located.
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PLANNING COMMITTEE
5th April 2016
PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2016/0095

Mr C Jones
Barrow Borough Council

Mr B Amador
Farrer Huxley Associates

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Barrow Island

Maureen Smith
01229 876414

04/02/2016
STATUTORY DATE:
10/04/2016

LOCATION:
Island Road, and the area of land bounded by Ship St., Barque St., Schooner St.,
Sloop St. and Steamer St. Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Application for a Minor Material Amendment following the grant of planning
permission 2014/0429 (Refurbishment of the public realm including hard and soft
landscaping, public art, new street furniture, and traffic management measures) to
allow 2 x 360L bins for each block of flats totalling 48 bins including enclosures,
planting strips and railings to the open court areas at the entrance to the flats and
amendment to communal landscaped areas since shared bin compounds now
omitted.
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
POLICY D15
Development within or affecting the setting of Conservation Areas will only be permitted
where it preserves or enhances the character or appearance of the Area. In particular it
should:
1.

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

2.
3.

Respect existing hard and soft landscape features including open space, trees,
walls and surfacing;
Respect traditional plot boundaries and frontage widths; and

4.

Respect significant views into or out of the Areas.

Applications for:
a)

Listed Building Consent; or
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b)

Planning consent for alterations to un-listed buildings within Conservation Areas or
new buildings affecting the setting of a Listed Building

must show full details unless otherwise agreed with the Planning Authority.
POLICY D21
In determining all applications submitted to it the local planning authority will have regard
to the General Design Code set out in paragraph 5.4.27 of this plan.
In towns and villages, proposals shall relate to the context provided by buildings, street
and plot patterns, building frontages, topography, established public views, landmark
buildings and other townscape elements. Proposals that do not respect the local context
and street pattern or the scale, height, proportions and materials of surrounding buildings
and development which constitutes over development of the site by virtue of scale, height
or bulk will not be permitted, unless there is specific justification, such as interests of
sustainability, energy efficiency or crime prevention.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The application is a grant funded scheme of public realm improvements for the area
enclosed by the sandstone tenement blocks on Barrow Island. The acceptability of the
scheme revolves around the impact of the proposal on the character and appearance of
the Barrow Island Conservation Area and the adjacent listed buildings which are a mix of
grade II and grade II*.Planning permission has already been granted for the overall
proposals and therefore only the impact of the amendments are being considered at this
stage.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Site notices were posted at various points throughout the application site and the
application was also advertised in the press. No representations were received directly
from members of the public although on-going dialogue has taken place for some time
with the consultants and the residents and property owner.
CONSULTATIONS:
Cumbria County Council
“I am writing to thank you for consulting me on the above planning application and to
confirm that I have no objections and do not wish to make any comments or
recommendations.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding the above.”
Community Services
“No problems with this”
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Estates
“No comment”
Historic England
“Thank you for consulting us on this minor amendment to the above permission.
We can confirm that we would have not objection to the proposed amendment. “
Cumbria County Council
“In 2014 we objected to this application due to a significant loss in the existing parking
provision which would likely result in vehicles being parked outside of the development
site on the county highway with the associated adverse impacts that this entails. The
proposal was awarded planning permission.
Given that the development already has planning permission the main consideration for us
is whether these material amendments result in the removal of any further parking spaces.
It is not clear from the information supplied whether parking spaces are being lost
or gained. It appears that some spaces may be lost to at least one bin chamber but some
spaces may be gained by the removal of some proposed trees. We would object if
further spaces are lost (the planning permission agreed 98 car parking spaces, 9
disability parking spaces, and 20 cycle spaces were to be provided).
If you have any queries over this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.”
OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 The application site includes Island Road and the area of land bounded by Ship
Street, Barque Street, Brig Street, Schooner Street, Sloop Street and Steamer Street. It is
an area rich in heritage including several blocks of red brick and sandstone tenements
that date from the mid 1840’s onwards. The site is flanked by more elaborate Grade II *
listed buildings on Michaelson Road, Sloop Street and Steamer Street with simpler Grade
II listed brick tenements on Ship Street, Barque Street, Brig Street and Schooner Street.
The buildings, designed by Paley and Austin and built by Smith and Caird for the Furness
Railway Company, provided housing for the workers nearby.
1.2 Some blocks are faced with red sandstone and have mansard roofs, dormers and
corner towers. The Grade II listed brick tenements on Barque Street, Brig Street,
Schooner Street and Ship Street were built a year or two later than the Devonshire
Buildings and in a less ornate style, although some attractive detailing can be found on the
Island Road frontage such as brick corbel stringcourses, stone gutter detailing and arched
brick surrounds. The buildings are arranged in a regular geometric grid pattern with some
communal spaces between. There are two communal green spaces between Ship Street
and Barque Street and Brig Street and Schooner Street, enclosed by railings. Some
mature trees are contained within them but otherwise the area is grassed and unused.
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1.3 Between Barque Street and Brig Street there is a hard surfaced area currently used
for informal parking and the storage of items such as trailers and boats. The townscape is
poor with an uncoordinated patchwork of paving styles and materials, and the environment
is dominated by large bins which are scattered throughout the area.
1.4 Tenement buildings are rare in England and the historical development of Barrow
explains why these buildings were constructed in a Scottish style. The listing description
refers to them as “a well preserved example of a building type rare in England” and also
“an intact record of industrial and domestic development at the end of the 19th century.”
1.5 This amendment application relates to the Phase 1 element of the proposals and
mainly affects the core square area comprising Barque Street and Brig Street and the
central blocks of Steamer Street and Sloop Street which face onto the “square.”
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 Background – Members will recall that the Council has been allocated £3.4m from the
Clusters of Empty Homes Fund to help bring empty properties back into use. This fund
was set up to deal with neighbourhoods where more than 10% of properties are empty,
and where at least 100 homes can be brought back into use. Barrow Island was selected
for a bid as the only area in Barrow that met these criteria, and a bid was submitted to
bring empty homes back into use in the Barrow Island Flats. A landscape design
competition took place and Farrer Huxley were the successful entrants chosen to take
their proposals forward.
2.2 Planning permission was granted for their masterplan in 2014 and the proposals have
been developed to tender stage. In addition the new owner of a number of the blocks of
flats has been carrying out refurbishment, including the provision of a bio-mass heating
system and there has been a need to co-ordinate and phase the proposals.
2.3 Refuse Facilities-. At present there are 22 large solid waste bins, 11 re-cycling bins
and 3 smaller litter bins arranged randomly around the estate, contributing to a strongly
negative first impression. The applicants proposed to improve this by the provision of
communal bin chambers and Members will recall that when the last application came
before committee it was requested that additional bin storage facilities be provided.
However the cost of providing the communal bin chambers has been prohibitive and the
designers have been forced to look at an alternative refuse strategy.
2.4 As an alternative it is now proposed to provide 2 individual bins to each block (totalling
48); the original capacity for the bins was 12100L and the revised strategy allows for a
capacity of 17280L. The bins to the entrance to the flats are to be screened by metal
railings designed to match the contemporary railings elsewhere in the plan. Ground cover
shrubs are also proposed to help screen the bins. A condition on the original consent
already requires full details of landscaping.
The railings are not to be attached to the listed building and a small gap of 500mm is
proposed.
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2.5 In addition, the large bin chamber in the central square is to be omitted to be replaced
with a sculptural central seating area and the bin chamber at the entrance to the maritime
streets is also to be omitted, replaced with a concrete wall with entrance signage as a
welcome feature with planting and trees.
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
3.1 Planning permission was granted in September 2014 for the refurbishment of the
public realm, including hard and soft landscaping public art and new street furniture under
reference 2014/429.
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
4.1 Policy D15 requires that development within or affecting the setting of Conservation
Areas will only be permitted where it preserves or enhances the character or appearance
of the area. Whilst the policy was devised to cover built development rather than
environmental works the spirit of the policy is relevant in this case. Criteria 1 refers to the
detailing and use of traditional materials, whilst criteria 2 requires that proposals respect
existing hard and soft landscape features including open space, trees, walls and
surfacing.
4.2 Policy D21sets out a general design code by which all applications for new
development should be considered. Again, whilst the policy was principally aimed at built
development, it requires proposals to respect the local context, street pattern, proportions
and materials of surrounding buildings. The proposal is considered to be in line with the
aims of this policy.
4.3 The NPPF sets out a series of policies which are relevant to this application:
4.4 Paragraph 56: The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built
environment. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from
good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people.
4.5 Paragraph 57: It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high quality and
inclusive design for all development, including individual buildings, public and private
spaces and wider area development schemes.
4.6 Paragraph 58: Establish a strong sense of place, using streetscapes and buildings to
create attractive and comfortable places to live, work and visit.
4.7 Paragraph 66: Applicants will be expected to work closely with those directly affected
by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of the community.
Proposals that can demonstrate this in developing the design of the new development
should be looked on more favourably.
4.8 Paragraph 134: Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm
to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.
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4.9 The appropriate conservation of heritage assets forms one of the ‘Core Planning
Principles’ (Paragraph 17 bullet 10) that underpin the planning system. This is expanded
upon principally in Paragraphs 126-141 but policies giving effect to this objective appear
elsewhere in the National Planning Policy Framework.
4.10 In addition, the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
provides specific protection for buildings and areas of special architectural or historic
interest. Any decisions relating to listed buildings and their settings and conservation
areas must address the statutory considerations of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 ( in particular sections 16, 66 and 72) as well as satisfying
the relevant policies within the National Planning Policy Framework and the Local Plan.
4.11 The “setting of a heritage asset” is defined in the Glossary of the National Planning
Policy Framework. A thorough assessment of the impact on setting needs to take into
account, and be proportionate to, the significance of the heritage asset under
consideration and the degree to which proposed changes enhance or detract from that
significance and the ability to appreciate it.
5. PLANNING ISSUES
5.1 Heritage-Whilst the buildings are listed and the site falls within the Barrow Island
Conservation Area the general environment has a very poor appearance. The area is
dominated by large bins, several with litter piled up around them, patched up paving and a
lack of landscaping. Environmental conditions are poor, detracting from the overall
appearance of the historic buildings and the conservation area. It is hoped that improving
the public realm and the subsequent investment and increased occupation of the flats will
allow the listed buildings to be enjoyed more in their setting.
5.2 The revised proposals will provide a more enclosed space around the listed buildings
although it is not considered that this is likely to have an adverse impact on the setting of
the heritage assets or the conservation area or to conflict with the requirements of the Act.
The contemporary railings and planting should be attractive in their own right and help to
give a consistent and vibrant appearance to the entrance to the flats included in the Phase
1 proposals and serving to preserve and enhance the conservation area. The applicants
have been advised that the railings should not be physically attached to the listed
buildings and the plans have been annotated accordingly
5.3 Residential amenity-During the public consultation exercises the issue of the bins and
refuse was one of the most frequently raised and one which the residents felt most
strongly about. Whilst no responses have been forthcoming it is assumed that the
residents will welcome increased refuse provision and the fact that the bins will generally
be located closer to their homes.
5.4 The bins will be located in the paved courtyard in front of the entrance to the flats. The
internal layout drawing for the flats shows the nearest windows affected to be bathrooms;
however the bins will sit below cill height, although there is some difference in levels on
each street. There will be a view of the bins from living room windows although the right to
a view is not a material planning consideration. However the courtyard space is often used
for cycles, motorbike storage and so on and so any impact on amenity is felt to be modest
and balanced by the overall improvement to the local environment and the overall public #
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benefit of the proposals. On balance it is not felt that residential amenity is likely to be
materially adversely affected by the proposals.
5.5 Policy- National policy strongly encourages community involvement, re-use of empty
housing and environmental improvement. It recognises good design as a key aspect of
sustainable development, making places better for people to live. The Framework
encourages improvements to the setting of heritage assets.
Local plan policy is supportive of the proposals, preserving and enhancing the
conservation area not adversely impacting on heritage assets and encourages good
design.
5.6 Highways-It has been confirmed with the Highway Authority that this application does
not involve any additional changes to car parking to that already approved. No further
comments have been forthcoming.
6. CONCLUSION
6.1 The amended proposals are part of an exciting, welcome and much-needed
investment in Barrow Island which it is hoped can act as a tipping point to encourage
further investment in the flats and a greater level of occupancy.
6.2 The changes to refuse facilities should improve the overall environment without
adversely impacting on residential amenity. The other changes as a result of omitting the
communal bin chambers, such as the entrance feature and increased planting, still retain
the overall flavour of the original masterplan without watering it down significantly. The
proposals are in accordance with the NPPF, the requirements of the Act and local plan
policy.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition:
1)
The proposals shall be carried out in accordance with the planning approval
reference 2014/429 dated 11.9.2014 and the approved plans and all relevant conditions
thereto other than the minor material amendments hereby approved in relation to the
provision of 2 no. 360L bins for each block of flats (totalling 48) including enclosures,
planting strips and railings to the open court areas to the entrance of the flats and
amendments to the communal areas where shared bin compounds are omitted as
referred to in the following approved plans:
605-L-001 Rev A.
FHA-605-SK-21 Rev B.
605-L-102.
605-D-607 Rev T4 rec’d on 15.03.16.
Illustrative photograph of entrance areas.
Reason
For the avoidance of doubt and to retain the application to within the terms applied for.
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Barrow Maritime Streets
Material amendment planning application

Steamer and Sloop Street - Existing site photo

Steamer and Sloop Street - Proposed scenario (for illustrative purposes only)
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Barrow Maritime Streets
Material amendment planning application

Barque and Brig Street - Existing site photo

Barque and Brig Street - Proposed scenario (for illustrative purposes only)
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2016/0028

Mr A Hughes

Mr A Hughes

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Dalton North Askam and
Ireleth Parish Council

Jennifer Dickinson
01229 876375

14/01/2016
STATUTORY DATE:
09/03/2016

LOCATION:
41 Saves Lane, Ireleth, Askam-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Raise roof by 900mm to create extended master bedroom with en-suite and balcony,
bedroom four with en-suite, walk in wardrobe and office at first floor. Extended living
room, extended kitchen, utility room, pantry and cloak room at ground floor level.
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
POLICY B14
Extensions to the rear of dwellings will not be permitted where they adversely affect the
amenities of neighbouring properties by virtue of loss of sunlight or privacy or by the
creation of an overbearing impact or excessive level of enclosure.
POLICY D21
In determining all applications submitted to it the local planning authority will have regard
to the General Design Code set out in paragraph 5.4.27 of this plan.
In towns and villages, proposals shall relate to the context provided by buildings, street
and plot patterns, building frontages, topography, established public views, landmark
buildings and other townscape elements. Proposals that do not respect the local context
and street pattern or the scale, height, proportions and materials of surrounding buildings
and development which constitutes over development of the site by virtue of scale, height
or bulk will not be permitted, unless there is specific justification, such as interests of
sustainability, energy efficiency or crime prevention.
The NPPF is in favour of sustainable development and places importance on good design.
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SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
Representations have been received from neighbouring properties objecting to the
proposal.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
Drainage/boundary wall issues
REPRESENTATIONS:
Site notice displayed expiring on 15.2.16. The occupiers of 39, 43 Saves Lane, Ireleth all
informed. Neighbours re-consulted on amended plans 2.3.16 expiring on 28.3.16.
The Occupier, 39 Saves Lane, Ireleth
“I object to the planning application as it currently stands for the following reasons;
1. Mr Hughes has consulted with me, however the plans submitted in this application are
not what I was presented with.
2. The plans themselves are inadequate to make a concise judgement on their viability. In
particular the use of approximate measurements (i.e. raise roof approx. 900mm) and no
details of extent of landfill to the rear of the property to accommodate the new rear
construction, bearing in mind the existing property is on a raft and the level at base brick
level is approximately 0.4 metre above the levels of the properties either side, which
currently present drainage issues and boundary wall cracking.
3. When the property was originally built, the construction had to be of true bungalow
proportions and the roof line consistent with numbers 39, 43 and 45.
4. The proportions of the proposed living accommodation amount to a 150-200% increase
on the original. It will be disproportional to its original design for the site.
5. There are issues with a direct line of site from the proposed Master Bedroom balcony
and loss of early morning sunlight due the height raise and rear extension to my master
bedroom”
The Occupiers of 43 Saves Lane, Ireleth
“We wish to object to the proposed development at 41 Saves Lane, Ireleth for the
following reasons:
When we built our bungalow (Plot 3 / No. 43) the original planning permission granted for
the lower plots including Plot 2 / No. 41 was for single story dwellings only but if planning
consent is granted the original bungalow would be turned into a two storey house that
would look incongruous among the existing bungalows and dominate the view as you
proceed up the left side of the Lane. The floorspace of new dwelling would actually be
more than two and a half times greater than the footprint of the original bungalow.
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The plans and proposal are also very vague, for instance regarding the height increase, by
using the word “approximately” it gives the liberty to make the increased wall height higher
than 900 mm. What would stop the increased height being 1.0 or even 1.5 metres?
With the height increase and also extending the footprint of the building both our house
and garden will be seriously affected by the proposed dwelling as it will block light to our
property.
The proposed extension would probably have to be on a raft, like the original bungalow
and this would result in the “made-up ground” being extended by several metres which
could result in flooding problems in our garden as there would be an increase in height
between the areas at the back of the plots.
The extension and increase in height and compacting of the new infill would also put more
pressure on the existing boundary wall. The boundary wall is also the retaining wall for the
present bungalow and there is a significant difference in height between the infill under the
present house and our garden level (approximately 800 mm) and in the area at the back
of the house there is a substantial crack and the wall is bulging and leaning out along part
of its length which would indicate movement of the infill. We are concerned that an
increase in height, the added weight of a second floor and an approximately 4 metre
extension would put greater pressure on the existing boundary wall. There is no mention
in the plans about how they are going to address the issues arising from developing the
present 3 bedroom bungalow into a 5 bedroomed house.
There are 3 upstairs windows on the plans and from any one of those you would have a
direct line of sight into some of our rooms, so we would also losing some of our privacy.
We obtained planning permission for an extension about 5 years ago and before
submitting the plans we consulted one of the planning officers, he was concerned that we
would not be breaking the existing roof line of our property and also that the extension
could not be seen from the road, this proposed extension would not be observing either of
those points!”
The Occupiers, 43 Saves Lane, Ireleth 23.3.16
“We wish to object to the proposed development at 41 Saves Lane, Ireleth for the
following reasons…
• When we built our bungalow (Plot 3 / No. 43) the original planning permission granted
for the lower plots including Plot 2 / No. 41 was for single story dwellings only but if
planning consent is granted the original bungalow would be turned into a two story
house that would look incongruous among the existing bungalows and dominate the
view as you proceed up the left side of the Lane. The floor space of new dwelling would
actually be more than two and a half times greater than the footprint of the original
bungalow.
• With the height increase and also extending the footprint of the building both our house
and garden will be seriously affected by the proposed dwelling as it will block light to our
property.
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• The proposed extension would probably have to be on a raft, like the original bungalow
and this would result in the “made-up ground” being extended by several metres which
could result in flooding problems in our garden as there would be an increase in height
between the areas at the back of the plots.
• Our property has a sloping, narrow, and confined path, at the side next to No. 41, which
is lower by approximately a metre than the made-up ground level of No. 41 and the
weight of the infill and present property/raft has already caused the retaining/boundary
wall between our properties to bulge and crack in several places. We are very
concerned about what will happen if there is anymore movement or a catastrophic
failure, the effect of which would be exacerbated the further the property extends back
as the extension, increase in height and compacting of the new infill would put more
pressure on the existing retaining wall.
• There are 3 upstairs windows on the plans and from any one of those you would have a
direct line of sight into some of our rooms, so we would also losing some of our privacy.
• We obtained planning permission for an extension about 5 years ago and before
submitting the plans we consulted one of the planning officers, he was concerned that
we would not be breaking the existing roof line of our property and also that the
extension could not be seen from the road, this proposed extension would not be
observing either of those points!
• Although the plans show that the proposal is to develop the present 3 bedroom
bungalow into a 5 bedroomed house there are no measurements that indicate the size
of the actual extension and the measurements that are shown are not always to scale,
sometimes inaccurate or non-existent so there is no way of knowing how far the rear wall
of the proposed extension would be from the rear boundary. When scaling some of the
drawings the amended plans show the new proposed dwelling to be even longer than
the original application!”
CONSULTATIONS:
HSE
“Do not advise against, consequently, HSE does not advise, on safety grounds, against
the granting of planning permission in this case”.
National Grid
No response received at time of report.
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OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 The site is a detached bungalow positioned on the northern side of Saves Lane
erected around the early 1980’s. The nature of the area is spacious with detached
properties set within generous curtilages facing across the Duddon Valley to the north at
the rear.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 The proposal to raise the ridge height of the main property by 900mm and extend out
to the rear by 5m. The extra height to the roof will achieve the introduction of an upper
floor level to the site including balcony arrangement to the upper floor to the rear. This will
provide 2 additional en-suite bedrooms along with an office and a walk in wardrobe.
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
3.1 1980/0893 – Erection of a bungalow with an attached garage.
2009/2164 – Rear extension at 43 Saves Lane.
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
4.1 B14 – this policy refers to the impact of rear extensions on neighbouring properties
D21 – relates to the design of proposals.
4.2 Para 14 NPPF states that sustainable development should be approved without delay
and para 56 places importance on good design.
5. PLANNING ISSUES
5.1 In response to the representations received I have requested further detailed plans
and updated information to assist in determining the impact of the proposal. The
neighbours have been re-consulted on these details.
5.2 When considering this proposal it is important to review it in context of the
neighbouring properties and street scene. This area of Saves Lane is one of a mix of
property types and positions with a mix of heights and designs. The immediate
neighbours are bungalows. The rear elevation of 39 Saves Lane is positioned further
north than the application site and 43 Saves Lane is approximately in line.
5.3 43 had a previous approval for a rear extension that has commenced but has yet to be
fully implemented. This is proposed to extend by a similar distance as this proposal from
their rear elevation.
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5.4 The orientation of the site is facing north to the rear and as such there will be minimal
additional impact on sunlight and daylight from the proposal. In situ within the
neighbouring property at 43’s curtilage is dense planting alongside the side elevation of
the property alongside the area of this proposal. As part of the amended plans that have
been submitted they now show details of proposed and existing ground levels along with
illustrations to ensure the difference between the existing site and this proposal is clear.
5.5 The proposal extends out by 5m to the rear. This will be approximately in line with the
rear elevation of the neighbouring property at 39 Saves Lane and in line with the proposed
extension at 43 Saves Lane.
5.6 Privacy should be protected to neighbouring properties. There are no openings facing
towards 39 Saves Lane. On the eastern elevation facing towards 43 Saves Lane there
are currently three windows, two serving bathrooms and one serving a living room. As a
result of this proposal this will reduce the number of windows to two on this elevation one
will serve a bathroom and the other a utility room. Both of these spaces are not
considered habitable rooms and there will therefore be less impact on privacy than the
current living room window facing the site. There are no openings in the extended
element facing this neighbour. At the upper floor level there are 3 roof lights proposed
facing 43. Two are serving bathrooms and are to be obscure glazed and one is to serve a
staircase area. As these are positioned in the face of the roof and serving non-habitable
rooms privacy should be protected.
5.7 Also proposed is a recessed balcony serving the upper floor rear bedroom. This is to
have a solid wall at each side which will protect privacy to both the occupiers and the
neighbours.
5.8 There will be some visual impact from the proposal due to the raising of the height of
the roof and the modification of the window arrangements to the property. When viewed
in the context of the mix of properties within the street scene and the differing ground
levels this is not considered excessive. The impact on visual amenity is mitigated by the
contemporary design of both the front and rear fenestration and materials to be used.
5.9 Representations
5.10 The representations received have raised issues which are both material and non
material considerations for planning. The material considerations include lighting, visual
impact and privacy and have been reviewed earlier in this report. Amended plans have
been provided and re-consulted upon to ensure that the impact of the proposal is
understood. With reference to the comment made about the proposed being longer. The
size of the proposal has not been altered. The amended plans show the difference in
ground levels to the rear garden and are annotated to show the distance to the rear
boundary. The other items referred to in the representations are civil matters between the
parties and it is not necessary to consider them in the context of this application.
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5.11 Policy
5.12 When considering the local plan policies that apply to this development it is
considered that whilst there will be some impact from the proposal compared to the
existing conservatory on site, which is to be removed, this is mitigated by the generous
nature of the curtilage of the host property and its neighbours. There is a sense of
separation between the properties due to their detached nature. The rear curtilages
provide sufficient visual relief to enable this proposal to be considered acceptable. The
design of the proposal is also considered acceptable and whilst it will have some impact
this is not considered to such a level that would be considered unacceptable in terms of
the street scene as a whole and the immediate vicinity of the site.
6. CONCLUSION
6.1 The proposal accords with both local and national policies and as such is considered
sustainable development which should be approved without delay.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that planning permission is GRANTED subject to the Standard Duration
Limit and the following conditions:
2. The development shall be carried out and completed in all respects in accordance with
the hereby approved plans and drawings shown as:
1-AH-19 rev. A
2-AH-19 rev. A
3-AH-19 rev. A
4-AH-19 rev. A
5-AH-19 rev. A
6-AH-19 rev. A
7-AH-19 rev. A
8-AH-19 rev. A
9-AH-10 rev. A

10-AH-19 rev. B
11-AH-19 rev. B
12-AH-19 rev. B
13-AH-19 rev. B
14-AH-19 rev. A
15-AH-19 rev. A
16-AH-19 rev. A
17-AH-19 rev. A
18-AH-19 rev. A
19-AH-19 rev. A

and defined by this permission, and notwithstanding the provisions of the Town & Country
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or reenacting that Order with or without modification), there shall be no variation without the
prior written consent of the Planning Authority.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3. The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces, including walls,
roofs, doors, and windows, of the extension hereby permitted shall be of the same type,
colour, and texture as those used in the existing building.
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Reason
To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development, and to minimise its impact upon
the surrounding area.

Page 90 of 134

Page 91 of 134

Page 92 of 134

Page 93 of 134

Page 94 of 134

Page 95 of 134

Page 96 of 134

Page 97 of 134

Page 98 of 134

Page 99 of 134

Page 100 of 134

Page 101 of 134

Page 102 of 134

Page 103 of 134

Page 104 of 134

Page 105 of 134

Page 106 of 134

Page 107 of 134

Page 108 of 134

Page 109 of 134

Page 110 of 134

PLANNING COMMITTEE
5th April 2016
PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2016/0006 and 2016/0030

Mr C Alexandrou

Mr C Alexandrou

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Walney South

Barry Jesson
01229 876323

04/01/2016
STATUTORY DATE:
28/02/2016

LOCATION:
Avon Cars, Promenade, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Change of use from taxi office (sui generis) to hot food takeaway (A5)
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
POLICY C16
Outside established shopping centres applications for hot foot take-aways and restaurants
will be refused, other than where a special need case can be made to the Authority’s
satisfaction and the site is on a busy through road, within a concentration of commercial
property and with adequate parking space available nearby.
POLICY D55
The Council will not permit development that is likely to cause unacceptable harm to an
interest of significant environmental importance by increasing levels of pollution through
emissions into the air or adversely increasing odour levels.
POLICY D58
New development within the vicinity of residential areas, schools, hospitals and offices
must not generate noise above the existing background levels, as measured in
accordance with the positions, times and methods agreed beforehand with the Authority.
POLICY D21
In determining all applications submitted to it the local planning authority will have regard
to the General Design Code set out in paragraph 5.4.27 of this plan.
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In towns and villages, proposals shall relate to the context provided by buildings, street
and plot patterns, building frontages, topography, established public views, landmark
buildings and other townscape elements. Proposals that do not respect the local context
and street pattern or the scale, height, proportions and materials of surrounding buildings
and development which constitutes over development of the site by virtue of scale, height
or bulk will not be permitted, unless there is specific justification, such as interests of
sustainability, energy efficiency or crime prevention.
Development proposals in the countryside shall respect the diversity and distinctiveness of
local landscape character. New farm buildings will, in general, be required to be sited
within or adjacent to an existing farm building complex or in other well screened locations
and to be subject to a complementary design and use of materials, with, where necessary,
a ‘planting’ scheme.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The application does not demonstrate ‘special need’ as required by Saved Policy C16.
However, other material considerations are relevant including an allowed appeal for a
takeaway next door, whereby the circumstances are very similar. As it is concluded no
amenity loss will result, and the uncertainty as to what amounts to ‘special need’ it is
considered the proposal is not in significant conflict with C16, and any slight conflict is
outweighed by the economic benefits.
The shopfront is appropriate in scale and does not contain excessive levels of glazing. It
will integrate well within the streetscene.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
Competition between rival businesses
REPRESENTATIONS:
Developments advertised on site.
Occupiers of 1, 3, Central Drive, Avon Cars, Likl Dance Studios, Chas Kendal
Bookmakers, Jubilee View, The Old Bank, Promenade, Barrow-in-Furness, Cumbria, all
informed.
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The Occupier, 1 Hastings Street, Barrow in Furness
“I thought I should clarify that the position with the dance studio. Mr M Ozmus and Mr T
Ergin applied for change of use from dance studio on the promenade to hot food takeaway
it was turned down because it didn't comply to policy. They went to appeal the inspector
even said it was contrary to policy but overturned Barrows decision. The same day Mr
Ozmus and Mr Ergin got word they had got planning permission they phoned me and
asked me if I wanted to buy it. I did buy it. The reason I have never opened it is because
the neighbours campaigned with me against it being a takeaway and I felt it would have
been disrespectful for me to open it. I have no plans in the future to open it, however, if the
application for Avon office is successful I may have to reconsider my position to protect my
business. If I am forced into opening this site following approval of the current applications,
that would cause double the chaos to the neighbours and the traffic at the traffic lights.”
Comments from Nick Edwards – Stephenson Halliday
“I refer to the two applications submitted by Mr C Alexandrou relating to the former Avon
Cars Office on the Promenade, Walney Island. The first of these, reference 2016/0006,
seeks a Change of Use Change from taxi office (sui generis) to hot food takeaway
(A5), and the second, reference 2016/0030, seeks permission for alterations to the
existing shop front and reinstatement of a former fire exit door to rear elevation.
Stephenson Halliday Ltd has been engaged by a number of local residents to make
representations against these proposals. The neighbours are:




The Occupier, Jubilee View;
T he Occupier, Old Bank
The Occupier, 3 Central Drive

The primacy of the development plan in the determination of planning applications is
established by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. In essence, these
provisions require that decision makers determining planning applications must firstly
consider whether or not a proposal accords with the provisions of the development plan
before going on to consider whether or not there are any material considerations which
are of sufficient weight to change the decision.
The Development Plan for the area is comprised of a number of documents but it is
the Barrow Borough Local Plan that provides the detailed policy framework at the local
level. The local plan comprises the Barrow Borough Local Plan Review 1996-2006
adopted in 2001 and the Housing Chapter Alteration adopted in 2006.
Change of Use (Application Reference: 2016/0006)
It is the Local Plan Review document that includes specific policies on the acceptability
or otherwise of new takeaways and restaurants. Outside Barrow Town Centre,
determination of which policy is relevant is dependant upon whether the site falls
within an ‘established neighbourhood centre.’ If the site adjudged to fall within such a
centre Policy C15 applies, outside such areas Policy C16 applies.
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There is no specific identification of which areas comprise ‘established
neighbourhood centres’ within the Local Plan. It is understood that during the preparation
of the Local Plan Review initially these centres were identified and listed but that this list
was removed during the deposit stage. The justification for this revision was given as:
‘Some of the centres listed in Table 12 have such a high proportion of
residential properties within them that they would not be suitable for hot food
takeaways’
It is apparent that issues of potential harm to residential amenity from hot food retail
outlets were fully appreciated at the time of the Local Plan Review.
In this instance, the site is located at the southern end of a row of four properties on
the Promenade, just to the south of its junction with Central Drive and Jubilee
Bridge. The property immediately to the north of the applications site is a former dance
studio, with a betting shop beyond that and then a residential property. This is one of
three residential properties within 40metres of the application site. St Mary’s
Church lies just 33 metres to the east of the applications site. The church grounds
extend to the rear of the application site building.
The applications site, and neighbouring properties, front directly onto the pavement
that forms part of the highway. There is no dedicated off street parking for customers
visiting any of these properties. It is considered that given the very limited numbers
of commercial properties and absence of any apparent infrastructure to serve these,
the site cannot be considered to fall within an established shopping centre. In their
consideration of application B20/2011/0368 for a similar change of use on the
immediately neighbouring property (the former Lil’k Dance Studios), the Borough
Council determined that it was not within an established shopping/neighbourhood
centre. Nothing has changed since that decision that would suggest that this area
should now be considered as an established shopping/neighbourhood centre.
Outside of such centres Policy C16 of the Local Plan Review provides the policy
tests against which proposals for hot food takeaways are be judged.
This policy states:
‘Outside established shopping centres applications for hot food take-aways and
restaurants will be refused other than where a special need case can be made to the
Authority’s satisfaction and the site is on a busy through road, within a concentration of
commercial property and with adequate parking space available nearby’
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Special Need Case
The supporting text justifying the policies relating to take-aways and restaurants is set out
at paragraphs 4.17.1 to 4.17.3 of the Local Plan Review document. The text
encapsulates the balance to be struck between the local demand for facilities and the
potential impacts their operation can lead to. In considering such proposals it indicates
that such establishments are a ‘valued and popular recreational resource’ but also ‘due to
the smells, fumes and late night demand can be a particularly anti-social development
when in close proximity to residential properties’ . The policy context - Policies C13
to C16 - reflect this, guiding such developments to town and neighbourhood centres
which are likely to contain fewer residential properties, have good vehicular access and
adequate parking. Policy C16 requires that where such proposals come forward outside
these areas that a special need case must be made to the Local Planning Authority’s
satisfaction.
In the case of the application for the change of use of the Former Avon Cars office
no evidence has been provided by the applicants that such a special need exists. In
the absence of any documents to suggest otherwise, it is considered that there is no
justification to depart from planning policy guiding such developments to town and
neighbourhood centres.
Be located within a concentration of commercial property.
The application site is located within a terrace of four properties. The application site is
a former Avon cars office and is assumed to have operated on a commercial basis.
Adjoining this property to the north are two properties, one the Chas Kendall betting
office and the other the former Lil’k Dance Studio which has permission for use as a hot
food takeaway but which is not operating as such. However, the property further to the
north is residential and immediately to the rear of the property (west) are the grounds of
St Mary’s church. Whether or not the proposal complies with this policy test turns on the
definition of ‘a concentration of commercial property’. This will of course be a matter of
judgement in each case, but it is considered that a grouping of just three commercial
properties together of which only one is operating is an insufficient to fall within the
definition of a ‘concentration of commercial properties’ given the nature of surrounding
uses.
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Have adequate parking nearby.
The application site has no dedicated off-street parking. Immediately outside the site
the Promenade has double yellow lines on both sides of the road. The nearest on-street
parking is around 30 metres south of the application site. Whether this proposal is
considered to comply with this aspect of the policy will depend upon what is accepted as
‘nearby’. Whilst 30 metres is not far to walk, many car-borne drivers will seek to park as
close as possible to the site. The reason why the area has double yellow lines is that it
forms the approach to the traffic light controlled junction of Central Drive/Jubilee Bridge
and the Promenade. To the south of the application site the road is split into two lanes
with the right hand lane dedicated to vehicles turning right onto the Bridge and the left
lane for vehicles turning left onto central drive or going straight on to the norther part of
the Promenade. If vehicles park outside the application site they effectively obstruct the
left hand lane creating significant difficulties for through traffic. It is understood that it was
for this very reason that Cumbria Police objecting to the application for a similar change of
use on the property next door to the applicants.
Impact on Residents
The principal concerns and reason for the objection to the proposal centre on the
anticipated impacts of a hot food retail outlet on the amenity of residents of nearby
properties. The Local Plan Review recognises the potentially anti-social effects of takeaway establishments on the occupiers of residential properties through noise, traffic
disturbance and odour and these are the reflected in the concerns of the neighbours
represented in relation to the proposal at Promenade.
“Noise and traffic”
The nearest residential property is around 25 metres north of the application property
and there are a further two residential properties within 40 metres of it. The demand for
hot food to takeaway is at its greatest in the evenings when it can be expected that
there would be numerous and frequent visits by customers travelling to the site by car.
There is a very real concern that the sounds of engines and doors slamming would
be cause of frequent disturbance to the nearest residents late into the night. Many hot
food retail outlets provide a delivery service and a similar concern is that vehicles
arriving and leaving to deliver the product would cause additional noise disturbance.
Hot food outlets are also a frequent destination for those enjoying an evening out and in
this instance may attract individuals and groups until closing time. The level of activity
and its attendant noise that the proposal would result in would have a significant adverse
impact on the amenity currently enjoyed by residents of nearby properties. One of the
other hot food takeaway outlets on Walney Island has not opened in the evening for
many years in part because of the disturbance to residents.
One option which the council may have considered is to further limit opening hours to
prevent late night opening. This was an option considered by the Inspector for the refusal
of planning permission for a similar change of use at 37 Ocean Drive; appeal reference
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APP/W0910/A/01/1063201. His conclusions on this approach as identified in paragraph 6
of his decision letter were as follows:
‘I have considered whether the imposition of a condition limiting the hours
of business would render the proposal acceptable but , bearing in mind the
nature of hot food takeaway operations, it seems to me unreasonable to
prevent the business opening at times when customers are most likely to
require this service.’
The evident view of the Inspector is that granting permission on the one hand and
then severely restricting its implementation on the other is unreasonable and the correct
approach is to refuse permission.
Odour
The other characteristic of hot food retail outlets that is of concern to residents is that of
the generation and release of odour. Again it may be considered that this could be
addressed by way of a condition attached to any planning permission. However,
experience suggests that it can prove very difficult to enforce odour conditions. The
difficulties stem from:




Being able to clearly identify, or in the case of prosecutions, prove beyond
reasonable doubt, the odour source;
The number of monitoring visits that may be required to identify intermittent and
transient odour problems; and
The on-going monitoring requirements to respond to exacerbated odour issues as
filtering equipment ages and becomes less efficient.

A condition on a planning permission will not provide adequate protection for local
residents, it can only address issues after a problem has become apparent and given
the difficulties involved in enforcement may take a long time to be resolved and even then
may be recurring after an initial resolution. The only effective and permanent mitigation
measure is to ensure that the odour sources are sufficiently distant from residential
receptors, it is suggested that this is not the case in respect of the current proposal a
situation which would be exacerbated by the change in levels between the application site
and the residential properties on Central Drive. These properties are located at a higher
level than the application site, for odour extraction systems to be effective they need to
include flues to direct fumes upward so that they can disperse before reaching
residential properties. It is contended that given the changes in levels odour the fume
exhausts flues would need to be at a significant height and would themselves be
inappropriate and discordant elements in the street scene.
For the reasons set out above it is considered that approval of the proposal would lead
to significant adverse impacts through noise disturbance and the release of odours on
the residential amenity currently enjoyed by those living in nearby properties.
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Appeal Decision APP/W0910/A/11/2165526
Barrow Borough Council refused the application for the change of use of the former
Lil’K Dance Studio which is the building adjoining to the north. The reason for refusal was:
‘The proposed hot food takeaway is not located within an established
shopping/neighbourhood centre, has not demonstrated a special need case in support
and would have a detrimental impact upon the amenities of adjacent residents by
reason of potential noise, odour and general disturbance. It is therefore contrary to
Saved Policy C16 of the barrow in Furness Borough Council Local Plan Review 19962006’.
An appeal was lodged against this decision. The appeal was successful and
permission granted in March 2012. At paragraph 8 the Inspector accepted that the
proposal would conflict with Policy C16, but at paragraph 10 indicates that in his view
there would be no material detriment to the living conditions of nearby residents and that
as a result the conflict with policy was limited and outweighed by the modest
employment generated and the opportunity to bring back into economic use a unit
which had been empty for some time. In coming to the conclusion that the impacts on
residents would not be material the Inspector seemed to place his confidence in the
conditions that could be attached to the permission concerning odour, noise and hours of
opening.
I have outlined above the difficulties with the reliance on conditions and equipment
to adequately deal with odour. The noise condition imposed by the Inspector reveals a
fundamental absence of understanding of the issues. The condition relates to the noise
from the premises, which is not the issue, the noise issue is the disturbance caused by
visitors to the premises arriving and leaving by car and the limit on operating hours fails
to protect the amenity of residents in the early evening. For these reasons it is concluded
that the Inspector got it very wrong, placing far too much weight on the modest levels of
employment over the amenity of local residents..
The proposal is clearly contrary to Policy C16 of the Barrow Local Plan Review 19962006. If allowed there development and operation of a hot food takeaway on this site
would lead to significant and material impacts on the living conditions of nearby resident
and are certainly not outweighed by the very modest employment being envisaged.
Operational Development (Application Reference:
2016/0030)
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There are some irregularities with the application form for this proposal. At section 3 part
of the description of the development states that it is for the ‘reinstatement of the
former fire door to the rear elevation.’ An inspection of the rear of the property
would reveal no evidence of a door ever having being located in the rear elevation of
this property. Indeed, the land immediately to the rear of the property is not within the
applicant’s control, it is owned by St Mary’s Church. The proposed new door is
presumably required to meet building control requirements for the evacuation of the
building in the event of fire. However, the land which would presumably be used as a
means of escaping the building does not belong to the applicant nor is there any
apparent right of way over this land. It cannot be that case that permission would be
granted the effect of which would be to encourage trespass even if it is in emergencies
only.
Similarly, at section 7 the application form indicates the plans incorporate areas to store
and aid the collection of waste with bin storage at the rear of the building. However,
the elevational drawing of the rear of the property includes no structures for storing bins.
This is perhaps not surprising as the applicant does not own any land to the rear of the
property or on either of its sides on which bins could be stored. No land to the rear of
the property is identified as being within the applicant’s ownership or control within the
application. The land is owned by the Church, and it will need to decide whether or not it
would release any of this land to the applicant. It is unlikely that any decision on this will
be made quickly and there is absolutely no guarantee that the church would agree to
the sale of this land. Indeed, the indications from the Church are that it would be
unwilling to sell this land if it is to be used for the storage of refuse bins because of the
potential impact of those visiting the churchyard and the graves contained within it.
In the unlikely event that the Church does agree to the sale and releases some land to
the rear of the site how would this be accessed? The Church wall abuts the application
building preventing access to the rear of the building from the Promenade without
breaking through this historic and attractive church wall. This raises a serious query as
to where waste from the use of the site would be stored and collected. The potential for
waste to be stored at the front of the property is of considerable concern to local
residents given the potential for exacerbated litter/odour issues.
Please see the attached drawing which illustrates the type of equipment which would
be need to be accommodated within the building. It is obvious from the dimensions
illustrated in the drawing that it would be virtually impossible for the site to operate as
a hot food takeaway.
Finally, it is considered that the proposed shop front is unimaginative and poorly
designed. It is acknowledged that the existing building front perhaps does not represent
the finest in shop design but it does exhibit some symmetry and rhythm. The proposed
shop design would result in large glazed areas, including the new door together with a
featureless panel where one of the windows currently exists. This design cuts
completely against the aims of the Shopfront Supplementary Planning Document
adopted in November 2010 which seeks to drive up the standards of design. At 7.1
‘Principles of Good Design’ the SPD indicates that ‘Large expanses of featureless plate
glass should normally be avoided as it will give rise to the building above appearing to
‘float’ and can disrupt the scale of the street.’
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In summary this is simply not a suitable site for a new hot food
takeaway:
 It is too close to residential properties with potential for
significant noise and odour impacts on the amenity of local
residents;
 There is no suitable parking to serve customers, which would lead to traffic issues
at the Jubilee Bridge/Central Drive/Promenade junction;
 It is too small to accommodate all the necessary equipment;
 There are no means to store waste bins outside the property;
 The proposed shopfront is unimaginative and contrary to the Shop Front SPD;
 The entire proposal is contrary to local plan policy.
It is therefore urged that the application be refused.
I would be grateful if you could inform me of the outcome of the applications.”
CONSULTATIONS:
Environmental Health
“Thank you for your consultation on the above application. It is not clear from the
submitted information whether the applicant has accounted for an appropriate extract
system to limit noise and odour from cooking processes. Therefore I would recommend
that any planning permission includes the following conditions to protect local residents
from nuisance.
1) All emissions from cooking processes must be extracted through a properly
designed and constructed exhaust ventilation system, adequately filtered and
discharged vertically at sufficient height (at least 1 metre above eaves level) to
prevent cooking odours being observed at any neighbouring properties. The
exhaust gas flow must not be restricted by any plate etc at the outlet which might
affect dispersion. Details of the proposed system must be submitted to the
Planning Department for approval prior to construction.
2) Noise from the development must not exceed Noise Rating Curve NR 30 in
daytime hours (0700 - 2300) and NR 25 in night time hours (2300 - 0700) in any
noise sensitive property.
3) Noise from the development, including noise from the extraction equipment
required in the above condition, must not cause the existing background noise
level (measured as the LA90(10 minutes) to be exceeded at any neighbouring
noise sensitive locations. Any tonal noise produced by the development would
result in a 5dB addition to the particular noise level (Definition in: Appendix E
“Noise Procedure Specification, Publication 140”, The Engineering Equipment
and Materials User Association). [Note: the noise is measured 3.5m from any
reflective surface, other than the ground, at a height of between 1.2 and 1.5m.]
If you would like further clarification on this matter, please don’t hesitate to contact me
further.”
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Environmental Health
“Whilst the Environmental Health (Commercial) Team do not object to the planning
application in principal the applicant is encouraged to contact this team as soon as
possible.
The application states that minimal alterations will need to be made but may under
estimate the work required to change between an Office and a Food Takeaway, unless the
property history points to previous similar uses”
Emergency Planning Officer
“Part of the BAE site is covered by the provision of the Radiation (Emergency
Preparedness and Public Information) 2001 Regulations. There are no objections to the
proposed development but it should be noted that the proposed development is situated
within the Detailed Emergency Planning Area of the site and in liaison with the site
operator and in liaison with the Office for Nuclear Regulation special arrangements are
made for residents/business premises in this area and particular attention is paid to
ensuring that people are aware of the appropriate action to take in the event of an incident
at the site. Accordingly I would be grateful if you could, in the event of the application
being approved, advise the applicant to liaise with this office to allow for further
discussion.
Office for Nuclear Regulation
“I have consulted with the emergency planners within Cumbria County Council, which is
responsible for the preparation of the AWE Barrow off-site emergency plan required by the
Radiation Emergency Preparedness and Public Information Regulations (REPPIR) 2001.
They have provided adequate assurance that the proposed development can be
accommodated within their off-site emergency planning arrangements.
The proposed development does not present a significant external hazard to the safety of
the nuclear site.
Therefore, ONR does not advise against this development.”
Cumbria County Council
“Thank you for the consultation on the above application which was received on 21st
January 2016.
Taking into account the existing use and city location of the property with nearby on-street
parking and a high level of accessibility by a variety of means of transport, it is considered
that the proposal will be unlikely to have a material effect on the road network and its safe
working.
We can therefore confirm that the local Highway Authority has no objection to this
application. “
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Comment from Cumbria Highways
“I have had a look at the plans and as you suggest, it isn’t ideal having a door opening
onto the highway. However, the door would be opened from the outside and the bin store
is not big enough for anyone to go inside, therefore it will remain ajar while the bin is pulled
out. In such circumstances, I do not think that it will have a material impact on the safety
of the pedestrian footway. I can therefore confirm that the Highway Authority does not
object to the proposal”

OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 The taxi office is located at the end of the row of properties (southern end) which form
a small, mixed use block of commercial and residential units at the edge of the main built
up area of Walney. It is immediately adjacent to a vacant unit, last used as a Dance
Studio. The northern end of the row, on the corner of Central Drive comprises two
dwellings, known as The Old Bank and Jubilee View. To the rear are St Mary’s Church
and two further dwellings on Central Drive, located on higher ground than the application
site.
1.2 There is no parking directly in front of the units as yellow lines extend on both sides of
the Promenade from the busy junction at the bridge crossroads, controlled by traffic lights.
There is unrestricted parking however a short distance along the Promenade, on the same
side of the road as the taxi office. The unit has no curtilage to speak of, the rear and side
walls form the boundary of the property, which is adjacent to a footpath leading up to St
Mary’s Church.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 2016/0006 - Change of use from taxi office (sui generis) to hot food takeaway (A5)
2.2 2016/0030 - New shop front including replacement of one window with a door serving
an internal bin store (amended description).
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
3.1 1979/1387 - Change of use to taxi office, approved.
3.2 2011/0368 - Change of use from dance studio to a hot food takeaway, refused.
3.3 It was allowed on appeal however, ref: APP/W0910/A/11/2165526.
3.4 The unit is currently vacant but its last use was a taxi office. The adjoining unit is also
vacant, and was last used as a Dance Studio; though an appeal granted planning
permission for a change of use to a hot food takeaway, the consent has now lapsed.
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3.5 The property located on the opposite end of the row, now known as Jubilee View, was
subject to an application for a change of use to a hot food takeaway in 1999 (99/0201).
The application was refused as the discharge of cooking fumes had potential to impact on
the amenities of nearby residents, particularly those situated above the site to the rear.
The property was subsequently converted to a dwelling.
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
4.1 POLICY C16
Outside established shopping centres applications for hot foot take-aways and restaurants
will be refused, other than where a special need case can be made to the Authority’s
satisfaction and the site is on a busy through road, within a concentration of commercial
property and with adequate parking space available nearby.
4.2 POLICY D55
The Council will not permit development that is likely to cause unacceptable harm to an
interest of significant environmental importance by increasing levels of pollution through
emissions into the air or adversely increasing odour levels.
4.3 POLICY D58
New development within the vicinity of residential areas, schools, hospitals and offices
must not generate noise above the existing background levels, as measured in
accordance with the positions, times and methods agreed beforehand with the Authority.
4.4 POLICY D21 – General design principles
4.5 NPPF 14 & 17, core planning principles and sustainable development.
4.6 NPPF 18
The Government is committed to securing economic growth in order to create jobs and
prosperity, building on the country’s inherent strengths, and to meeting the twin challenges
of global competition and of a low carbon future.
4.7 NPPF 19
The Government is committed to ensuring that the planning system does everything it can
to support sustainable economic growth. Planning should operate to encourage and not
act as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be placed
on the need to support economic growth through the planning system.
4.8 NPPF 70
Requires an integrated approach to considering the location of housing, economic uses
and community facilities and services.
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5. PLANNING ISSUES
5.1 Change of use
In terms of location, the starting point for assessment are the policies within the Local
Plan, as required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
5.2 Within the context of the Saved Policies, takeaways are usually directed to the town
centre, or designated areas around them, including neighbourhood centres. A list of such
centres is found within the introductory pre-text of the retail chapter of the Local Plan
Review 1996-2006, though are not incorporated specifically in any policy. In any case, the
unit is outside of any such designation. In such circumstance, it is then required to assess
the site specifics and characteristics of the locality more closely as there could be more
potential to cause disturbance or harm to amenities due to the location away from the town
centre. There is reference for a ‘special need’ to be demonstrated.
5.3 The weight afforded to the policies/designations also needs to be considered due to
the age of the Local Plan, and its imminent replacement. Whilst emerging policies
currently carry little to no weight, saved policies have to conform to the NPPF, otherwise
they should be disregarded. Other material considerations include previous decisions,
including appeal cases and objections received (reproduced in full above). The issues
raised in the objection are considered below.
5.4 Saved Policy C16 states,
“Outside established shopping centres applications for hot foot take-aways and
restaurants will be refused, other than where a special need case can be made to the
Authority’s satisfaction (…)”
5.5 Permission was previously refused by Planning Committee on this basis (2011/0368)
at the adjoining unit, as no special need case had been made. It also referenced the
potential for harm to residential amenities, by virtue of noise, odour and general
disturbance. The applicant appealed that decision, which was allowed by the inspector.
5.6 Being attached to the unit subject of that previous appeal, the circumstances and
relationship with the surrounding properties are almost identical, hence much of the
following report is taken from that Inspector’s decision. Parking never amounted to a
reason for refusal, and the Inspector also found the nearby parking to be adequate. With
regards to noise, disturbance and odour, the Inspector commented,
5.7 “Noise associated with cars stopping and starting and with customers walking to and
from their cars would be concentrated away from residential property. Some customers
would come on foot from the north and there would be the possibility of noise in the
immediate vicinity of the takeaway premises but the betting shop frontage provides a
buffer of about 20 metres between the Old Bank and the appeal site. There is already a
relatively high ambient noise level due to traffic at the junction and the proposal would not
add unreasonably to this.
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5.8 Cooking smells would be discharged at a point above the level of the existing eaves of
the appeal property but below the ground floor windows in the two bungalows in Central
Drive. However there is a gap of some 30 metres to the bungalows which would allow for
considerable dispersion of smells and the prevailing wind would also tend to carry smells
away. Odours would also be significantly reduced by the use of a carbon filtration and
extraction system (…).
5.9 On behalf of local residents it is pointed out that if a smell nuisance does occur then it
can be difficult to resolve. However, having regard to the proposed odour treatment, the
separation distance to the bungalows and the prevailing wind direction I find that a smell
nuisance would be unlikely to arise. I conclude that the proposal would not have a
significantly adverse effect on the living conditions of nearby residents in relation to
cooking smells or noise and disturbance.”
5.10 The previous Appeal decision is a significant material consideration. As the
application site is next door to these Appeal premises, it is logical to conclude that the
issues raised are almost identical. In this location the stated distances increase to
approximately 40m for the dispersion of odour, and around a 30m buffer from the
residential property at the northern end of this row. Taking this into account it is difficult to
conclude that this development is fundamentally different. It is likely that an Inspector
would reach the same conclusion as was previously stated for the Appeal premises in that
it will not give rise to any loss of amenity to nearby residents, preventing any conflict with
Saved Policies D55 & D58. To ensure this, suitable conditions requiring further details
demonstrating an acceptable standard of extraction are required, as well as limiting
opening hours and providing noise limitations. In addition, the provision of a bin store has
been negotiated to prevent any unsightly storage of waste. This is in the form of a small
enclosure accessed from the front of the property due to the lack of curtilage.
5.11 Aside from the concern over amenity, the appeal addressed the other reason for
refusal, that of a “special need”. In commenting on this ‘special need case’ element, the
Inspector stated,
5.12 “It is not clear how special need should be interpreted because hot food takeaways
are provided to meet demand rather than need. The existing takeaways in the area are a
reflection of this demand. The appellant is of the view that there would also be a demand
for his particular product. I have no reason to doubt this but this would not amount to a
special need. I am not sure what would. The proposal would therefore conflict with Policy
C16.
5.13 Policy C16 also requires any exception justified by a special need to be located within
a concentration of commercial property, on a busy through road and with adequate parking
space available nearby. Whilst the car h ire business and betting office would not normally
be described as a commercial concentration they do provide a commercial setting. The
highway requirements would be met. I consider these elements of the policy would
essentially be satisfied.
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5.14 The underlying rationale for Policy C16 is that hot food takeaways are out of place in
residential areas. However in this case I have found there would be no material detriment
to the living conditions of nearby residents. Consequently I find that the harm associated
with the policy conflict with Policy C16 would be limited and that it would be outweighed by
the economic benefits arising from utilising premises that have been vacant for some time
and from the provision of some modest employment.”
5.15 Given the age of Saved Policy C16, and the confusion outlined by the Inspector as to
how a special need could ever be demonstrated, its conformity with the NPPF has to be
considered. The NPPF was published following the appeal decision, hence this was not
considered by the Inspector. The document emphasises the need for sustainable
development, including economic development. Paragraph 70 requires an integrated
approach to considering the location of housing, economic uses and community facilities
and services, the latter including HFTs. Whilst the ‘integrated approach’ is perhaps more
overarching from a forward planning perspective, the provision of services in acceptable
locations can be considered to contribute to this approach.
5.16 Much of Saved policy C16 still has merit in accordance with the NPPF - ie the general
principle of keeping such uses away from residential properties and focusing them in
commercial centres/town centres. However, it has been determined by an Inspector that a
takeaway proposed slightly closer to the same residential properties would not result in an
unacceptable reduction or level of residential amenity; the same has to be assumed in this
case as there has been no material change in circumstances.
5.17 The only conflict with C16 therefore is the lack of any case to demonstrate special
need, but again, the Inspector was unclear as to how this could be achieved as it seemed
more linked to demand; he subsequently granted permission without one. Para 14 of the
NPPF states;
“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through
both plan-making and decision-taking. For decision-taking this means, where the
development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting permission
unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.”
5.18 Based on the Inspectors decision, which is a strong material consideration, the issue
over special need appears to be outdated. Whilst not having any current standing, the
draft Local Plan has removed the need for a special need case in similar policy, to provide
a more permissive policy where appropriate. As no adverse impacts significantly or
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme, the NPPF is clear that in such cases
where policies are completely or partially outdated, permission should be granted.
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Shopfront
5.19 The tandem application relates to minor alterations to the shopfront to allow for the
provision of the takeaway. An objection has also been received regarding the loss of
symmetry and the large expanse of glazing, and how this sits with the Shopfront
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) adopted in November 2010. The loss of
symmetry is exclusive to this unit only as no two units within the row are alike. The
proposed design includes a larger window, typical of a shop. Such large expanses of
glazing can be evidenced in the row at the betting office and vacant dance studio next
door. The SPD does state,
5.20 “Large expanses of featureless plate glass should normally be avoided as it will give
rise to the building above appearing to ‘float’ and can disrupt the scale of the street.”
5.21 It also states (as a principle of good design it should),“Respect its context in the
streetscene and town.”
5.22 The immediate streetscape is limited to a small row of single storey buildings of
varying elevational design and use. The increased level of glazing will not result in the
building appearing to float, given the single storey nature, and that in a vertical sense the
glazing component amounts to only 50% of the frontage; it is not floor to ceiling glazing as
more commonly found in Portland Walk for example. Within the streetscene, the level of
glazing remains less than typical. The proposal will provide a larger window, an essential
feature for the majority of retail premises, and also have the effect of modernising the
current building.
5.23 An additional door has been provided in place of a window on the left hand side to
allow access to an internal bin store. Due to the site constraints, this is the only feasible
location for a bin store. Whilst the door opens into the highway, it can only be opened
from the outside, with no internal access. Cumbria Highways has not objected.
5.24 Aluminium window frames/bin store door are proposed. Due to a lack of details on
the finish, a condition requiring the submission of details is attached, required prior to their
installation. The remaining frontage retains a brick plinth, with white render panels as
existing. The rear fire escape has been removed via an amendment. A slight discrepancy
exists in the plan in that the rear elevation is shown narrower than in reality. However, as
no changes along the rear are proposed, this elevation is for illustration only and does not
warrant delaying reporting.
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6. CONCLUSION
6.1 The proposal to change the use of the taxi office to a hot food takeaway. An adjoining
property received consent for a takeaway, with the Inspector concluding that such a use is
not likely to result in any significant noise, disturbance or odour nuisance, by virtue of the
existing site characteristics, and distance from the dwellings. This has not been tested as
the consent was never implemented; however the Borough EHO has not objected to this
current scheme but recommends suitable conditions to mitigate any potential
environmental impacts. The conflict of the ‘special need case’ issue is not considered
significant in light of the previous appeal decision next door. Furthermore the more recent
guidance found in the NPPF, confirms that the economic and community service benefits
outweigh policy C16. Should Members reach a different conclusion then that decision must
have a firm evidence base that could be defended at Appeal in order to avoid any potential
claim for costs.
6.2 The shopfront is appropriate in scale and does not contain such excessive levels of
glazing as to warrant refusal. Both applications are considered to be sustainable
development.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that;
A) For the change of use application, 2016/0006:
Planning Permission is GRANTED subject to the standard duration limit and the following
conditions:
2) The development must be carried out in accordance with the plans (drawing numbers
1000/CA/02 rev A, 1000/CA/03 rev A) hereby approved as submitted with the application
form dated 05.01.16.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3) Before the use hereby permitted begins, a scheme for the installation of equipment to
control the emission of fumes and smell from the premises, including the design, location
and height of any flue, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning
Authority. The scheme as approved shall be implemented prior to the commencement of
any beneficial use and shall not be varied or altered without the prior written approval of
the Planning Authority. All equipment installed as part of the scheme shall thereafter be
operated and maintained in accordance with the manufacturers’ instructions.
Reason
In the interests of protecting the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties.
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4) Noise from the development must not exceed Noise Rating Curve NR 30 in daytime
hours (0700 - 2300) and NR 25 in night time hours (2300 - 0700) in any noise sensitive
property.
Reason
In order to protect the residential amenities of the area.
5) Noise from the development, including noise from any extraction equipment required in
the above condition, must not cause the existing background noise level (measured as the
LA90(10 minutes) to be exceeded at any neighbouring noise sensitive locations. Any tonal
noise produced by the development would result in a 5dB addition to the particular noise
level (Definition in: Appendix E “Noise Procedure Specification, Publication 140”, The
Engineering Equipment and Materials User Association). [Note: the noise is measured
3.5m from any reflective surface, other than the ground, at a height of between 1.2 and
1.5m.]
Reason
In order to protect the residential amenities of the area.
6) The premises shall not be open to customers nor for delivery of food off the premises
outside the hours of 08.00 to 23.00 on any day.
Reason
In the absence of any evidence to the contrary from the applicant it is considered that
outside of these hours there is the potential for disturbance that would adversely impact
upon the residential amenities of the area.
7) The bin store shown on the plans herby approved must be constructed and be
operational prior to the commencement of the approved use. It must be permanently
retained as approved and kept clear from any obstruction or storage other than the
intended waste receptacles.
Reason
In the interests of environmental amenity by ensuring a suitable provision of refuse storage
within the site.
Informative
The proposed development is situated within a 2km range of the BAE site which is
covered by the provisions of the Radiation (Emergency Preparedness and Public
Information) 2001 Regulations. In liaison with the site operator and the Office for Nuclear
Regulation special arrangements are made for residents/business premises in this area
and particular attention is paid to ensuring that people are aware of the appropriate action
to take in the event of an incident at the site. You are advised to contact Cumbria County
Council Resilience Unit, Fire and Rescue Service HQ, Carleton Avenue, Penrith, CA 10
2FA for further information.
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B) for the alteration to the shopfront application, 2016/0030:
Planning Permission is GRANTED subject to the standard duration limit and the following
conditions:
2) The development must be carried out in accordance with the plans (drawing numbers
1000/CA/02 rev A, 1000/CA/03 rev A) hereby approved as submitted with the application
form dated 05.01.16.
Reason
To ensure that the development is carried out only as indicated on the drawings approved
by the Planning Authority.
3) The aluminium bin store door and window frames must incorporate a manufacturerapplied dark colour, the details of which must be submitted to and approved in writing, by
the Planning Authority prior to installation. The development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details and thereafter permanently retained.
Reason
In order to ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development, and to minimise its
impact upon the surrounding area.
_______________________________________________________________________
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App. No.

Address

2

2015/0840 Former Alfred Barrow
School and land to the SW
of the school, Duke Street,
Barrow-in-Furness

41

2016/0104 Former Alfred Barrow
School and land to the SW
of the school, Duke Street,
Barrow-in-Furness

55

2016/0059 104 Abbey Road, Barrowin-Furness

Description
Demolition of extensions to former Alfred
Barrow School with retention of existing listed
building. Construction of new two storey
extension with rooftop plantroom to North of
existing building and linked at both floor
levels. Existing building refurbished and with
new extension will provide facilities for New
Primary Care Centre including clinical,
administration and support services.
External areas to be reconfigured to provide
staff and public car parking and parking for
emergency vehicles with associated
landscaping.
Listed Building Consent for construction of
new two storey extension with rooftop
plantroom to North of existing building and
linked at both floor levels. Existing building
refurbished and with new extension will
provide facilities for New Primary Care
Centre including clinical, administration and
support services. External areas to be
reconfigured to provide staff and public car
parking and parking for emergency vehicles
with associated landscaping.
Change of use and refurbishment of the attic
floor from B1(Business Use) to C1 (Hotel).
Formation of 9 en-suite bedrooms woth
acess from the 3rd floor of adjacent hotel.
Internal and external alterations.

60

2016/0060 104 Abbey Road, Barrowin-Furness

Listed Building Consent for the formation of 9
en-suite bedrooms with access from the 3rd
floor of adjacent hotel including internal and
external alterations

71

2016/0095 Island Road, and the area
of land bounded by Ship
St., Barque St., Schooner
St., Sloop St. and Steamer
St., Barrow-in-Furness

83

2016/0028 41 Saves Lane, Askam-inFurness

111

2016/0006 Avon Cars, Promenade,
&
Barrow-in-Furness
2016/0030

Application for a Minor Material Amendment
following the grant of planning permission
2014/0429 (Refurbishment of the public
realm including hard and soft landscaping,
public art, new street furniture, and traffic
management measures) to allow 2 x 360L
bins for each block of flats totalling 48 bins
including enclosures, planting strips and
railings to the open court areas at the
entrance to the flats and amendment to
communal landscaped areas since shared
bin compounds now omitted.
Raise roof by 900mm to create extended
master bedroom with en-suite and balcony,
bedroom four with en-suite, walk in wardrobe
and office at first floor. Extended living room,
extended kitchen, utility room, pantry and
cloak room at ground floor level.
Change of use from taxi office (sui generis) to
hot food takeaway (A5).
Alteration to shop front.

