DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PLANNING COMMITTEE
31st January 2017
DEFERRED BOOKLET
PLANNING APPLICATION FOR DECISION
Deferred from 20th December 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 in this report are “Delegated” to this Committee but can be moved
“Non-Delegated” by a Member of the Committee under the terms adopted for the
Scheme of Delegation approved by Council, 16th May, 1994. Any such motion needs to
be accepted by a majority of Members of the Committee present (Council, 8th August,
1995). All applications left as Delegated will be decided by the Committee and will not
be subject to confirmation by Council.
The application plan numbers also refer to files for the purposes of background
papers.

Jason Hipkiss
Planning Manager
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2016/0533

Mr & Mrs R And E Beck

Richard Turner And Son

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Roosecote

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

14/07/2016
STATUTORY DATE:
02/11/2016

LOCATION:
Parkhouse Farm, Parkhouse Road, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Erection of a livestock building for over-wintering cattle.
SAVED LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES:
POLICY D1
The Borough’s countryside will be safeguarded for its own sake and non-renewable and
natural resources afforded protection. Development will be permitted in the countryside
only where there is a demonstrable need that cannot be met elsewhere. Where necessary
development is permitted any adverse effect on the rural character of the surroundings
should be minimised subject to the development’s operational requirements.
POLICY D15
Development within or affecting the setting of Conservation Areas will only be permitted
where it preserves or enhances the character or appearance of the Area. In particular it
should:
1.

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

2.
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.
Development proposals in the countryside shall respect the diversity and distinctiveness of
local landscape character. New farm buildings will, in general, be required to be sited
within or adjacent to an existing farm building complex or in other well screened locations
and to be subject to a complementary design and use of materials, with, where necessary,
a ‘planting’ scheme.
POLICY F8
Within the identified floodplain or in the areas at unacceptable risk from flooding the
Authority will not accept new development, the intensification of existing development or
land raising, unless it is decided that development in such areas should be permitted for
social or economic reasons. In these cases appropriate flood protection and mitigation
measures, including measures to restore floodplain or provide adequate storage, will be
required to compensate for the impact of development. At sites suspected of being at
unacceptable risk from flooding but for which adequate flood risk information is
unavailable, developers will be required to carry out detailed technical investigations to
evaluate the extent of the risk. In all cases, developers will be required to identify,
implement and cover the costs of any necessary measures and to submit full technical
information with their planning applications.

EMERGING DRAFT LOCAL
PLAN POLICIES:
POLICY DS1: Council’s commitment to sustainable development

When determining planning applications the Council will take a positive approach to
ensure development is sustainable. The Council will work pro-actively with applicants to
find positive solutions that allow suitable proposals for sustainable developments to be
approved wherever possible.
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The Council is committed to seeking to enhance the quality of life for residents by taking
an integrated approach to protect, conserve and enhance the built, natural and historic
environment whilst ensuring access to essential services and facilities and a wider choice
of housing. This will enable the Local Plan’s Vision and Objectives to be met and to
secure development that simultaneously achieves economic, social and environmental
gains for the Borough.
Planning applications that accord with the Development Plan will be approved without
delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of date
at the time of making the decision then the Council will grant permission unless material
considerations indicate otherwise, taking into account whether:
a)

b)

Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the National Planning
Policy Framework taken as a whole; or
Specific policies in the Framework indicate that development should be restricted.

Justification
The presumption in favour of sustainable development is outlined in the National Planning
Policy Framework which states ‘the purpose of planning is to help achieve sustainable
development’.
The Local Plan must take an integrated approach to simultaneously seek to ensure
economic, social and environmental gains whilst approving sustainable development. This
will improve the environment, quality of life for residents, accessibility to jobs and services,
promote good design and widen the choice of housing offer within the borough.
This policy outlines the Council’s commitment to this approach, which is reinforced
throughout the Plan.
POLICY DS2: Sustainable Development Criteria
In order to meet the objectives outlined in Policy DS1, subject to other Development Plan
policies which may determine the suitability of particular sites, all proposals will be
required to meet all of the following criteria, where possible, taking into account the scale
of development and magnitude of impact and any associated mitigation by:
a)
Ensuring that proposed development incorporates green infrastructure designed
and integrated to enable accessibility by walking, cycling and public transport for main
travel purposes, particularly from areas of employment and retail, leisure and education
facilities;
b)
Ensuring development does not prejudice road safety or increase congestion at
junctions that are identified by the Local Highway Authority as being over-capacity;
c)
Ensuring access to necessary services, facilities and infrastructure and ensuring
that proposed development takes into account the capacity of existing or planned utilities
infrastructure;
d)
Ensuring that the health, safety and environmental effects of noise, smell, dust,
light, vibration, fumes or other forms of pollution or nuisance arising from the proposed
development including from associated traffic are within acceptable levels;
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e)
Respecting the residential amenity of existing and committed dwellings, particularly
privacy, security and natural light;
f)
Protecting the health, safety or amenity of occupants or users of the proposed
development;
g)
Contributing to the enhancement of the character, appearance and historic interest
of related landscapes, settlements, street scenes, buildings, open spaces, trees and other
environmental assets;
h)
Contributing to the enhancement of biodiversity and geodiversity;
i)
Ensuring that construction and demolition materials are re-used on the site if
possible;
j)
Avoiding adverse impact on mineral extraction and agricultural production;
k)
Ensuring that proposals incorporate energy and water efficiency measures, the use
of sustainable drainage systems where appropriate and steers development away from
areas of flood risk;
l)
Ensuring that any proposed development conserves and enhances the historic
environment including heritage assets and their settings.
Where the applicant demonstrates that one or more of the criteria cannot be met, they
must highlight how the development will contribute towards the achievement of the
objectives by alternative means.
Justification
The Council proposes this policy which lists the general criteria all planning applications
will be judged against, which has received support from statutory bodies and consultees,
to help developers determine the sustainability of their schemes and improves the
transparency of the planning process. Developers should look at ways to incorporate an
element of enhancement/improvement within their proposals. This approach is in
accordance with the NPPF in particular the Core Planning Principles.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The need for the development has been demonstrated which in the context of an
agricultural building carries significant weight in the planning process. While large the
building’s visual impact will not be unduly great as it will be seen relative to an adjacent
recently erected building which was permitted on appeal. The appeal decision itself
represents a material planning consideration.
Matters such as heritage, residential amenity, flood risk and relationship with the level
crossing are considered to be acceptable.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site
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The Occupiers of 1,2,3 & 4 Parkhouse Farm Cottage; Parkhouse Farm House, Park
House Farm, 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8A,8B,8C,9,10,11,12,13,&14 Park House Court, and The
Bungalow, Park House Cottage have all been notified
The Occupiers, 11 Parkhouse Court, Barrow
“Having discussed the detail of the above planning application with Russell Beck, we
understand and support the need for the building, but would offer comments for
consideration as follows:
1. The building is not just off a “Farm Track” as stated in the Design and Access
Statement, this is an access road for all property residents, (18 properties/flats) and
farm vehicles. The proposed entrance appears to be the current gate to the field.
This is close to the raised railway crossing and cannot be seen on exiting towards
Parkhouse Rd until on the railway track. Given the use of the road and the fact that
the general public can access the road and tunnel to the cycle track, in the interests
of safety, the access could if possible, be moved away from the railway line slightly.
Also it should be such that vehicles can enter/exit/load/unload cattle etc without
encroaching on the access road and obstructing free movement of traffic over the
railway line.
2. The building height is shown as 5.1m (16ft 7inches) on the elevation drawing, but
does not state its actual height relative to the railway and the field is currently
undulating and not flat. Russell has stated it will be lower than the new building to
the North of the access road, and that it can be landscaped. As residents with a
view across this outlook, we would appreciate the level being set as low as
practicable and to minimise the visual effect.”
The Occupier, 6 Parkhouse Court, Parkhouse Road, Barrow-in-Furness
“In respect to the application that you have received for the above planning request, I
would like clarity on a previous application that has a direct link / impact on this new one.
In 2006, application 142/2006/1005 (Superseding 2004/0626) was submitted and
approved to
“Alteration, conversion and partial demolition of existing buildings to form 9 no. dwellings
and garages, convert outbuildings to living quarters for 9 dwellings”.
As part of this application a visitor’s car park was also to be constructed to ensure any
person(s) not directly living within the new buildings did not have to cross the railway
crossing un-necessarily.
Section 1.13 of the deed of grant between Network Rail Infrastructure Limited and that of
Russell Beck and Elizabeth Beck quotes the following:
“The visitors car park” means that part of the dominant land of the eastern side of the
railway on which a car park of sufficient size to accommodate visitors of the owners and
occupiers of the new residential units will be built.
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Currently there is no defined area for visitor parking and the area that is identified on the
maps assigned to this application there now stands a building, of which is not shown.
(Was planning permission granted?)
This current application is directly opposite the area I am questioning and further
understanding of this issue needs to be considered and clarity confirmed.”
The Occupier, Parkhouse Farmhouse, Yarlside, Barrow-in-Furness
“Our comments are with respect to the adjacent railway line crossing which has no barrier.
The opening for vehicle or animal access is relatively close to the rail crossing, which itself
is raised – so visibility of the exit from the line crossing is relatively obscured for most
vehicles leaving the farm and housing complex.
We would ask that the gated opening to the proposed build and access area is moved
further towards the road, bearing in mind also the size of some of the lorries that currently
move livestock to and from the farm.
Although Network Rail have previously resisted development on the other (housing and
farm) side of the rail crossing (because of concerns of further increase in traffic across the
unguarded crossing), we would ask that a wider view be taken of overall traffic use. If the
new building was sited adjacent to existing farm buildings, there would be a reduction in
the daily movements across the line that will be required to tend the cattle.”
Supporting Statement from the Agent
“Thank you for your email of 22nd September and apologies for the delayed reply. I have
met with my client to discuss the contents of your email and I am pleased to respond as
follows:
In spring 2016 the applicant had a total of 450 cattle comprising 110 suckler cows, 110
calves, 50 Stirks ranging from 8 to 14 months old, approximately 180 bullocks ranging
from 18 to 24 months old and 200 sheep with lambs at foot. Over the course of the year,
the cattle numbers have been dramatically reduced and the herd currently comprises 110
suckler cows, 110 calves and 40 stirks. The herd has had to be reduced in size due to the
fact the applicant does not have the building space to house the herd over winter. For a
considerable number of years the applicant has over-wintered 180 – 240 cattle, from 1st
November to 10th April, on a nearby farm owned by a third party. Unfortunately, at the end
of the 2015/2016 wintering arrangements the applicant was informed that the wintering
would not be available again from 2016 onwards as the third party was to use their
buildings for other purposes. The proposed building is therefore required to accommodate
the applicants reduced herd over winter and remove the need for further reductions in
numbers which will have a negative impact on the applicant’s business in future. Cattle
need to be housed over winter for animal welfare reasons and to comply with the cross
compliance regulations for the Basic Payment Scheme.
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With reference to a report commissioned by Barrow Borough Council in April 2014, I
would like to draw your attention to the fact that the author’s conclusions noted a shortage
of suitable housing on the holding and thus there is an agricultural need for additional
accommodation. Since 2014 the applicant has significantly expanded his cattle herd
which further justifies this agricultural need. The arrangements with the local third party
have provided the scope for this expansion, however as this can no longer continue, the
applicant has little option to invest in the holding and erect the proposed building.
It is intended that the proposed building will be used to house approximately 70 cattle from
the beginning of November to the beginning of April each year. Through the summer
months it is likely the building will stand relatively empty, however it may be used at
clipping time if the weather is particularly poor. The applicant has considered other
options with regards to sighting and feels the proposed location is the most suitable as it is
on the same side of the railway as the existing new building and the majority of the
applicants land. The fact that the building is on the same side as the existing building will
mean less movement over the railway crossing. The siting options for the building are
limited due to the nature of the land and the fact that there is a road, a railway line and a
public footpath relatively close together. The applicant has tried to position the building as
close to the existing buildings as practical with consideration to the limitations of the
natural and manmade features on the holding.
I note receipt of the Environment Agency’s recent response and comments therein. We
welcome the fact that the Environment Agency do not object to the proposal. To expand
on the flood risk element of the proposal, the applicant would like to re-affirm the fact that
the site has never flooded. As the land to the south of the holding and west of the railway
is lower lying than the proposed site it is logical to note that water would naturally flood this
land before the proposed site during a flooding event.
The applicant is aware of the locality of the United Utilities mains sewer and feels they
have positioned the proposed building accordingly. The sewer crosses the land
approximately 11 metres from the wire fence along the stream to the north and tapering to
approximately 6 metres (before the stream crosses beneath the railway), as shown on the
attached plan. We are of the opinion that the building will not encroach over the sewer of
the Easement to the same, however to reduce the chance of this the applicant has
proposed to amend the location of the building by moving it an additional 4 metres to the
east. Please see attached revised site plan.
We note your request for more detailed drawings and are currently seeking someone to
prepare some CAD drawings. Once these have been produced, we will forward them to
you.
The applicant agrees to use green sheet cladding for both the walls and the roof and
intends to use colour BS12B29.
It is proposed to allow the roadside hedge to the east of the field to grow up, similar to the
hedge adjacent to the existing building. The sides of the hedge will be trimmed annually
to prevent encroachment onto the road. The applicant considers this proposal suitable to
screen the building from the road, however if this does not work, then further planting will
be considered and actioned.
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We note your comment regarding the access and agree with your points about safety.
The applicant is prepared to move the access so that it is opposite the access to the
existing building. This will require the removal of a small section of hedgerow, however
the increased benefits on safety will counteract this. Please see attached revised site plan
reflecting this amendment.
I attach herewith some photos taken of the site to address the relationship between the
proposed building and Parkhouse Farm House. It is noted that the farm house is situated
behind another row of properties which sit between the farm house and the railway line,
and the proposed site. These properties prevent the occupiers of the farm house from
looking directly at the proposed building. There is also a 12 foot Hawthorn hedge running
parallel with the railway line which adds further screening. As the proposed building is
located on the opposite side of the railway, approximately 115 metres from Parkhouse
Farm House, and the fact that the building will not be stood alone due to the existing
building, it is our opinion that the proposed building will not have a detrimental impact on
the farm house setting. The farm house is surrounded by other developments, mainly
residential property, but also the farm buildings belong to the applicant. The fact that
there is ongoing farming activity in the locality means the proposed building will not be
significantly altering the character of the immediate area.
Applicant’s response to minded to refuse resolution dated 16/01/17.
“The applicant and I have discussed alternative locations/sites for the proposed building
and have concluded that these are limited primarily due to the railway and concerns
regarding Health and Safety. Alternative locations are either too detached from the holding
or on the wrong side of the railway.
Following the extension of the public right of way (Furness Greenway Cycleway) from the
farm yard to Flass Lane the applicant has noticed a significant increase in the number of
people (walkers and cyclist) using the cycleway and has concerns that there is a greater
risk from a Health and Safety perspective due to the increased numbers passing through
the yard. The applicant does not have an issue with regards to the right of way, however
they have considered the implications of the same when choosing a site for the proposed
building. We note the conclusions from a report prepared on behalf of the Council by AG
& P Jackson in respect of application 2013/0752, which support the applicants concerns.
The new livestock building has been sited as close as physically possible to the hay and
straw store erected on the holding in 2015 (planning ref. B27/2013/0752). Unfortunately,
the proposed building cannot be sited immediately adjacent to the straw/hay store due to
the limitations of space surrounding the same as the site is between the railway and public
highway. The proposed building will be immediately opposite the latest building which
means it will not stand alone from a visual sense. It also means the new building will not
increase traffic movements over the railway.
The applicant has recently purchased an additional 100 acres of land to add to the holding
and consequently their stock numbers accordingly. This expansion has significantly
changed the farming operations and scale and thus further justifies the need for an
additional modern livestock building. The majority of the land lies east of the railway
providing further justification as to the choice of site.
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The applicant has been working to complete the opposing straw/hay store by sandstone
facing the lower (concrete) elevations. This practice is above and beyond the usual
construction methods for modern agricultural buildings, however it demonstrates that the
applicant is considerate towards the local area and that they are willing to soften
the finish to enhance the buildings aesthetics. The applicant would be willing to
incorporate the higher finishing practises on the new building by stone facing the concrete
panels.
I hope the above provides a clear explanation as to why this site has been chosen and
that there are no more suitable sites on the holding.”

CONSULTATIONS:
County Council Emergency Planning
“There are no objections to the proposed development but it should be noted that the
proposed development is situated within the potential inundation area for Harlock and
Poaka Beck Reservoirs. These Reservoirs falls under the Water Framework Directive and
has a prepared off site emergency planning. 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 of available information.”

Network Rail
“The proposal is within 10m of Network Rail land as well as adjacent to a level crossing,
therefore, Network Rail has the following comments to ensure that the layout and works
will not impact upon the existing operational railway, the railway infrastructure and the
level crossing.
(1)
No part of the development shall cause any existing level crossing road signs or traffic
signals or the crossing itself to be obscured. Clear sighting of the crossing must be
maintained for the construction/operational period and as a permanent arrangement. The
same conditions apply to the rail approaches to the level crossing. This stipulation also
includes the parking of vehicles, caravans, equipment and materials etc, which again must
not cause rail and road approach sight lines of the crossing to be obstructed. At no point
during construction on site or after completion of works should there be any deterioration
of the ability of pedestrians and vehicles to see the level crossing and its signage. There
must be no reduction in the distance that pedestrians and vehicles have sight of the
warning signs and the crossing itself.
It should be noted that if the works to construct the livestock building include certain types
of vehicles (e.g. HGV) passing over the level crossing then the type of traffic over the level
crossing could be subject to review and agreement with Network Rail. In the first instance
it is best to run this by the Network Rail Asset Protection team.
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(2)
As the proposal includes works may impact the existing operational railway, a BAPA
(Basic Asset Protection Agreement) will need to be agreed between the developer and
Network Rail. The developer will be liable for all costs incurred by Network Rail in
facilitating this proposal, including any railway site safety costs, possession costs, asset
protection costs / presence, site visits, review and agreement of proposal documents and
any buried services searches. The BAPA will be in addition to any planning consent.
The applicant / developer should liaise directly with Asset Protection to set up the BAPA.
AssetProtectionLNWNorth@networkrail.co.uk
(3)
The developer is to submit directly to Network Rail a Risk Assessment and Method
Statement (RAMS) for all works to be undertaken within 10m of the operational railway.
Network Rail would need to be assured the works on site follow safe methods of working
and have taken into consideration any potential impact on Network Rail land and
operational railway infrastructure. Review and agreement of the RAMS will be undertaken
once a BAPA has been set up between Network Rail and the applicant/developer. The
applicant /developer is to submit the RAMs directly to:
AssetProtectionLNWNorth@networkrail.co.uk
(4)
The developer/applicant must ensure that their proposal, both during construction, after
completion of works on site and as a permanent arrangement, does not affect the safety,
operation or integrity of the operational railway / Network Rail land and our infrastructure.
The works on site must not undermine or damage or adversely impact any railway land
and structures. There must be no physical encroachment of the proposal onto Network
Rail land, no over-sailing into Network Rail air-space and no encroachment of foundations
onto Network Rail land and boundary treatments. Any future maintenance must be
conducted solely within the applicant’s land ownership.”

Historic England
“Our specialist staff have considered the information received and we do not wish to offer
any comments on this occasion.
Recommendation
The application(s) should be determined in accordance with national and local policy
guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice.
It is not necessary for us to be consulted again on this application. However, if you would
like further advice, please contact us to explain your request. We can then let you know if
we are able to help further and agree a timetable with you.”
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Environment Agency
“With reference to the latest version of flood map this site is wholly located in Flood Zone
3 which is defined as compromising of land assessed as having a 1 in 100 or greater
annual probability of river flooding (>1%) in any year.

The proposal is to seek full approval for the erection of a livestock building as a less
vulnerable development in Flood Zone 3.
Environment Agency position
The Environment Agency has no objection to the proposed development as submitted.
The applicant, as owners of the existing property, will be aware of the potential flood risk
and frequency. As a result of the FRA the applicant should be satisfied that the impact of
any flooding would not adversely affect their proposals.
Informative
The Applicant may wish to subscribe to the Environment Agency's Flood Alert service
present in the area for the benefit of their livestock plus any residential property, if not
done so already.
Advice to LPA
The Environment Agency does not normally comment on or approve the adequacy of
flood emergency response procedures accompanying development proposals, as we do
not carry out these roles during a flood. Our involvement with this development during an
emergency will be limited to delivering flood warnings to users covered by our flood
warning network.
The Technical guide to the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 9) states that
those proposing developments should take advice from the emergency services when
producing an evacuation plan for the development as part of the flood risk assessment.
In all circumstances where warning and emergency response is fundamental to managing
flood risk, we advise local planning authorities to formally consider the emergency
planning and rescue implications of new development in making their decisions.”

County Council, Historic Environment Officer
“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.”
County Council Highway Authority
The layout details shown on the submitted plan are considered satisfactory from a
highway perspective. I can therefore confirm that the Highway Authority has no objection
to the proposed development.

12 of 22

PLANNING COMMITTEE
31st January 2017
County Council Lead Local Flood Authority
The proposals are in flood zone 2, therefore, a drainage strategy would need to
demonstrate that the proposals would not add an increase risk flooding. The Environment
Agency is the risk management authority for main rivers and matters relating to flooding
from main rivers and the Lead Local Flood Authority. The proposal is adjacent to Mill
Beck which is Main River, therefore, my recommendations are that the applicant contact
the Environment Agency for advice/consent.”
Environmental Health
“This is an application for an agricultural building and the only environmental effects would
be odour and potentially floodlighting. However, the area is already a working farm and
therefore the odour would be deemed reasonable. Any lighting can be dealt through
EPA90 legislation, therefore we have no objections.”

OFFICERS REPORT:
Preamble
This application was deferred with a minded to refuse resolution at your last meeting. The
deferment was in accordance with the procedure laid down in the Constitution for cases
where Committee wish to make a decision contrary to recommendation. The resolution
followed concerns about the developments impact on the rural character and openness of
the area; factors aggravated by the undeveloped nature of the application site. This was in
contrast to the findings of the appeal inspector in relation to the new implements store
located on the opposite side of the access lane. This was allowed on appeal in November
2014 with the inspector noting that
As described in the officer’s report, the site has already been covered in hard core and is
used for open agricultural storage and the parking of agricultural vehicles. It does not
have the appearance of pristine countryside
Since the deferral the applicant has made further representations (dated 16/01/2017)
which are reproduced above. Taking account of these and the likelihood that any refusal is
likely to be subject of an appeal the following appear to be key points:
Key points
i) The applicant has submitted information that the building is reasonably necessary for
the agricultural needs of the holding and that this is not in dispute.
ii) That the concern relates principally to the proposed location of the building close to the
highway i.e. before the level crossing.
iii) That there are other less prominent locations for the building.
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Policy basis
I would advise that to defend any appeal there would be a need to expand on point iii)
unless Committee wish for the appeal to be defended on the basis that the visual impact
is just so great that a refusal is justified regardless of whether an alternative location is
available. This would require exceptional grounds and I have doubts whether such exist in
this case. Indeed such an approach would appear to conflict with the development plan:
Policy D1 [extract]:
“Development will be permitted in the countryside only where there is a demonstrable
need that cannot be met elsewhere. Where necessary development is permitted any
adverse effect on the rural character of the surroundings should be minimised subject to
the development’s operational requirements”
Policy D21 [extract]
“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.”
The key question is can the need be met elsewhere. Potential alternative locations appear
to fall into two categories namely A location on the opposite side of the level crossing
A location in the same field as the implements store
Alternative locations – opposite side of the level crossing
Advantages:
Represents a much less prominent location for the proposed building.
Relates to an area where there is already some development.
Disadvantages
Access via an unmanned level crossing without barriers.
Applicant refers to conflict with the Roose- Abbey Greenway.

In relation to the level crossing issue this was a factor considered by the inspector with the
allowed appeal
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Siting the building on the east side of the railway line would affect the number of
movements over the unmanned crossing between the site and the buildings on the
other side of the line. The Council commissioned a consultant's report to investigate
this issue. The report noted that there would be increases in some movements
over the crossing and decreases in others. It did not reach a numerical conclusion
but found that the proposed location "is reasonable" in relation to the operation of
the farm business. Although this is not a strong enough statement to weigh heavily
in the appellant's favour it still supports rather than detracts from his case and
therefore does not affect my decision.
The inspector referred to a report commissioned by the Council which provided some
support for the appeal proposal but that this was not expressed strong enough to weigh
heavily in the appellant’s favour. However the report like the appeal decision itself
predates the implements/feed store.

Alternative locations – before level crossing to north of new implements/feed
building
Advantages
Screened in views when approached from the south (from Yarlside Rd direction)
Disadvantages
Prominent in views when approached from the north (from Furness Abbey direction)
Located within the Furness Abbey Conservation Area
Located closer to Bow Bridge a Grade 1 listed building and scheduled ancient monument
Additional tests and consultation with Historic England would be required
Access difficulties
Conclusion
I expect that the only realistic alternative location would be beyond the level crossing and
Committee need to be aware that this would need to form part of the basis of the defence
should the decision be to refuse the proposal. Committee also need to be aware that the
previous appeal decision is, in itself, an important material planning consideration and that
there are aspects to this which are not helpful to a refusal namely the opinion expressed
by the Inspector in his decision;
“Given that modern agricultural buildings are not uncommon in the countryside and that
the proposed building would be seen in the visual context of the existing buildings I
consider that it would not harm the character or appearance of the countryside”
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If Members still choose to refuse consent then I offer the following draft reason for refusal;
The proposed life stock building would represent a prominent building in the
landscape which would harm the site’s openness and the area’s rural character. An
area to the south of the applicants’ house could provide a much less prominent
location for the development and which would benefit from an improved visual
relationship with the existing buildings.
Approval would therefore conflict with Saved policy D1 as whilst the development is
recognised as necessary, its adverse effect upon the rural character of the
surroundings has not been minimised taking account of operational requirements.
Neither does it accord with Saved policy D21 as the proposed site cannot be
considered to be well screened. Approval would further conflict with emerging
policy DS2: Sustainable Development Criteria criterion g) as the proposal does not
contribute to the enhancement of the character or appearance of the landscape.

My Original Report follows on, but in light of the previous discussions I have added an
additional condition to require prior agreement of the floor levels, in order to minimise the
visual impact of the building by controlling its height:

1. SITE AND LOCALITY
1.1 The application site comprises a rather narrow field sandwiched between Parkhouse
Rd and the main railway line and immediately adjacent to the access (via a level crossing)
to Parkhouse Farm. Parkhouse Farm has been subject to significant redevelopment in the
form of the residential conversion of the several stone barns following planning permission
2006/1005. This included the creation of a greenway through the farm connecting Roose
with the Amphitheatre/Furness Abbey. These were in addition to a number of pre existing
dwellings which includes the original Grade II* listed farm house. The farm therefore
includes several dwellings some connected to the farm and others which are not.

2 PROPOSAL DETAILS
2.1 Proposed

is the erection of a detached, portal framed agricultural building. It is
proposed to be 36m long x 12m wide. Heights are 3.5m & 5.1m to eaves and ridge
respectively. The building would provide winter housing for cattle. In appearance and size
it would be similar to the farm building approved under ref 2013 /0752 except that one side
would be open (facing the road). This recently erected building had been refused planning
permission contrary to recommendation but this decision was over turned on appeal and
planning permission granted.
3 RELEVANT HISTORY
3.1 2013 /0752 Erection of agricultural building as feed and implements store. Refused
planning permission 05 /14, decision over turned on appeal (11/14).

4 RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
D1 seeks to protect the rural character of the countryside and limit development to that
which requires a rural location.
4.1
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4.2

D15 seeks to protect conservation areas including their setting.

4.3 D21 new farm buildings will 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.
4.4

F8 protection of flood plains
5 PLANNING ISSUES
•

Whether the development is reasonably necessary for the purposes of agriculture
within the unit

•

Whether visual impact has been reasonably mitigated

•

Relationship to the railway

•

Relationship to heritage assets

•

Relationship to neighbours

•

Flood risk

Taking these in turn:
Whether the development is reasonably necessary for the purposes of
agriculture within the unit
5.1

Agricultural buildings will inevitably have some impact on the landscape particularly as
modern farm buildings tend to be of an industrial appearance and scale. In light of this it is
appropriate to establish that there is a reasonable agricultural need for any particular
building. The agricultural justification has been provided in the supporting statement
reproduced above with reference to numbers of cattle and also to guidance contained
within a report commissioned by the Council which recognised a shortage of livestock
accommodation. This Council commissioned report was in response to the farm building
which was ultimately allowed on appeal. I consider the agricultural case for the building
has been made and that the proposal accords with the relevant part of saved policy D1.
5.2

Whether visual impact has been reasonably mitigated

The building is proposed to be clad in dark green cladding in terms of both its roof and
walls. In this regard it will be similar to the adjacent building approved on appeal in that
both will have the same dark green wall cladding. The appeal building however has grey
roof sheeting making it more noticeable in some views.
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5.3

In approving the appeal building the inspector commented:

“As described in the officer’s report, the site has already been covered in hard core
and is used for open agricultural storage and the parking of agricultural vehicles. It does
not have the appearance of pristine countryside nor have the Council suggested that any
of the existing development is unlawful. I recognise that the height of the proposed
building would cause it to have a greater effect of the landscape than the existing outdoor
storage activity but it would, as noted by the officer’s report, be close to larger group or
nearby buildings and structures at Parkhouse Farm. Given that modern agricultural
buildings are not uncommon in the countryside and that the proposed building would be
seen in the visual context of the existing buildings I consider that it would not harm the
character or appearance of the countryside or fail to preserve the character or appearance
of a conservation area. As such the proposal would not conflict with the objectives of
saved policies D1 and D15 in the Barrow-in-Furness Local plan or the guidance in the
National Planning Policy Framework”
5.4 The inspector noted that buildings proximity to a ‘larger group of nearby buildings and
structures’. Since then the range of buildings has increased as a result of the appeal being
successful. The proposed building will be seen relative to the appeal building particularly
in views where the proposed building will be most noticeable in public views (the long
decent from the direction of Holbeck/Yarlside Road). I consider that the proposal accords
with the relevant part of saved policy D1.

Relationship to the railway
The building is proposed to be located on the road side of the level crossing and
thereby reduce movements over it. Some weight was given to this point in the appeal
decision. Network Rail were consulted and have raised no objection. While the rail
regulator has not objected the issue raised in the representations about the proximity of
the access to the level crossing was raised with the applicant. Amended plans have been
received showing the access moved away from the crossing as requested.
5.5

Relationship to heritage assets
5.6 The proposed building would be located close to the conservation area but not within it.
The building approved on appeal was actually located within the conservation area and
was considered by the inspector not to be harmful. Given that the appeal building is a
significant feature of this extreme southern end of the conservation area the proposed
building will have no appreciable impact on the conservation.

Park House Farmhouse is a further designated heritage asset and carries a very high
listing grade(II*). In such cases Historic England are a statutory consultee on planning
applications which may effect their setting (limited to grade I & II* grades only). In this case
Historic England and the Historic Environment Officer both raise no objections. The
proposed building would be separated from listed farmhouse by the railway which is
carried on an embankment; also a narrow field, and nos 2, 3 & 4 Parkhouse Cottages and
14 Parkhouse Court. These houses were converted from stone built barns. As a result
there is a significant degree of separation. The setting of the farmhouse is typified by its
location within a cluster of buildings set within a wider agricultural landscape. An additional
farm building will simply reflect this character.
5.7
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Relationship to neighbours
5.8 The distance to the nearest neighbours is approx. 80m which is a reasonable level of
separation for a building providing winter housing for cattle. Clarity is sought on the
proposed level of the building. While the assumption is that this would be slightly above
field level it has not been defined. A condition is therefore proposed to require this
information to be provided.

Flood risk
5.9 The farm building would be located within flood risk zone 3 (high probability of flood).
This is a result of the building’s proximity to Mill Beck. In such cases the Environment
Agency is a statutory consultee. They have confirmed that given its low vulnerability status
they have no objection to the grant of planning permission.

Other matters
Attention is drawn in the representations to a condition imposed on a previous consent
which required a visitor car park to be provided. This was imposed to reduce traffic using
the level crossing. This matter has been brought to the applicant’s attention and while a
response has not been received to date this is a separate matter to this application.
5.10

6

CONCLUSION

6.1 The application proposes a building to over winter cattle. An agricultural case has been
made for it and given its relationship with other buildings including one recently allowed on
appeal it is not considered to raise any significant landscape, amenity, heritage or flood
risk issues.

RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that planning permission be granted subject to the standard duration
limit and the following conditions:
2. The development shall be carried out in accordance with application dated 8/07/2016
as amended by the revised site layout ref (requested) and revised plan and elevational
drawing ref (requested).
Reason
To ensure the development is only carried out as approved.
3. The approved cladding colour shall be incorporated into the cladding during the
manufacturing process.
Reason
To ensure the colour is sufficiently permanent.
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4. No external lighting shall be provided except in accordance with details which must
have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority
Reason
In order to protect the rural amenities of the area.
5. Prior to the formation of the floor slab details of its level relative to existing ground levels
shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.
Reason
To ensure the building has a satisfactory relationship with its surroundings.
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