
Allerdale Borough Council 
Planning Application 2/2018/0051

Proposed 
Development:

Application to vary condition
2 of planning application 2/2008/0533

Location: Lakes Home Centre
Low Road
Cockermouth

Applicant: P & J Lister
Lakes Home Store

Recommendation: APPROVE subject to the conditions recommended at Annex 1

Summary/Key Issues
Issue Conclusion

Retail impact on the 
vitality and viability 
of the town centre

Supporting retail statement submitted with the application was 
independently evaluated by a retail consultant commissioned 
by the Council. It is considered the proposal would not have an 
adverse impact on the vitality or viability of the  town centre

Variation to the 
types of goods 
allowed to be sold.

The variation of the goods to generic “convenience “ and 
“comparison” good types was included as part of the overall 
retail impact with no adverse impact on the vitality or viability of 
the  town centre  

Town Centre 
Viability

An acceptable sequential assessment has been provided which 
concludes that those sites in closer proximity to the town centre 
are neither suitable and/or available. The fact that the site 
operates as an existing retail store is a material consideration.

Highway impact The Highways Authority has raised no objection. 

Proposal

An internal mezzanine floor was approved under 2/2008/0533 with a condition to restrict 
the range of goods to safeguard the vitality and viability of the town centre.

However, the condition imposed on the mezzanine was more restrictive to exclude goods 
which could not be classed as bulky goods and could reasonably be expected to be sold 
in the town centre.



Condition 2 of the mezzanine consent states;

         “The mezzanine floor shall not be used for the sale of food, drink and tobacco (other than 
confectionary and pet foods), clothing and footwear including sportswear and children's 
clothing (other than protective footwear and protective clothing), books and magazines, 
toys and games, music, records, CD's, audio and video tapes (including hire), computer 
software, photographic goods, stationery and cards, china and glassware, household 
textiles and soft furnishings, non-durable household goods (such as cleaning products, 
etc.) fashion accessories (including handbags, luggage, watches, clocks and jewellery), 
chemist's goods, perfume and toiletries, sports equipment (other than bicycles), uses 
identified in paragraphs (b) to (f) and (h) to (j) of Class A1 of Part A of the Schedule to the 
Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) (or any Order 
revoking and re-enacting that Order) without the prior consent of the Local Planning 
Authority.

Reason: In order to ensure that the additional retail floorspace does not adversely affect 
the vitality and viability of the town centre, in compliance with Policy RG2 of the Allerdale 
Local Plan (Part 1).”

The proposal seeks a new permission with a different condition to read:-
 
“The development shall comprise sales floor space totalling no more than 30% 
convenience floorspace and no less than 70% comparison floorspace.”

The accompanying Planning Statement to the application suggests that the application is 
necessary to “allow the retail unit to react more efficiently to changing retail 
circumstances, particularly as the sector shifts to a more online focus. The removal of the 
condition will allow the store to add further to the overall retail offer of the town and 
continue to complement the existing provision, retaining the maximum amount of spend 
within the town and aiding in the reduction of leakage to other areas.”  

No operational development is proposed. 

Site

The application site relates to an existing established out of town comparison store, 
located on the western perimeter of the town. Customer access to the site is via a mini-
roundabout junction onto Low Road which serves an ancillary car park of 109 spaces. A 
second service access from Low Road is located to the west of the store. This access 
also serves the application site for the retail store also considered by this meeting of the 
Development Panel (ref 2/2018/0070). 

Currently, there is a single operator trading from the site as the Lakes Home Centre and 
selling goods including furniture, decorative ornaments, garden plants, implements and 
machinery, home furnishings such as candles, towels etc. 

To the west is the abovementioned other application site. To the south is Low Road, the 
main artery into the town from the west. Beyond Low Road is the parkland of the Fitz (a 
grade II listed country house), the housing on Parklands Drive and the Lloyd motor 



dealership. To the north and east is the River Derwent.

Relevant Planning History

In 1998 planning consent was approved under 2/1998/0862 for the erection of a DIY 
comparison goods retail store with associated access, parking, service yard and 
landscaping.

Further to the implementation of the permission the Council approved a further 
application (2/2008/0533) within the retail unit for the erection of an internal mezzanine 
floor for the retail sales of non-food items. The mezzanine is 874sqm in area.

The original applications 2/2016/0678 and 2/2016/0679 for this proposal were withdrawn 
due to the lack of detailed information on its retail impact. 

The current resubmission application has been submitted alongside another separate 
resubmission application 2/2018/0051 for the store’s first floor mezzanine which also 
seeks to vary a condition of its permission to similarly allow a 30/70% 
(convenience/comparison) split in the retail floorspace.

The neighbouring site to the west of the lakes centre has also been the subject of recent 
retail planning applications. The planning application 2/2016/0186, proposing a 1,486sqm 
foodstore and a non-food retail unit of 1,021sqm plus 465sqm mezzanine (which included 
a retail impact assessment) was refused on the grounds of the loss of employment land 
and the loss of trees protected under a Tree Preservation Order. 

The current application for that site, 2/2018/0070, seeks full permission for a 2043sqm 
retail store with 696sqm garden centre and an additional outline permission for a 464sqm 
unit for flexible employment use. 

Representations

Cockermouth Town council 

Recommend Approval

Cumbria County Council Highways 

No comment 

Cockermouth Civic Trust

Object – We are aware of another application for an adjacent site that has created the 
motivation and perceived need for this submission, however, until that application  
(2/2018/0070) is determined this application cannot be correctly assessed as the 
outcome of application 2/2018/0070 is a material consideration. We, therefore, request 



that any decision is postponed until application 2/2018/0070 is determined, at which point 
this application can assessed against a different set of circumstances that exist now.

Individual/Other representations

The application has been advertised on site, within the press and by neighbour letter

Thirteen letters of objection have been received on the grounds of:

 Detrimental impact on town centre and the uniqueness of its independent traders 
 No change of circumstances since the granting of the consents whose conditions 

sought to protect the town’s retail centre.
 Items conditions enabled the store to complement the retail facilities in the town 

centre which appears to have worked well.
 The retail town centre has suffered 2 floods and austerity. 
 No consent has been granted for a B&Q on the neighbouring site which was 

refused on the grounds that it would damage the retail core-therefore no 
justification for amending the conditions. 

 Precedent for further edge of/out of town retail development adjacent to the site with 
associated cumulative impacts.

 Damaging impact if the store was sold with subsequent flexibility to sell any type of 
goods, with impacts on the retail offer of the town’s traders.

 The sustainability argument lacks evidence on the trading position of the town’s 
independent shops and little weight should be given to Sainsbury’s overtrading.

 Out of town retail is undesirable and should be resisted. Seek a vibrant centre with 
no empty shops.

 Size of store is more appropriate in Workington as the principle shopping 
destination.

 The submitted Allerdale Retail Survey is dated July 2015 prior to the floods and 
therefore does not provide an accurate picture. 

 Harmful impact on the gem town.
 Any jobs are likely to be limited hours on low wages and therefore the employment 

cannot be factored as a positive.
 Retail evidence contradicts claims of Sainsbury’s and Wilko’s laying off staff-no 

accounting of New Lidl store.
 Application site would become a one stop shopping destination with a free car park 

and accessibility to the town taking trade away from the town centre 
 Alternative empty premises in the town centre.
 Harmful impact on the mix of shops in the town and its shopping experience.
 Potential loss of local jobs in the town centre and deteriorating condition of its 

buildings.



Duties 

Section 66 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires that 
when considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a 
listed building or its setting, 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 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires 
that special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of a designated Conservation Area.    Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 state that competent 
authorities are required to make an appropriate assessment of any plan or project they 
intend to permit or carry out, if the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect 
upon a European site. The permission may only be given if the plan or project is 
ascertained to have no adverse effect upon the integrity of the European site. If the 
competent authority wishes to permit a plan or project despite a negative assessment, 
imperative reasons of over-riding public interest must be demonstrated, and there 
should be no alternative to the scheme. 

Regulation 9 (1) of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 requires 
all public bodies to have regard to the requirements of the Habitats Directive in the 
exercise of their functions, particularly when determining a planning application for a 
development which may have an impact on European Protected Species ("EPS"), such 
as bats, great crested newts or otters.

Development Plan Policies

Allerdale Local Plan 1999 

Saved settlement limits 
Saved employment allocation – EM2. 

Allerdale Local Plan Part 1 (2014)

Policy S1 - Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Policy S2 - Sustainable development principles
Policy S3 - Spatial Strategy and Growth
Policy S4 - Design principles
Policy S5 - Development Principles
Policy S6c - Cockermouth  
Policy S12 – Land and Premises
Policy S16 - Town centres and retail
Policy S21 - Developer contributions 
Policy S22 – Transport Principles
Policy S24 - Green infrastructure



Policy S27 - Heritage Assets
Policy S29 - Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage
Policy S30 - Reuse of Land
Policy S32 - Safeguarding amenity
Policy S33 - Landscape
Policy S35 - Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity
Policy S36 - Air, water and soil quality
Policy DM3 - Protection of Employment Sites
Policy DM8 - Protecting Town Centre Vitality and Viability
Policy DM14 - Standards of Good Design
Policy DM16 - Sequential Test for Previously Developed Land
Policy DM17 - Trees, hedgerows and woodland

Other material considerations 

Draft Allerdale Borough Local Plan (Part 2) 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012)
Employment Land and Workspace Study 2016
Allerdale Retail Study 2015

Policy weighting 
Notwithstanding the duties outlined above, section 38(6) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that, if regard is to be had to the development 
plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the planning Acts, the 
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. This means that the Allerdale Borough Local Plan (Part 1) 2014 
policies have primacy.

A material consideration is the provisions of the NPPF. Paragraph 215 of the NPPF 
advises that the weight afforded to development plan policies can vary according to 
their degree of consistency with this framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the 
policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 

In this instance, the Allerdale Local Plan (part 1) policies relevant to this site and 
proposal postdate and are consistent with NPPF and so full weight can be afforded to 
them. 

However, it is acknowledged that the saved settlement boundaries of the 1999 Plan are 
pending review and delivery of the part 1 Local Plan’s strategic policies is predicated on 
development beyond these limits. As such the weight afforded to these limits is 
tempered.
Employment sites and allocations dating from the 1999 Plan have been saved by virtue 
of Policy S12 of the 2014 Allerdale Local Plan, pending review through the site 
allocations process. Policy S12 is considered to accord with the NPPF, which supports 
sustainable economic development. This approach to employment sites and allocations 
has been supported by the Planning Inspectorate through a recent appeal decision at 
Solway Industrial Estate, Maryport (3187370).  



Paragraph 216 of the NPPF advises that weight can be afforded to emerging plans, that 
weight dependent on the stage of preparation, the extent of unresolved objections and 
consistency with the provisions of the Framework. In this instance Part 2 of the Local 
Plan is at an early stage of preparation and is afforded very little weight in the 
assessment.
Assessment 

Introduction 

Section 73(2) of the 1990 Act states that “the local planning authority shall consider only 
the question of the conditions subject to which planning permission should be granted.”

The options open to this Authority are:-

A. If it is decided that permission should be granted subject to different conditions to 
those previously imposed or it should be granted unconditionally, then 
permission should be granted accordingly.

B. If it is decided that permission should be granted subject to the same conditions 
as previously imposed, then the s73 application should be refused. 

The principle of the store itself is not in question

Where an application under section 73 is granted, the effect is the issue of a new 
planning permission, sitting alongside the original permission, which remains intact and 
unamended. Given that a new permission is being considered, then the determination 
must be made in the context of current development plan policies and material 
considerations. In that regard, whilst condition 2 of the original permission is the focus of 
the applicant’s submission, the other condition (1) should be reviewed, but the Panel’s 
resolution must not fundamentally alter the proposal put forward in the original 
application. The review of the other condition assesses whether they it is still necessary, 
written in a way that is precise and enforceable, whether it is relevant to the 
development and planning and reasonable in all other respects.

Convenience goods are everyday essential items, such as food.  Comparison goods are 
retail items not bought on a frequent basis. The reason for the original retail goods 
planning condition was “In order to ensure that the additional retail floorspace does not 
adversely affect the vitality and viability of the town centre, in compliance with Policy 
RG2 of the Allerdale Local Plan.

It can be surmised that the bespoke condition was initially imposed seeking to protect 
retail trade within the town centre. However most current retail permissions alternatively 
refer to the two different distinctive generic categories of shopping ,which if deemed 
necessary, have  restricted floorspaces via planning condition (e.g. as imposed on the 
Lidl stores in Cockermouth, Wigton and Maryport).

Relationship to application 2/2018/0050 (s73 relating to the original store)  



It is conceivable that the variation of the condition relating to the mezzanine (this 
application) and the original store need not be both implemented if granted and that the 
clear split in floor levels would enable enforcement of the respective conditions. 
Nevertheless, in practice, as a single retail unit, this is not very likely and it is 
reasonable to assume that the variation in goods to reflect the new conditions would be 
implemented simultaneously for both the mezzanine and main trading floor. Indeed, this 
is how the applicant’s assessments and the Council’s peer review have been 
undertaken. The following assessment therefore cites figures, when referring to the 
Lakes, for the combined floor space of the main trading floor and the mezzanine.

Town Centre Vitality and Viability

Policy S16 requires retail development to be located within existing centres and to be of 
a scale commensurate to the settlements role and function, so as to not undermine the 
settlement hierarchy. Further, Policy S16 requires that proposals for main town centre 
uses outside of defined centres will be refused where the applicant has not 
demonstrated compliance with the sequential approach to site selection, or where there 
is clear evidence that the proposal would have a significant adverse impact on the 
vitality and viability of a nearby centre.   Policy DM8 stipulates a threshold of 300sqm for 
retail development requiring impact assessment. 

The application site does not lie within or adjacent to Cockermouth town centre and 
therefore falls to be assessed as an out of centre site for the purposes of section 2 of 
the NPPF and policies S16 and DM8 of the Allerdale Local Plan. 

Sequential Test for retail

The building, its associated car parking and servicing extends to around 0.73ha. There 
is no flexibility demonstrated as part of the assessment. There is no formal catchment 
detailed in the applicant’s submission to inform the approach of flexibility and format 
advised in the NPPF. 

However, it is acknowledged that the site already hosts an out of town retail 
development and it is the goods sold that are under consideration here; the variation of 
the conditions and the floorspace can only be available at the application site. This is a 
material consideration when applying the sequential approach. 

Two sites have been considered, the first being the site adjoining the Fire and Rescue 
centre, the former Fire And rescue service offices. However, it is understood that, since 
the site was marketed for sale by the County Council, the site has been acquired with 
the intention of redeveloping for some form of residential use. As such, it is considered 
that this site is not available, nor is it sequentially preferable, given its location outside of 
the town centre.   

The second site considered was the land to the west of the site, now being proposed for 
a retail store and also being considered at this Panel meeting.

Whilst it is noted that there are a number of vacant banks, pubs and shops within the 
town centre, these are not considered to be of a size or scale to accommodate the 
development proposed (or the retail unit taken in isolation) even when taking flexibility 



into account; the contrast in the proposed floor area and these available units is 
significant.

It is acknowledged that the adjoining site application (2/2018/0070) has considered 
significantly more alternatives sites but, even if those had been considered for this 
proposal, the conclusions would not have been different. 

The sequential test is considered to be passed.

Retail impact  

Policy S16 of the Local Plan part 1 states; 

“Proposals for main town centre uses will be expected to be located within the existing 
centres. Retail development will be of a scale commensurate with the settlement’s role 
and function, and will not undermine the balance of the hierarchy. Applications for main 
town centre uses outside of these defined centres will be refused where the applicant 
has not demonstrated compliance with the sequential approach to site selection, or 
where there is clear evidence that the proposal would have a significant adverse impact 
on the vitality and viability of a nearby centre.”

Policy DM8 seeks impact assessments to retail proposals in Cockermouth exceeding 
300sqm. The National Planning Practice Guidance, a live on-line companion tool to the 
NPPF, advises that impact assessments are to ensure that the impact over time (up to 
five years, ten for major schemes) of certain out of centre and edge of centre proposals 
on existing town centres is not significantly adverse.
It also advises that such tests should be undertaken in a proportional and appropriate 
way, drawing on existing information where possible and dictating a checklist of criteria 
for consideration.

The baseline conditions are detailed in the Allerdale Retail Study (ARS) dating from July 
2015. Overall within Allerdale it identified the following trends:-

(i) Convenience –increased role of convenience stores, decline in weekly shops 
resulting in more frequent trips closer to home.

(ii) Comparison- recession has prompted traders to concentrate on their most 
successful trading centres, retailers focused on prime locations, increase in 
discount operators (including small towns), and reduction in DIY stores which aim 
to take up space in retail parks.

(iii) Internet- increased role in shopping market.
(iv) Independent Stores-Polarisation of high street is offering new opportunities for 

independent retailers, role of street markets and awareness of product sourcing –
resurgence of butchers, bakers etc.

It identifies Cockermouth as an attractive market town which offers a high quality 
shopping environment with a good range of independent shops, with limited 
representation from multiple retailers. It continues to have a lower vacancy rate than the 
national average. Cockermouth is the second most popular retail centre after 
Workington.



The Health Check Appraisal carried out as part of the 2015 Retail Study Update found 
that Cockermouth is a healthy town centre with a high level of vitality and viability.

In combining average sales density levels to capacity figures it gave an indication of the 
quantum floorspace that can be accommodated. The sales denisties quoted were 
£8,900/m2 for convenience goods and £4,200/m2 for comparison goods with the 
resultant capacity to the end of the plan period in 2029 of 870m² additional convenience 
and 1,690 m² comparison within the town. 

The Council has recently considered and approved an application for retail development 
on the site of Travis Perkins, WCF and the former Petrol Filling Station on Station Road. 
This proposal would provide for:

- a Lidl foodstore with a gross internal area of 1,777 m2 and a net sales area of 
1,163 m2, split on the basis of 80% / 20%, comprising 930 m2 convenience and 
233 m2comparison floorspace; plus 

- a WCF store with a gross internal area of 677 m2 and a net sales area of 418 m2

The WCF element of the scheme is for a replacement of the existing building that is 
already present on the site. It is understood that the replacement WCF is under 
construction, but works to provide for the Lidl have not yet commenced. 

Assuming this Lidl is subsequently built, then the additional capacity identified within the 
Retail Study for convenience goods shopping in Cockermouth for this Local Plan period 
will have been met (and exceeded). The enlarged WCF would add 124 m² to the 
identified capacity of 1690 m² of comparison goods space, albeit this is a relatively 
specialist product. 

With regards to the proposal, it is assumed that the proposal could be implemented with 
immediate effect due to it not requiring any physical works. 

Following the Council’s peer review, the Retail Impact Assessment was updated by the 
applicant. A rate of £4,000/m2 was used for both comparison and convenience, the 
justification being that the unit will remain primarily a comparison goods retail unit, the 
food element being subservient to the non-food. The applicant specifically notes that 
“We are not applying for the unit to be subdivided to create a foodstore and a 
comparison goods store. Operators such as Home Bargains, B&M, Poundland, 
Poundstretcher etc all have one sales density for the floorspace, not two different rates 
for the different elements.” 

Table 9 of the Updated Retail Impact Assessment (RIAU) identifies the % and £m trade 
drawn to the proposal and this is identified below (2020).



  

The Council’s peer review consultants regards that the broad spread of impact appears 
reasonable. Rather than reflect the benchmark turnover of the out of centre stores from 
Cockermouth, it more closely reflects the shopper survey which in turn reflects shopping 
patterns and the survey defined turnover. 

In terms of Cockermouth impact, the trade drawn from the town appears to be 
reasonable and proportionate to the shopping patterns in this area. The trade draw is 
identified below in both a standalone and a cumulative perspective. In this respect is it 
on the basis that The Lakes Homes Centre can commence selling a wider range of 
goods as soon as the condition is varied, with the LPA confirming that the Lidl is unlikely 
to be open until around Christmas 2018. As such the approach identified by the 
application in terms of the delivery of stores appears reasonable.
 
If the Lidl is treated as a development that does not clawback trade to the town centre 
then the Lidl and the two schemes currently subject to planning would have the 
following monetary impact on Cockermouth:

Given that Cockermouth has been identified in the Allerdale Retail Study and more 
recently in the two submission as being a healthy centre and the foodstores are 
identified to be ‘overtrading’ to the benefit of the centre, then this level of trade diversion 
would not be considered significantly adverse on the centre as a whole. This is even 
more so given the wider strength of the food and beverage sectors and the support 
provided by a level of tourist trade.

Furthermore, the Lidl has been approved as an edge of centre scheme within the town 
centre boundaries which is likely to enhance the turnover of the Cockermouth town 
centre. As such, whilst the proposal would draw trade from the town centre, the Lidl 
would claw some of this back and would be supported by other wider clawback. In this 
instance the impact would be just 1% as per the table overleaf. 



Impact on consumer choice

It is accepted that the proposal would add to consumer choice, through the provision of 
a wider range of goods being made available at the site, although the scope to attract 
more people to Cockermouth town centre is debatable given the site’s location outside 
of the centre. This is also reflected in the applicant’s trade and the low level of 
clawback. 

Impact on vitality and viability

There have been no closures in terms of the convenience goods element of the market, 
indicating that the independent operators are preforming to an adequate level. In terms 
of comparison goods, these would appear to be provided for at a level slightly in excess 
of the national average, and although this is down on the levels recorded in the ARS, it 
does not pose any significant concern overall. This is especially so given the level of 
tourist trade which is attracted to locations such as Cockermouth, which provide 
additional expenditure to support these operators and also operators such as food and 
beverage, who are noted to be plentiful in the centre (+10% when compared to the 
national average). 

The peer review refers to impact on investment and advises that the Council has 
confirmed that the Lidl is scheduled to be opened towards the end of the year. 
Furthermore, there is nothing to suggest that Lidl are considering not continuing with 
their development if this proposal is supported and they have not objected to the 
proposal. 

Overall given the levels of diversion on a proposal only and a cumulative basis with the 
Lidl, these would be unlikely to result in a significant adverse impact on the town centre. 
It is also considered that the edge of the edge of centre Lidl store is likely to provide 
some benefits to the centre of Cockermouth when it opens which should further support 
the centre.

Highways (Parking)

The merits of the parking issues solely relate to the matters arising from the 
development i.e. the existing shortfall is not a material consideration and it is the change 
arising from the proposed variation of the condition that is only relevant.

The National Planning Policy Framework specifies in Para 32 that “Development should 
only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative 
impacts of development are severe”.
 



Policy S22’s objectives emphasises the need for development to be located in areas 
which reduce journey times and have safe convenient access to public transport and 
the towns services and utilities.

The store presently has a capacity of 109 parking spaces (including parking for the 
disabled). The proposal’s cumulative change of floorspace from comparison to 
convenience floorspace (alongside 2/2018/0051) would, under the County Council’s 
adopted parking standards, necessitate an additional 39 spaces.

However, as maximum standards to foster sustainability, other non-car modes of 
accessibility must be taken into consideration; it is only the residual car-borne demand 
that is relevant. 

In this context, it is noted that there is no record of on street parking in the locality 
deriving from the existing retail use. It is also important to note that the County 
Highways Authority raise no objections to the proposal.

The Institution of Highways and Transportation (IHT) document 'Providing for Journeys 
on Foot’ (2000) considers acceptable walking distances for planning and evaluation 
purposes and indicates that a distance of 400m is acceptable for retail related 
development and 800m as the preferred maximum. For walkers, the site can be 
accessed on foot directly from the existing footways on Low Road, connecting to the 
east, and linking from there to the town centre. At the Low Road / Parklands Drive 
Roundabout a footway is available. Crossing facilities are present at the Roundabout in 
the form of dropped kerbs with tactile paving and a refuge island present on the western 
arm of the junction. The footways on Low Road are approximately 2m wide and benefit 
from street lighting and continue eastwards providing a direct link to Main Street in the 
town centre. This route into town offers a number of connections to other parts of the 
town. 
The eastern part of the town centre, The Parklands and The Laureates will be within an 
800m walking distance (10 mins), and Derwentside Gardens, Station Street and 
Brigham Road would be within a 1200m walking distance (15 mins). Existing bus stops 
on Crown Street and Gote Road are within the preferred maximum walking distance of 
800m to public transport facilities. The site is located adjacent to an existing bus 
corridor, the closest bus stops to the development site are located on Crown Street 
approximately 450m from the proposed retail store entrance. Bus stops are located on 
either side of the carriageway between the Aldi access junction and Horsman Street 
and are accessible via dropped kerbs. An additional stop is also location on Gote Road 
within approximately 350m of the site opposite the southbound carriageway on the 
bridge over the River Derwent. Further stops are located on Main Street. There are 
currently 11 and 10 services operating at existing bus stops in the vicinity of the site 
during the AM and PM peak periods, linking through to various locations (X4 and X5 
services provided by Stagecoach Bus). 

Whilst not directly adjoining a local or national cycle route, such routes are within 400 
and 600m of the site respectively and from these points, would connect the site to parts 
of Cockermouth and the wider area. Access to these local and national cycle routes 
would be predominantly along Low Road, which is presently 30mph limit. As such, this 
route to connect to these established cycle routes is considered to be safe. 



The residential properties within the Cockermouth area are located within a 2km 
catchment of the development site, which equates to an 8 approx. minute cycle time. 
This indicates that cycling would be an attractive mode of travel for local residents and 
staff accessing the proposed retail facilities. Cycle parking is provided within the 
scheme. 
On this basis, the proposal is considered to be accessible by a range of options other 
than the private car, and sustainable, in accordance with policies S2 and S22 of the 
ALP (Part 1). 

Officers would, however, recommend the inclusion of a travel plan condition to explore a 
range of additional mitigation initiatives e.g. cycle racks, car park management scheme 
to safeguard the capacity of the stores existing car parking facilities and reduce traffic 
trips. This is considered necessary, specifically in response to the change in goods sold 
within the mezzanine; without a travel plan, the change is considered to result in 
additional demands for car-borne traffic and the Council needs to ensure that the 
existing non-car accessibility available is maximised.

Other conditions  

The only other condition was the standard 3 year commencement which, given the 
implementation of the mezzanine, is no longer necessary. 

Local Financial Considerations

Having regard to S70 (2) of the Town and Country Planning Act the nature of the 
proposal would not any financial considerations.

Conclusion

The merits of the variation are considered satisfactory. The retail evidence submitted in 
support of the application has been the subject of a peer review which is of the qualified 
opinion that the proposal in itself, and cumulatively alongside the details of 2/2018/0050 
would not have a significant adverse impact on the vitality or viability of the town centre.
Officers therefore consider the proposal therefore complies with the retail policy 
requirements of both Policy S16 and DM8 of the Allerdale Local Plan Part 1. The live 
application 2/2018/0070 has been afforded weight as a material consideration.

The existing parking details, subject to a travel plan condition are considered 
satisfactory.
 



Annex 1
.
1. The retail sales area of the mezzanine shall not exceed 874sq m and of that 

sales area there shall not be more than 262 sq m (30%) available for the sale 
and display of convenience goods. The area available for the sale and display 
of comparison goods shall not exceed 612 sq m (70%).
Reason: In order to safeguard the vitality and viability of the existing town centre 
and other retail units, in compliance with the National Planning Policy Framework 
and Policies S16 and DM8 of the Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1), Adopted July 2014.

2. The change of goods sold as hereby permitted shall not commence until a 
Travel Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority and shall be implemented within 12 months of being 
brought into use.
Reason: To aid in the delivery of sustainable transport objectives in accordance with 
Policy S22 of the Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1) 2014.

3. Upon commencement of the change of goods hereby approved, an annual 
report reviewing the effectiveness of the Travel Plan associated with that 
change and including any necessary amendments or measures, as well as 
timing for their implementation, shall be submitted to and approved in writing  
by the Local Planning Authority. Any amendments hereby approved shall be 
implemented in accordance with the approved timescales. 
Reason: To aid in the delivery of sustainable transport objectives from the 
operational use of the site in accordance with Policy S22 of the Allerdale Local Plan 
(Part 1) 2014.



Location plan



Location plan showing larger scale


