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Outline application for a new dwelling with access

Location: Land adjacent to
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Drainage Statement
15.14.05 Location and Block Plan 

Recommendation: REFUSE

Summary/Key Issues

Issue Conclusion

Principle of the 
development

The application site is located outside the former designated 
saved settlement limits for Pardshaw. The Allerdale Local Plan 
(Part 1) classes the village as an Infill Rounding Off village 
omitting any defined settlement limits. The emerging Part 2 pre 
submission document also omits any settlement limits for the 
village.
The merits of the outline consent relate to whether the proposal 
“infills and rounds off the village” under Part 1 
In the officer’s opinion the proposal neither constitutes infill or 
rounding off of the settlement and, in the absence of any 
demonstrable essential need, the proposal constitutes non-
essential development in the open countryside. 
The proposal is therefore considered to represent an 
inappropriate unsustainable location for residential development 
contrary to the provisions of Policy S3 and S33 of the Allerdale 
Local Plan (Part 1) The principle of the development is therefore 
unacceptable. 

Design considerations The plot is located to the rear of a recently approved dwelling 
fronting the public highway (yet to be constructed). Officers 
consider the recessed location of the plot is poorly related to the 
linear character and settlement pattern of the village. Its siting 
therefore represents a substandard design to the detriment of 
its site and surroundings.



Drainage issues Clarification has been sought on the drainage evidence which 
relies on the drainage evidence for the approved adjacent plot.

Highway 
considerations 

The highway details are considered satisfactory. Previous 
consents at the site have required the upgrade of an unmade 
footpath link on the opposite side of the road. However, the 
highway authority consider this existing link has established 
rights of way and therefore agree to omit this former 
requirement

Proposal

The application seeks outline consent for a single dwelling sited on an area of agricultural 
land to the rear of an approved residential plot which is sited to the north east of 
Pardshaw village. 
Access to the site would be via a surfaced agricultural field access which also acts as the 
means of access for both approved dwellings. 

Site

The site represents a recessed plot as part of an area of an agricultural field which forms 
the northern boundary of the site. An existing dwelling house, Mountain View, occupies 
an elevated hillside location further up the slope of the field.
A newly built residential property and an undeveloped plot, which are divided by a newly 
installed agricultural access, front onto a minor rural highway. The land slopes downhill 
towards the approved undeveloped plot. 
The main nucleus of Pardshaw’ village is located to the south west of the site

Relevant Planning History

No previous planning history on the site.
The two neighbouring dwellings and agricultural access were approved and implemented 
under 2/2014/0523 (outline ) 2/2017/0319 2/2017/0409 and 2/2016/0189.
It is also noted that this individual plot formed part of a much larger site (2/PRW/001/R) 
submitted as part of the Council’s call for sites under Part 2 of the Local Plan, but was 
omitted on the grounds of “Infill/rounding off village . No site allocations proposed in this 
tier of the settlement hierarchy”

Representations

Dean Parish Council 

Object on the grounds of overdevelopment of the village and loss of agricultural land. The 
parish advise that there are 31 dwellings in the village 5 of which are for sale, plus 5 
under development at the Croft site within the village and therefore question the need for 
additional housing.



Cumbria Highways 

No reply to date

Minerals and Waste 

The site falls within a Minerals safeguarding area for sand, gravel and limestone. It is 
sited on the edge of the safeguarding area and extends over a significant area in the 
locality resulting in the scheme not preventing access to these resources.- No objections 

Natural England 

Natural England raise no comments. Assessment on any protected species should be in 
accordance with standing advice.  

ABC Environmental Health 

No objections 
In addition the application has been advertised on site and within the local press. 

Three letters of objection were received on the grounds of;
 The proposal does not constitute infill development (100m separation distance 

from Mountain View)
 Given the access, the proposals will act as a precedent for a mini-estate.
 Question the need for additional housing (4 houses for sale) and 7 under 

construction in a village with no amenities 
 The road through the hamlet is narrow and unsuitable for traffic
 Traffic/pedestrian conflict 
 Proposed site is elevated in its levels above that of the approved plots resulting in 

overlooking
 Previous flooding/ drainage in the locality 
 Village has expanded 23% in the past 4 years –no further development is needed 
 Recently approved houses are not affordable
 Increased pressures on services e.g. school bus travel  

Development Plan Policies

Allerdale Local Plan 1999 Saved Settlement limits

Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1)

Policy S1 - Presumption in favour of sustainable development
Policy S2 - Sustainable development principles
Policy S3 - Spatial Strategy and Growth

Pardshaw is defined as an Infill/Rounding Off Village within S3’s heriearchy.



Policy S4 - Design principles
Policy S5 - Development Principles
Policy S22 - Transport principles
Policy S29 - Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage
Policy S30 - Reuse of Land
Policy S33 - Landscape
Policy S35 - Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity

Other material considerations

Allerdale Local Plan (Part 2)

National Planning Policy Framework (updated 2018)

Relevant decisions, appeals, court cases 

•Allerdale BC - 2/2015/0012 Refused outline application 

•Allerdale BC - An outline application for two detached dwellinghouses (2/2015/0543) on 
the northern perimeter of Papcastle. In dismissing the subsequent appeal 
(APP/G098/W/16/3148769) the Inspector accepted that the proposal did not constitute 
round off or infilling “ development for this settlement  

•Allerdale BC Appeal decision for land at Little Broughton (PINs ref 
APP/G0908/W/17/3183948) which specifically addressed the weighting afforded to 
development plan policies in the context of paragraphs 215 and 14 of the former NPPF. 

•High Court - Braintree District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government & Others [2017] the High Court judge found that “isolated” should be given 
its ordinary objective meaning of, “far away from other places, 

Policy weighting

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 Local 
Plan (Part 1) 2014 have primacy in design making. 
A material consideration is the provisions of the updated NPPF. Paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF advises that applications be determined in accordance with the development plan, 
unless material considerations dictate otherwise.
Members are advised and may recall the relevance of the Little Broughton (PINs ref 
APP/G0908/W/17/3183948) appeal to other applications recently brought before the 
Panel. The appeal decision specifically addressed the weighting afforded to development 
plan policies in the context of paragraphs 215 and 14 of the former NPPF. The inspector 
commented that we are now within the medium term of the 2014 Local Plan’s delivery 



period. Within this time it was expected that new allocations, within part 2 of the Local 
Plan and beyond the 1999 settlement limits, would come forward for delivery to meet the 
planned housing delivery trajectories.  However, no allocations have been made and the 
emerging Part 2 Local Plan is not anticipated to be adopted until 2019.  The significant 
contributions to housing supply anticipated from allocated sites have therefore not yet 
come to fruition. Other housing sites, including on land outside of the 1999 settlement 
limits, need to come forward to meet the 2014 Part 1 Local Plan’s medium terms growth 
objectives. 
Although the Inspector’s decision predated the publication of the 2018 NPPF, 
comparisons of paragraph 14 of the 2012 version and paragraph 11 of this latest 
publication reveal that it is only rational to consider that this decision may be relevant to 
housing applications.
Consequently, for these reasons, the settlement limits from the 1999 Local Plan are out 
of date as are policies S3 and S5 of the 2014 Part 1 Local Plan to the extent where they 
refer to the 1999 settlement limits and housing numbers. As a consequence little weight 
is afforded to the settlement limits and these parts of policies S3 and S5 referring to 
those limits and numbers.

However, the situation is more complex for Pardshaw. It was designated an Infill and 
Rounding Off Village by policy S3 due to its poor levels of sustainability. Little has 
changed since 2014 when the policy was adopted and, given the consistency with the 
NPPF’s principles of sustainability, there is little to suggest that the hierarchy and 
Pardshaw’s position within it, shouldn’t be afforded full weight.

Furthermore, policy S5 was adopted on the basis that it provides criteria for assessing 
housing in Infill/Rounding Off Villages rather than rely on the 1999 or Part 2 settlement 
limits. Therefore, whilst the Little Broughton appeal decision is material to the 
determination of applications in locations in or adjoining settlements higher up the Part 1 
hierarchy, it is considered this is not the case for Pardshaw. As such, there is very little 
relevance of the Little Broughton appeal to this particular application and the parts of 
policy S5 relevant to Infill and Rounding Off Villages maintain full weight. Paragraph 11 of 
the NPPF is, therefore, not engaged.

Paragraph 48 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 remains at an early stage of preparation and is afforded very little weight in the 
assessment. The Plan is due to be submitted imminently to the Secretary of State for 
examination. This may have happened before the meeting of this Panel. In this particular 
instance, with relevance only to this application, this is likely to be of little relevance 
(given the lack of settlement limits and allocations for Pardshaw in the Part 2 document). 
Instead there is the reliance on the pre-existing full weight development plan policies in 
Part 1. Nevertheless, if submission occurs before the Panel and, in the officer’s opinion, 
the weighting and relevance of Part 2 policies does change, then this will be reported 
verbally to members. 



Assessment 

The following issues are considered to constitute the main planning considerations to the 
proposal:

Principle of the development 

As an outline application with (excluding means of access) all matters reserved the 
principle of the development represents a fundamental planning consideration to the 
merits of the application. As outlined in the policy context section of this report, the 
determination of this application must be made in accordance with the adopted 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Indeed this is 
reemphasized under the provisions of Paragraph 47 of the updated NPPF.
Local Plan policy S1 ‘Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development’ confirms that 
“the Council will take a positive approach... in favour of sustainable development” and 
paying particular regard to scale. 
Given the weighting outlined in the previous section of this report, there is a policy 
context which provides the ability for development of the scale proposed here in such 
locations as proposed to be permitted if it is sustainable and according with policy S5’s 
criteria (as demonstrated by the approval of the neighbouring frontage plots). 
Under the policy context of Policy S3 which seeks to resist non-essential development 
beyond locations that accord with S5’s criteria, it is noted that no essential need has 
been submitted in support of the application.
The merits of the principle of the development therefore fundamentally relate to whether, 
physically, the plot itself constitutes an infill or rounding off plot and its design merits. In 
officer’s opinion this particular site unlike the nearby approved plots do not fall into this 
category. 

Design.

As an outline application for a single dwelling with only the means of access to be 
consider there are no details on the siting appearance layout and scale of the proposal.
Policy S5 of the Allerdale Local plan emphasises within its design criteria that 
“development should be of a scale and design which will not detract from the character of 
the settlement”. 

In specific reference to Infill/ rounding off villages it adds proposals should:-

i. Be of a scale that is sympathetic to the role of the settlement and respect its 
appearance and physical capacity;

ii. Be within or well related to the form of the settlement and to existing buildings 
within the settlement;

iii. Protect, maintain or enhance the local distinctiveness, character and landscape 
and historic setting of the settlement, and

Development within Infill/Rounding Off Villages must not:

 Result in the loss of important historic, green infrastructure or natural features 
which provide valuable local amenity;



 Exacerbate the adverse effects of ribbon development;
 Result in further adverse effects of areas of sporadic development in otherwise 

open countryside
 Result in settlements joining together.

These design parameters are reinforced by the NPPF

Para 127 includes:-  

“Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments: 

a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term 
but over the lifetime of the development; 

b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and 
effective landscaping; 

c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built 
environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate 
innovation or change (such as increased densities); 

d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, 
spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive 
places to live, work and visit; “

This is further elaborated under para 130 of the NPPF in that 

“Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the 
opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it 
functions, taking into account any local design standards or style guides in plans or 
supplementary planning documents. “

Pardshaw village  comprises of a small compact rural settlement with a mixture of 
agricultural and residential properties The design and house types within the village 
include both single storey and two storey dwellings  and consist of a combination of 
modern and traditional properties/buildings. However, overall it retains a character of a 
traditional Cumbrian farming hamlet.

A key characteristic is its linear settlement pattern which straddles each side of its central 
road, with properties fronting towards the highway. Development has taken form in the 
development of individual plots. Although a recently approved small modern estate 
(2/2017/0433) is presently under construction, it substituted an extant consent for the 
conversion of a courtyard of traditional redundant agricultural buildings. 

The two plots formerly approved, one of which has been implemented, comprise of large 
two story detached dwellings finished in a local vernacular design fronting onto the 
narrow rural highway. 
In examining the position of the proposed plot itself, it is evident that, unlike the two 
recently approved plots which are sited between two existing dwellings as an infill site, 
the current scheme does not fall into this same category. 



In contrast, the current proposal relates to the siting of one detached dwelling in a 
recessed location directly behind another. Officers consider this relationship could neither 
be called either infill or rounding off. Its incongruous position, visible to public view, would 
be exacerbated by its more elevated contoured levels which would increase the 
prominence of any future dwelling emphasising its difference to the linear frontage 
pattern of dwellings elsewhere in the village. It is poorly related to the settlement, 
undermining its distinctiveness and character contrary to the criteria of Policy S5 of the 
Allerdale Local Plan. This, in turn adversely affects the landscape setting of the village, it 
local distinctive rurality – frontage development immediately giving way to countryside 
nestling near to the National Park’s fells. As such there is conflict with policy S33 of the 
Local Plan.

The importance of this concept has been is reflected in other recent appeals within the 
rural settlements in the locality within the Borough which have attached significant weight 
to the merits of the existing village character. These include ;

Appeal (APP/G0908/A/13/2198462) outline 8 dwelling houses, Shawbank Brow, Dean, 
Workington, Cumbria, 

“It is proposed to construct eight dwellings in a cul de sac, which would extend across the 
rear of five dwellings in an existing cul de sac between the appeal site and Shawbank 
Brow. This would introduce a pattern of development unlike any other in the village, 
effectively creating a “double-row” of houses. Whilst the appellant, in support of his case, 
considers that there would be little impact on the area, I find that the proposal would lead 
to an uncharacteristic urbanising effect, of a scale and pattern that would be out of 
keeping with the village’s rural character. Consequently, the proposed development 
would appear incongruous, to the detriment of those attributes which make a positive
contribution to the established character of the area.”

Appeal( APP/G0908/A/13/2193690) Ellerbeck Brow, Brigham, Cockermouth, Cumbria

“Therefore, although the proposed expansion on the rural edge of the village would not 
be unacceptable in broad landscape terms, the detailed design of the scheme would not 
relate well to the established urban form of the village, and it would appear incongruous 
and isolated.”
 
More directly specific to infill/ rounding off  villages is the appeal: 

APP/G0908/W/16/3148769 -Outline for two dwelling houses  Part Field Land Adj Belle 
Mount, Papcastle, Cumbria
 
“The ALP does not include a definition of ‘infill’ or ‘rounding off’ and the appellant states 
that the proposal will round off the linear form of existing development along the road. 
However, based on the submitted plans and my site visit, it is apparent that the proposal 
would represent an extension to the existing linear form of development rather than a 
rounding off of the settlement. This would represent the continuation of ribbon 
development which Policy S5 specifically seeks to prevent. This would harm the 
appearance of the open countryside on the approach to Papcastle and reduce the gap to 
Belle Vue.”



Although officers accept each application should be assessed on its individual planning 
merits, the design details of the siting of this plot are in terms of design and relationship 
to the qualities and character of the village are considered unacceptable at this location.
 
Loss of amenity 

As an outline application, the issues of any loss of amenity would be addressed as part of 
any future reserved matter application (including that of the undeveloped frontage plot).
It is considered the separation distance of approx. 48m from the higher property of 
Mountain View would not result in any significant loss of amenity. 

Impact on highway safety 

The issue of highway safety has been raised within the submitted representations.
In the officer’ s opinion the small scale of the development combined with the use of a 
recently approved access results in no significant impact on highway safety.

Drainage 

The site has recently been the subject of investigations relating to flooding/drainage 
following the implementation of the approved access and single dwelling which prompted 
improvements to the drainage infrastructure.

Officers do not oppose the foul drainage connection but have concerns about the 
applicant’s evidence relating to the surface water drainage which rely on the 
percolation/soakaway drainage evidence submitted for the neighbouring approved plot. 
Given the change in levels which can affect the water table etc. this information is 
unsatisfactory and does not provide assurances that it wouldn’t exacerbate the flood risk 
issues in the locality (In addition to the means to connect which is not shown in the 
applicant’s ownership.
As a consequence this represents a reason for refusal due to the lack of details on this 
issue.

Local Financial Considerations

Having regard to S70 (2) of the Town and Country Planning Act the following local 
finance considerations are relevant to the consideration of the application. 
There will be benefits arising from the scheme through the New Homes Bonus scheme 
and council tax income. It is considered both of these are of little weight in judging the 
overall planning merits of the current scheme.

Conclusion

The proposal would constitute a departure to adopted local plan policy and its poor 
design relationship to the settlement undermines its ability to constitute an 
infilling/rounding off development. 



Annex 1

Reasons for refusal 

1. The application site is located in a distinctive rural open countryside setting. The 
development would introduce a non-essential residential detrimental alien form 
within the existing site’s open natural environment to the detriment of the visual 
amenity of its site and surroundings. The site of the development is considered to 
constitute neither infill nor rounding off development, eroding the distinctive rural 
settlement character of the settlement features, pattern, identity and rural 
character of its locality and would be an incongruous development in this rural 
locality. The site is therefore not considered to be well related to the built 
environment and would extend into the open countryside. As such it is contrary to 
policies S1, S3, S5 and S33 of the adopted Allerdale Local Plan Part 1 – 2014 and 
the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework 2018.

2. The proposed development constitutes non-essential residential development in 
the open countryside and is not considered to qualify as an exception for housing 
outside of the settlement and contrary to Policy S3 of the Allerdale Local Plan 
Adopted July 2014.

3. Insufficient evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that a satisfactory means 
of surface water drainage can be achieved at the site in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework drainage hierarchy contrary to Policy 29 of 
the Allerdale Local Plan Adopted July 2014.



Application Refused Following Discussion – Where there is no Way Forward

The Local Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining this 
application by assessing the proposal against, primarily, the development plan 
policies, any duties applicable and also all material considerations, including 
emerging Local Plan policy, the National Planning Policy Framework and any 
stakeholder representations that may have been received. In this context, having 
identified matters of concern with the proposal and discussed those with the 
applicant, the issues are so fundamental to the proposal that it has not been 
possible to negotiate a satisfactory way forward and, due to the harm which has 
been clearly identified within the reason(s) for the refusal, approval has not been 
possible.








