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RECOMMENDATION 

THAT PERMISSION BE REFUSED 

1. Summary 

Issue Conclusion 

Principle of Development Whilst officers would wish to see the re-
use of this building, the siting within a 
residential area needs to be taken into 
consideration when assessing the 
operations associated with the proposed 
use. This location raises significant 
concerns with regards to the proposed 
use.  

Impact on surrounding area Officers do not consider the proposed use 
of a bar/night club is an appropriate use for 
this residential area. The significant impact 
on the amenity of the neighbouring 
properties both from noise emitting from 
the premises and anti-social behaviour on 
the surrounding streets would be contrary 
to policies S2, S4 and S32 of the Allerdale 
Local Plan (Part 1), Adopted July 2014 
and the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  
 

Heritage Assets Whilst the internal alterations will have an 
impact on the building’s historic fabric and 
character, these are considered to be 
acceptable and necessary to bring back 
into use a redundant heritage assets.  
 

 



2.0       Proposal 
 

2.1 The applicant seeks permission to convert a disused Church into a wedding and 
night club/bar venue.  

 
2.2 The Plans for considertaion are:- 
 

Design Access and Heritage Statement 
Location Plan 
02 Existing and Proposed Elevation Plan: Inside details 1 
03 Existing and Proposed Elevation Plan: Inside details 2 
04 Existing and Proposed Elevation Plan: Inside details 3 
05 Existing and Proposed Elevation Plan: Inside details 4 
06 Existing and Proposed Elevation Plan: External plan 
09 Proposed Floor Plan 
11 Block Plan 
Noise Impact Assessment 

 

 

3.0  Site 
 
3.1 The former Church has tall lancet windows and a high gabled roof in a Gothic 

style. It lies on the corner of King Street and North Quay in a pre-dominantly 
residential area. The site is served by on-street parking with parking available at 
the harbour side to the southwest. It lies within Maryport Conservation Area but is 
not listed. 

 

 
4.0 Representations  
 

4.1 Councillor Peter Kendall has referred this matter to the Panel. 
 
           Maryport Town  Council 
  
4.2 Object due to the lack of information on the plans, the plans are inadequate to 

properly evaluate the proposals as they stand. The application also contains a 
number of factual errors, such as presence of off-street parking and the two 
proposed uses are not compatible. Maryport already has a lot of licensed 
premises and the proposal would not benefit the economy of the town. The 
building is not big enough to hold 400 people, and is not big enough to include a 
celebration room and kitchen space for food preparation as well as a bar area.   

 
           ABC Environmental Health 
 
4.3 The proposed development includes a nightclub use. Such premises are 

inherently noisy and are likely to provide amplified music or some form of amplified 
entertainment late at night. There will also be considerable noise from up to 400 
users entering and leaving the premises at late evening / early morning hours 
which will adversely impact neighbouring residential properties in the surrounding 
locality. 



 
4.4 On reviewing the applicant’s submitted Noise Assessment undertaken by Venta 

Acoustics, Environmental Health make the following comments: 
 

 Music from the premises – Environmental Health have noted the very low 
background noise levels recorded in the late evening displayed in table 4.2. 
Any noise break out from the premises in the early hours would be clearly 
audible and dominant at nearby receptors. 

 Additional noise in the street – Paragraph 6.2 “Due to the low background 
noise levels people congregating on the surrounding streets are likely to be 
clearly heard at all the surrounding dwellings.” “A management plan to control 
noise from patrons is recommended.” Environmental Health agree with this first 
comment although doubt the advised and included example noise 
management plan will be effective around the locality of a nightclub where the 
public street areas are not in ownership of the applicant. The noise from up to 
400 occupants arriving / leaving the premises at late hours would have 
significant adverse impact on residential premises 

 Physical mitigation measures have been put forward within the report including 
acoustically insulating the structure of the premises and the proposed use of a 
noise limiter. The given indicative noise limits to be used after mitigation are 
seen to be unusually low for a night club type premises. The noise limits are 
also indicative only and true sound reduction could only be confirmed via 
further testing on completion of works. It is noted sound reduction mitigation 
measures may be even less than indicated.  

 
4.5 Environmental Health must therefore object to this application to protect the 

amenity of local residential properties from adverse noise impact. 
 

Cumbria County Highways 
 
4.6 Taking into account the property’s edge of town centre location and existing use, it 

is considered that the proposal will be unlikely to have a material effect on existing 
highway conditions. I can therefore confirm that the Highway Authority has no 
objection to the proposal. 
 

4.7 Whilst bus and train travel is unlikely to be used by customers of this venue there 
is ample public car parking available within walking distance in addition to on-
street provision. 

 
Fire Officer 

 
4.8 No reply to date. 
 

Environment Agency 
 
4.9 No reply to date. 
 
 
 



Cumbria Constabulary 
 
4.10 Please note that we have substantial reservations about the suitability of this 

building, and indeed the location, for the proposed use. These reservations are 
listed below.  It may be debatable whether some issues are planning issues or 
licensing issues, I would argue that they are both and, in any event, we do not 
wish to reserve some comments for Licensing and risk being advised they should 
have been raised with Planning. 
 

4.11 Unfortunately licensed premises are by no means immune from crimes such as 
violent crime, thefts of personal property and drug dealing.  Poorly designed 
premises can often allow criminal activity to occur. It is therefore particularly 
disappointing that the Design and Access Statement for this application makes no 
reference to, or acknowledgement of, the risk of crime or how the premises are 
designed or will be managed to reduce opportunities for crime and disorder and 
anti-social behaviour.  For example, in referring to the National Planning Policy 
Framework, the application makes no reference whatsoever to the requirement of 
paragraph 127 (f):     

 
127. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments:   

  
f)  create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health 
and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users46; 
and where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality 
of life or community cohesion and resilience.     

 
4.12 Crime should be afforded due consideration within the Design and Access 

Statement. 
 

4.13 Furthermore, it seems to me essential that consideration is given to the 2003 
Licensing Act and accompanying Section 182 Licensing Guidance. The Licensing 
Act 2003 has four statutory licensing objectives, which are:-    

 

 The prevention of crime and disorder ; 

  Public Safety;  

 The prevention of public nuisance; and,  

 The protection of children from harm.    
 

4.14 It seems to me these issues are far too important to be excluded from a planning 
application such as this, and possibly left to a licensing panel, when it will be too 
late.  Several letters from residents raise crime or disorder or anti-social behaviour 
as a concern.    
 

4.15 The application seems to be relying heavily on due consideration of noise levels, 
but there seems to be little consideration of the type of noise, regardless of how 
audible it is.  Diagrams and figures which are only meaningful to experts do not 
reflect the reality of several hours of (even muffled) thump-thumping lasting to 
3.00am which will inevitably impact on the fear of crime of residents, serving to 
remind them of the constant presence of patrons resorting to intoxicants and the 



fact that they will all be out on the surrounding streets come closing time.  It is not 
difficult to imagine why residents would be anxious, regardless of the level of 
noise, or the best intentions of the applicants.   

 
4.16 I am therefore of the opinion this is completely the wrong place for a night club.  

The potential for 400 people emerging onto this residential street after 3.00 am 
having been consuming intoxicants, will, as it appears to have done already, raise 
the fear of crime among residents and clearly demonstrates the need to consider 
crime and disorder prevention from the outset.    
 

4.17 It is acknowledged that the majority of night club patrons are generally younger 
people seeking only to enjoy themselves. However, licensed premises, when well-
run, can still be a target for those who seek to exploit young people for criminal 
gain, and often a source of violent conduct which once the offenders are ejected 
can resume in public.  Even the behaviour of harmless individuals in the street in 
the early hours of morning, having consumed intoxicants for several hours before 
coming out into fresh air, can be disturbing for residents, worried whether their 
motor vehicle may be damaged or their doorway used as a toilet.  These are real 
fears by real people finding themselves living on the doorstep of a night club.  In 
reality the operators of a night club can exercise little control over their patrons 
once they have left the premises, and may feel they are then no longer their 
responsibility.    

 
4.18 There is no indication that the premises will be monitored by CCTV, nor in the 

plans any potentially suitable area where CCTV monitoring could take place, or 
where Data Protection requirements would be complied with.    
 

4.19 There is insufficient indication of where or how beer will be stored, nor the facilities 
for waste bottle bins or other waste storage facilities which may contain empty 
drinking receptacles. I would recommend that these should be securely locked 
and stored away from public access, and fixed to a secure base. This would 
remove the potential for misuse of such receptacles or their contents.    
 

4.20 A secure store inside the building is desirable for the safe storage of cleaning 
equipment and cleaning fluids, given that some of these may be flammable and 
possibly toxic. There is no adequate indication of where such a facility may be 
located on the premises.    
 

4.21 There are no staff changing or toilet facilities indicated on the plans, indeed the 
indication on the proposed plan is that there will only be two toilets -without gender 
designation - in a premises intended for use for up to 400 patrons plus staff.  
Where will staff be able to leave their belongings securely while working on the 
premises?     
 

4.22 This list is by no means exhaustive and does not include significant issues such as 
internal or external lighting, provision for searching individuals, or other security 
considerations in the applicant’s interests and therefore not for the public domain. 
 

4.23 As the application stands, it seems to me that it has failed to demonstrate:  
 



 that the building would be fit for purpose as a licensed premises;  

 that crime and anti-social behaviour have adequately, or even at all, been 
taken into consideration. (Simply quoting policy is hardly addressing it).   

 
County Archaeologist 

 
4.24 Christ Church was designed by Charles Eaglesfield in the Early English style and 

dates to 1872.  It retains its original external architectural features of note including 
the round apse and unusual portholes in the tower and is considered to be an 
undesignated heritage asset of local architectural and historical interest.   While 
any sympathetic scheme that secures the long-term survival of the Church is to be 
supported, the proposed conversion work will have an impact on its historic fabric 
and character. 

 

4.25 I therefore recommend that, in the event consent is granted, the building is 
recorded prior to conversion. 
 
Other representations  
 

4.26 The application has been advertised by press advert, site notice and neighbour 
letter. 19 letters of objection have been received. There concerns relate too: 

 

 The application is highly inaccurate in many respects and misrepresents the 
impact on the area and residents in the vicinity of Christ Church. 

 Providing a licence to operate to 03:00hrs in a residential area is inappropriate 
taking account of the negative impact on local people including families with 
young children.  

 The current local ambient noise level is recognised in the applicant’s report as 
being very low. This is correct and makes it even more inappropriate to 
introduce an establishment such as this.  

 The noise generated by the proposed nightclub will substantially affect the 
quality of life for local residents and the proposed mitigation measures are not 
feasible due to structural stability.  

 The proposed use generates noise and anti-social behaviour. 

 There is limited off street-parking. 

 The access via rail is misrepresented as the rail service stops before 23:00hrs 
and is therefore not suitable for the proposal. 

 There is reason to believe the building is a roost for bats, but the application 
says that there are no protected species. The property has not been surveyed.  

 The applicant states there is no waterway within 20 metres. The river is close 
to the building.  

 Although Christ Church is not currently a listed building, there is no doubt that it 
is a heritage asset, and its setting close to the harbour is part of the asset.  

 It is an application for a wedding venue but with no catering facilities.  

 The proposal will lead to increase in smoking on the street and associated 
litter. 

 It is questionable whether the building has the capacity to hold 400 people. 

 A nightclub would lower the house prices. 

 The town does not have a strong police presence for such a proposal. 



 
4.27 Four letters of support has been received who consider the proposal will reduce 

unemployment numbers and add some more life and interest to the town. The 
proposal would also save a derelict building which unfortunately is not listed. 

 
 
5.0 Environmental Impact Assessment 

5.1 With regards to The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017, the development does not fall within Schedule 1 
nor 2 and, as such, is not EIA development. 

 
 
6.0 Duties 
 
6.1 For conservation areas, section 72(1) of the Listed Buildings Act 1990 states that, 

with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area, special attention 
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of that area. 

 
 
7.0 Development Plan Policies 
 
           Allerdale Local Plan 1999 
 
7.1 The site is within the Saved Settlement limits.  

 
           Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1) 
 
7.2 The site is outside of the defined town centre. The following policies apply:- 

 
S1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 S2 Sustainable Development Principles 
 S3 Spatial Strategy and Growth 
 S4 Design Principles 
 S5 Development Principles 
 S6b Maryport area  
 S16 Town Centre and Retail 
 S22 Transport Principles 
 S27 Heritage Assets 
 S29 Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage 
 S30 reuse of Land 
 S32 Safeguarding Amenity 
 S35 Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
 DM15 Extensions and Alterations to Existing Buildings and Properties 
 
 
 
 

8.0 Other material considerations 



 
Allerdale Borough Local Plan (Part 2) Submission Draft 

 
8.1 The site is not allocated within this Plan but it is within the settlement limits for 

Maryport. It is outside of the defined Town Centre.  
 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019) 
 

8.2 Paragraph 86 advsies that Local planning authorities should apply a sequential 
test to planning applications for main town centre uses which are neither in an 
existing centre nor in accordance with an up-to-date plan. Main town centre uses 
should be located in town centres, then in edge of centre locations; and only if 
suitable sites are not available (or expected to become available within a 
reasonable period) should out of centre sites be considered.   

 
8.3 Paragraph 87 states that, when considering edge of centre and out of centre 

proposals, preference should be given to accessible sites which are well 
connected to the town centre. Applicants and local planning authorities should 
demonstrate flexibility on issues such as format and scale, so that opportunities to 
utilise suitable town centre or edge of centre sites are fully explored.  

 
Allerdale Borough Council Plan 2019-2023 

 
8.4 Strengthening our economy - Supporting the development of new homes where 

they are needed.  
 
 
9.0 Policy weighting 
 
9.1 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 1999 saved settlement limits and the Allerdale 
Borough Local Plan (Part 1) 2014 policies have primacy. 
 

9.2 A material consideration is the provisions of the revised NPPF. Paragraph 213 of 
the revised NPPF (2019) advises that the weight afforded to development plan 
policies can vary according to their degree of consistency with the 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 relevant policies are afforded full 
weight.  

 
9.3 Paragraph 48 of the revised NPPF specifies that weight can be given to emerging 

plans according to their stage of preparation, the extent to which there are 
unresolved objections and the degree of consistency with the Framework.  

 
  
 
 



10.0 Assessment: 
 
           Principle of development 
 
10.1 A nightclub is defined as a Main Town Centre use in the NPPF. Policy 6b, the 

Maryport area policy, promotes the town as a key tourism destination. It also 
promotes the vitality and viability of the town centre by encouraging a greater mix 
of retail and leisure uses, particularly those which may attract visitors and support 
the role of the town as a tourism and leisure destination. It is acknowledged that 
the nightclub could have the potential to contribute to this greater mix and offer, 
but it is located outside of the Town Centre in the development plan and emerging 
plan for good reason. The site and its environs are characterised by residential 
and not town centre uses. Policy S16, Town Centre and Retail also applies to all 
Town Centre Uses as defined by the NPPF and states that applications 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 
i.e. only locating on sites outside of the centre when none within are suitable and 
available. The proposal is not accompanied by such a sequential analysis of town 
centre sites despite this Authority knowing that such sites are available. The 
application falls on these grounds.  

 
           Residential amenity   

 
10.2 The proposed use as a bar/nightclub and their associated late time openings 

would result in issues such as noise, vibration and anti-social behaviour that could 
significantly impact on the amenity of the nearby residents. 
 

10.3 Policy S32 of the adopted  Local Plan states “environmentally sensitive 
development will normally be resisted in locations where there is potential to incur 
statutory nuisance or poor standards of residential amenity by virtue of impacts 
such as air pollution, noise, smell, dust vibration, light or other pollution.” Policy S2 
and S4 support high quality designs while ensuring suitable standards of amenity 
are maintained. 

 
10.4 Paragraph 180 of the National Planning Policy Framework states “planning 

policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for 
its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of 
pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as the 
potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from 
the development. In doing so they should: mitigate and reduce to a minimum 
potential adverse impacts resulting from noise from new development – and avoid 
noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and the quality of life.” 

 
10.5 The application has been accompanied by a noise impact assessment. The 

results of the noise recording shows the sound insulation is limited by the large 
windows on all sides of the building which are currently single glazed windows. 
The roof is a slate construction with plaster and lath internally. This provides 
moderate sound insulation at mid to high frequencies but is weak at low 
frequencies. The report details, in terms of music, “in the current form, the sound 
insulation provided by the windows and roof of the building are not considered 



suitable for the proposed use.” 
 

10.6 The Council’s Environmental Health team have considered the information 
submitted with the application and in particular the noise report. They confirm that 
such premises are inherently noisy and are likely to provide amplified music of 
some form of amplified late night entertainment along with the considerable noise 
from 400 users entering and leaving the building late at night / early morning which 
would adversely impact on the neighbouring residential properties in the 
surrounding locality.  
 

10.7 Given the very low background noise levels recorded in the late evening displayed 
in table 4.2 of the report, Environmental Health colleagues have confirmed that 
any break out noise from the premises in the early hours would be clearly audible 
and dominant at nearby receptors.  
 

10.8 Physical mitigation measures have been put forward within the noise report 
including acoustically insulating the structure (secondary glazing windows and 
secondary ceiling) and the proposed use of a noise limiter. Environmental Health 
state that the given indicative noise limits to be used after mitigation are seen to 
be unusually low for a night club type premises. The noise limits are also indicative 
only and true sound reduction could only be confirmed via further testing on 
completion of works.  

 
10.9 The submitted information does not include any confirmation with the application 

whether it is intend to implement any or all of the mitigation measures proposed. 
Any alterations to the windows may impact on the character of the building and 
these would need to be considered separately. The noise associated from the 
proposed use is also not solely restricted to the music being played within the 
premises but from the patrons entering and leaving the site and the anti-social 
behaviour associated with the users. Paragraph 127 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework states “planning policies and decisions should ensure that 
developments create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which 
promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and 
future users and where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not 
undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and resilience.”  

 
10.10 Due to low background noise levels, people congregating on the surrounding 

streets are likely to be clearly heard at all the surrounding dwellings. The report 
therefore recommends a management plan to control noise from patrons. 
Environmental Health officers doubt the advised and included example noise 
management plan will be effective around the locality of a nightclub where the 
public street areas are not in the ownership of the applicants, resulting in a 
number of the proposals being unenforceable. It is the officer’s opinion that the 
noise from 400 occupants leaving the premises at late hours would have 
significant adverse impact on residential premises. 

 
10.11 As such it is not considered that the proposed use of a bar/night club is an 

appropriate use for this residential area. The significant impact on the amenity of 
the neighbouring properties both from noise emitting from the premises and anti-
social behaviour on the surrounding streets would be contrary to policies S2, S4 



and S32 of the Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1), Adopted July 2014 and the National 
Planning Policy Framework.  
 
Heritage Issues 
 

10.12 Policy S27 of the Local Plan seeks to protect the historic environment including all 
heritage assets and their settings. The policy encompasses a framework for 
considering heritage duties, including that of section 72 of the Listed Buildings Act 
in relation to the preservation or enhancement of the character and appearance of 
designated conservation areas. It is also applicable in this instance due to the 
identification of Christ Church as a non-designated heritage asset.  

 
10.13 Christ Church was designed by Charles Eaglesfield in the Early English Gothic 

style and dates to 1872. It retains its original external architectural features of note 
including the round apse and unusual portholes in the tower and is considered to 
be an undesignated heritage asset of local architectural and historical interest. The 
building is a prominent landmark from a number of sensitive visual receptors 
within and beyond the conservation area including Shipping Brow, the Harbour, 
South and North Quays, Brow Street and King Street.  
 

10.14 The Council acknowledge that the building has stood vacant for a number of years 
and therefore any sympathetic scheme that secures the long-term survival of the 
Church is supported. 

 
10.15 It is very original, retaining its single glazed lancet windows and other features 

synonymous with EE Gothic style architecture that was revived in ecclesiastical 
buildings of the nineteenth century. It is a landmark whose appearance and setting 
has changed little since it was built. It was and still is a beacon that sits at the 
head of the harbour and provides an identifier for the older area of the town 
clustered around the water’s edge. This is as true for visitors and those returning 
from the sea as it is from the land. The applicant has not proposed any external 
alterations with the application and, as such, the visual character and appearance 
of the conservation area would be preserved as would be the architectural and 
historical qualities of the building itself as a non-designated herniate asset. What is 
more of a concern is that, although once a busy harbour within the heart of the 
town, the immediate area is now more tranquil and this is the character that now 
prevails. The nightclub would change this, although the harm is considered to be 
less than substantial.  

 
10.16 The application proposes alterations to the internal layout which are considered 

necessary and acceptable to accommodate the reuse of the building that has 
stood empty for too long. This is an acceptable compromise, harming little to the 
overall significance of the asset, the significance of this non-listed building derived 
from its exterior, history and setting. The internal fittings and fixtures have largely 
been removed. Nevertheless, it is considered appropriate to secure via condition a 
Level 2 survey that records the building prior to conversion if the proposal is 
supported.  

 
 
 



Flood Risk 
 

10.17 Policy S29 of the Allerdale Local Plan seeks to avoid inappropriate developments 
in locations that would be at risk of flooding.  

 
10.18 The application site and associated building lies within Flood Zone 2. The 

Environment Agency Flood risk vulnerability classification details the existing use 
of a church to be a less vulnerable use. The proposed use of a bar/night club is 
classified as a more vulnerable use class. Given the Flood Classification and the 
siting of the building with Flood Zone 2 a full Flood Risk Assessment is required to 
consider the impacts of flooding in line with National Policy requirements.   

 
10.19 The applicant has failed to carry out a Flood Risk Assessment to assess the 

potential impacts from flooding and any mitigations measures that may be 
required to make the development acceptable. The applicant has therefore failed 
to demonstrate that the proposal complies with Policy S29 of the Allerdale Local 
Plan (Part 1), Adopted July 2014. 
 
Ecology 

 
10.20 The planning authority has a duty to consider biodiversity when determining a 

planning application in line with Policy S35 of the Allerdale Local Plan. This 
includes having regard to the safeguarding of species protected under the Wildlife 
and Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) 
Regulations 1994.  
 

10.21 The building is of traditional construction and has stood redundant for a number of 
years and is located in close proximity to the River Ellen which offers a wildlife 
corridor. There are a number of features within the external envelope that provide 
potential for roosting. The building therefore has the potential for roosts for bats 
and a Bat Survey should have been undertaken and submitted with the 
application. In the absence of this assessment the applicant has failed to 
demonstrate the proposal will not have an unacceptable impact on protected 
species and therefore fails to show its compliance with Policy S35 of the Local 
Plan. 
 
Local Financial Considerations 
 

10.22 Having regard to S70 (2) of the Town and Country Planning Act the proposal will 
have financial implications arising from New Homes Bonus and Council Tax 
Revenue. 

 

11.0 Conclusions 

11.1 Having regard to the relevant policies of the Local Plan Part 1, and advice 
contained within the NPPF, the operations associated with the bar/night club 
venue in the form of noise emitting from the property and anti-social behaviour on 
the surrounding streets would result in an unacceptable impact on the amenity of 
existing residential properties in the locality.  There is also a failure to pass the 



sequential test with regards to locating main town centre uses in defined town 
centres first. Finally, the proposal fails to evidence that users and neighbouring 
sites will not suffer from increased flooding or that ecology is not adversely 
affected.  

     
 
RECOMMENDATION 

THAT PERMISSION BE REFUSED  

 
 

 
 
 
      
 

      
 
 
 



Annex 1 

REASONS FOR REFUSAL 
 
1.  The Local Planning Authority consider that, by virtue of the noise from music from 

the premises and from movements of people to and from the premises and 
congregating outside, the proposal would result in a significant impact on the 
amenity of the neighbouring properties contrary to paragraphs 127 and 180 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework and Policies S3, S4 and S32 of the Allerdale 
Local Plan (Part 1), Adopted July 2014.  

 
2. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that there are sequentially preferable sites for 

this main town centre use within the town centre as defined by the Allerdale Local 
Plan (Part 1), Adopted July 2014. As such there is no evidence that the proposal 
would not have an adverse impact on the vitality and viability of Maryport town 
centre. Therefore, the proposal is contrary to policy S16 of the Allerdale Local Plan 
(Part 1), Adopted July 2014.  

 
3. In the absence of a Flood Risk Assessment the applicant has failed to demonstrate 

the proposal is acceptable in terms of flood impact contrary Chapter 14 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework and Policy S29 of the Allerdale Local Plan (Part 
1), Adopted July 2014. 

 
4. In the absence of a Bat Survey the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the 

proposal will not have an unacceptable impact on protected species and therefore 
fails to comply with Policy S35 of the Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1), Adopted July 
2014. 

  



 
 

 

 



 


