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RECOMMENDATION 

Refuse permission 

 

1.0 Summary 

Issue Conclusion 

Principle of Development Principle of residential development is acceptable. 

Design/Scale Scale, design and massing considered inappropriate in 
relation to its setting. 

Drainage Foul to main sewer and surface water to rainwater 
harvesting system is acceptable. 

Residential Amenity No significant harm to nearby properties  

Access and parking Access and parking are considered to be satisfactory 

 
 
2.0 Proposal 
 
2.1 The proposal is for a one-and-a-half storey dwelling i.e. a house that includes 1st 

floor accommodation within the roofspace. The dwelling’s appearance draws 
from a mix of styles, the success or otherwise of which is described in the 
assessment section of this report.  

 
2.2 The Plans for consideration are:- 

D&A Statement 
DWG 04010 02 
DWG 05003 04 
DWG 05004 04 



DWG EAG-001-003 
Location Plan 

2.3 The application has been referred to the Development Panel by Councillor 
Fitzgerald.  

 

3.0 Site 
 

3.1 The site is located within a prominent position, centrally located within the village 
of Eaglesfield on an elevated site.  The site historically has been used as a small 
paddock area in connection with the existing single storey dwelling, Northscape. 
There are public highways on both sides of the site. 

 
3.2 The Grade II listed Croft Foot Farmhouse and adjoining barn are to the southeast 

of the site on the opposite side of the highway.  
 

 
4.0 Relevant Planning History 

 
4.1 2/2018/0164 – Full planning permission was granted for a single dwelling on 21st 

June 2018. This permission expires in June 2021. The permitted dwelling 
externally had the appearance of a bungalow albeit with first floor 
accommodation served by rooflights within the roof planes. There were no 
dormers or windows set within projecting gables at first floor level. 

 
 
5.0 Representations 

 
Dean Parish Council  

 
5.1 Consider the proposed footprint and design are not in keeping with the village 

setting. The Parish Council have concerns that the proposed dwelling will be 
greater in height than North Scape. This PC stated in May 2019 that North Scape 
nestles neatly into its plot - this application is the exact opposite, large and 
obtrusive.   
 

5.2 The plot is opposite the Grade 2 Listed Building Croft Foot Farmhouse - this 
seems to have been ignored (part of the refusal for application FUL/2019/0071 
mentioned this listed building). 
 

5.3 We note there is no noise/odour report considering this plot is in close proximity 
to agricultural buildings on Midtown Farm (again this was mentioned in the 
refusal for FUL/2019/0071). This plot is not much further away from these 
buildings and livestock.  

 
5.4 This earlier approved application for this plot had hard standing/off road parking 

for two vehicles – this application seeks similar for three vehicles but the number 
of bedrooms has not changed. Considering the residents of properties opposite 



to the north, called Beckside, there is no room for parking on the roadway so the 
increase is of concern. 

 
ABC Environmental Health  

 
5.5 The site lies in a radon action area and will require a study or be advised that a 

barrier could be installed as part of the development. 
 
Cumbria County Highways  
 

5.6 It is understood that the access is the same as what was proposed in 
2/2018/0164. The Highway Authority raised no objection subject to conditions. I 
can confirm that our comments should still be applied to this application; these 
recommended conditions are in relation to the visibility, surfacing, access gates, 
prevention of surface water running onto the highway and the submission of 
details relating to the crossing of the highway verge. 
 
County Fire Service  
 

5.7 No objections. 
 
 Other representations 
 
5.8 The application has been advertised by a site notice and neighbour properties 

have been notified by letter. There has been 5 letters of objection from 3 
individual properties which relate to the following points.   
 

a) The development would not comply with policies within the Allerdale Local 
Plan. 

b) Citing policy S4 Design Principles (Local Plan) Pt.1, the design is out of 
keeping with the character of the village of Eaglesfield. Entering the village 
from the east, this property would be the first house to be seen in a most 
dominant position and clearly not in character with the surrounding 
houses. 

c) The dominant aspect of the site overlooks the 12 homes to the north. The 
dominant overlooking aspect will cause loss of privacy for the homes and 
families. 

d) Beckside is a minor service road serving only for access to Northscape 
and Beckside. There will be a traffic access and safety issue caused as a 
result of the construction and subsequent occupation of this property.  

e) The construction will obstruct the low winter sun from the gardens and 
homes on Beckside. 

f) S29 Rainwater harvesting: Is the proposal adequate and fit for purpose? 
Presence of underground watercourse. 

g) S33 Landscape: Fails to contribute to the positive requirements of S33. 
h) DM14 Good Design: This proposal fails to comply with the requirements of 

DM14 with respect to the existing development of Eaglesfield and its 
unique character. There will be a loss of green space and privacy. 

i) Vehicular access will be inappropriate from either of the two access points; 
on Beckside or the busier road to the south. 



j) The re‐submitted proposal has no reference to a maximum roof ridge 
height, which previously had been stated to be no higher than that of the 
present bungalow, 'Northscape'.  The finished proposed bungalow on this 
site has been surveyed as being some 3.4 metres higher than those on 
Beckside. 
 

 
6.0 Environmental Impact Assessment 

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

 

7.0 Duties 
 

7.1 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
requires that the Local Planning Authority shall have special regard to the 
desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 
 

 
8.0 Development Plan Policies 
 

Allerdale Local Plan 1999 
 
8.1 The site is within the Saved Settlement limits 
 

Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1) 2014 
 
8.2 The following policies are considered relevant:- 

 
S1 Presumption in Favour of Development 
S2 Sustainable Development 
S3 Spatial Strategy and Growth 
S4 Design Principles 
S5 – Development Principles 
S7 - A mixed and balanced housing market  
S27 Heritage assets 
S29 - Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage  

S32 - Safeguarding amenity  

S33 - Landscape  

S35 - Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and geodiversity  

DM14 - Standards of Good Design  
 

 
 
 
 



 
 
9.0 Other material considerations 
 

Allerdale Borough Local Plan (Part 2) Submission Draft 2018 (inc Main 
Modifications 2019) 

 
9.1 The site is within the saved settlement limits. The proposal falls below the 

modified thresholds for enhanced Buildings Regulations’ Part M accessibility 
(policy SA5) and broadband (policy SA33).  
 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019) 
 
9.2 Paragraph 213 advises that the weight afforded to development plan policies can 

vary according to their degree 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). 

 
9.3 Paragraph 11 (d) states that: 

 
“where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are 
most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting 
permission unless: i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect 
areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the 
development proposed; or ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 
this Framework taken as a whole.” 

 
Allerdale Borough Council Plan 2019-2023 

 
9.4 Tackling inequality - Helping to create more affordable housing where it is 

needed most across the Borough, for example through Community Land Trusts 
or using our own assets or land, and bringing empty properties into affordable. 

 
9.5 Strengthening our economy - Supporting the development of more homes where 

they are needed by looking for opportunities to develop key worker housing for 
the health and nuclear sectors; and aspirational housing where appropriate in 
line with our Local Plan. 

 
Historic England – Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 
3 (2nd Edition): Setting of Heritage Assets (2017) 

 
9.6 The Guidance provides a step by step process to assess the impact of a 

development on the setting of a heritage asset and, therefore, can inform the 
assessment necessary to accord with the duty under section 66 of the Listed 
Buildings Act 1990 and policy S27 of the Local Plan Part 1. The first three steps 
of this process are most relevant:- 

 
a)  Identification of the asset. 



b) Assessment of what degree the setting contributes to the overall 
significance of the asset. 

c) Assessment of the impact on this setting. 
 

 

10.0 Policy weighting 
 

10.1 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. 
 

10.2 However, paragraph 212 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
2019 advises that the policies in that Framework are material considerations 
which should be taken into account in dealing with applications from the day of its 
publication. In this context it is noted that paragraph 213 of the NPPF 2019 
advises that due weight should be given to development plan policies according 
to their degree of consistency with the NPPF (the closer the policies in the plan to 
the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 
 

10.3 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF also advises that, where the development plan 
policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, 
permission should be granted permission unless: 
 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed;  

ii. or any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably  
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole (the tilted balance). 

 
10.4 A further material consideration is the 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. In brief, as a result of this appeal decision, it is accepted that 
development needs to come forward beyond settlement limits during this mid-
term of the Local Plan’s period to meet the trajectories detailed in Appendix 3 of 
the Plan. This is because, by this time, significant delivery was assumed to be 
derived from Part 2 allocations. This has not been the case, hence windfalls 
beyond settlement limits are necessary, there not being land inside the limits to 
come forward as windfalls to meet the trajectories. As such policies S3 and S5 
are out of date in relation to the settlement limits and are only afforded limited 
weight and paragraph 11 of the NPPF is engaged. 
 

10.5 Whilst policies S3 and S5 are out of date in relation to the settlement limits, they 
are not considered to be out of date in all respects.  Nor does it mean that other 
Local Plan Part 1 policies are out of date and should not be afforded substantial 
or full weight where they are consistent with the provisions of the NPPF 2019. In 



this instance, it is assessed that the settlement hierarchy within policy S3 can be 
afforded substantial weight given its consistency with the sustainability principles 
of the NPPF 2019. Other relevant policies within Part 1 are afforded full weight. 
 

10.6 Weight can also be afforded to emerging plans as a material consideration, that 
weight dependent on the stage of preparation, the extent of unresolved 
objections and consistency with the provisions of the NPPF 2019. The 
Inspector’s Report for Part 2 of the Local Plan has now been received with the 
Inspector finding the modified plan sound. As such, significant weight can be 
afforded to the Plan as a material consideration. 

 
10.7 Whilst Part 2 is afforded significant weight, there is still the need to deliver the 

Part 1 Local Plan’s housing supply trajectory. As Part 1 is part of the 
development plan and takes primacy and the trajectories are afforded full weight, 
the overall balance is still firmly tilted to supporting sustainable housing to deliver 
the planned growth given that such development cannot be delivered within the 
development plan settlement limits derived from the 1999 Plan (sustainability 
measured against the provisions of the other development plan policies and the 
NPPF). This balance is set by paragraph 11 of the NPPF and the overall 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
 

10.8 It is advised that the balance will change when Part 2 is adopted and assumes 
primacy alongside Part 1 of the Local Plan. 

 
 

11.0 Assessment: 
 

Principle 
 
11.1 Eaglesfield is identified as a Limited Growth Village which, with other limited 

growth villages and infill/rounding off villages identified in the Local Plan part 1, 
will take 6% of the overall growth over the Plan period. The level of development 
proposed here, just a single dwelling, is considered commensurate to the scale of 
growth expected for Eaglesfield. We are approximately halfway through the Plan 
period (2011-2029) and, cumulatively, there is further capacity within the village. 
The site is within a sustainable, central location within the village and, even if the 
tilted balance wasn’t applicable, would constitute an acceptable location for an 
additional dwelling. This is evidenced by the extant permission. This permission 
is, in itself, a material consideration afforded substantial weight, given there are 
16 months left before its expiration.  

 
11.2 As such the principle of development is considered acceptable, albeit there are 

only minor benefits derived from a single dwelling.  
 
 Heritage  
 
11.3 The listing for Croft Foot Farmhouse and adjoining barn are described in the 

listing as follows:- 
 
“Farmhouse and barn. Dated 1705 over entrance, with C19 alterations. Painted 



roughcast walls, under graduated greenslate roof with cement rendered chimney 
stacks. 2 storeys, 3 bays with long right barn under common roof. Top-glazed 6-
panel door in painted stone surround. Sash windows with glazing bars, those on 
ground floor in enlarged C19 painted stone surrounds; upper ones in original 
chamfered surrounds. Barn has projecting large double plank doors and right 
casement window in plain reveals. Left extension now Sycamore House, is not of 
interest. 
 
Listing NGR: NY0962828115.” 

 
11.4 Croft Foot Farmhouse displays many of the features of a Cumbrian longhouse 

with attached byre, albeit an example that has been the subject of some 
interventions over the past 100 years. Nevertheless, the overall legibility of the 
house and barn uses is clear and there are notable features from the nineteenth 
century that survive, including the greenslate roof and sliding sash windows. The 
significance of the asset is derived from these historical and architectural 
features.  

 
11.5 The 1900 map1 shows the house and barn isolated away from the village, the 

land to all sides being undeveloped. Its original setting as a farmhouse 
surrounded by farmland has, therefore, been eroded over time. However, the 
open land to the north and south still contributes to the overall setting of the asset 
and to its significance as an agrarian building in a rural landscape. The 
suburbanisation of the setting could be harmful to this setting.  

 
11.6 In this context it is noted that the site already has permission for a dwelling which 

further erodes this setting, albeit the modest proportions and height of the 
permitted dwelling ensures that the harm is less than substantial. The change to 
the proposal will be marked and the impact on the setting is assessed as part of 
wider considerations below (policies S4, S5 and S33 being relevant in addition to 
S27 and the duty under section 66 of the Listed Buildings Act 1990).  

 
 Massing, Design and Landscape  
 
11.7 The site is elevated from the dwelling known as Beckside with the finished floor 

level being approximately 3m higher. The use of the roof space rather than a full 
two storey dwelling is necessary given this juxtaposition and responds to this 
constraint. The proposal is set back further into the site than the adjacent 
dwelling and would be higher. It is noted that the approved property was also 
approved at 1m above the ridgeline of Northscape. 

 
11.8 To a limited degree the site fulfils a role, visually, as a village greenspace 

although it is not identified as such in the Part 2 Local Plan. It is private with no 
public access and could be enclosed if the owner exercised their minor 
operations permitted development rights. Nevertheless, the site is prominent 
within the centre of the village and currently open in character. This prominence 
is accentuated by the location flanked by roads and the openness is 

                                                 
1 Cumberland LIV.11 (Blindbothel) Revised: 1898 Published: 1900 



characterised by the lack of landscaping or buildings. The roads are sensitive 
visual receptors.    
 

11.9 The approved dwelling measures 10.8m in length by 8.85m in width (at its widest 
point). In comparison the current proposal measures 15m in length by 11.4m in 
width and now incorporates an integral garage and gabled dormers within both 
sides of the roof. Therefore, the proposal is significantly larger in scale than the 
approved dwelling with an increase in footprint from 89.5m2 to 136m2. It is 
considered that the increase in the footprint of 46.5m2 is excessive given the size 
and nature of the plot, tapering towards the eastern point of the site. When 
approaching the site from the east, the site is prominent from the highway and, at 
present, the blank gable of Northscape is considered to be modest in its impact 
within the central location.   
 

11.10 The house type approved under the previous application was of a modern design 
and materials and was considered to be compatible with other modern dwellings 
within the locality and on the adjacent site; the approved dwelling was considered 
to assimilate into this prevailing character and built landscape as it reflected the 
existing dwelling “Northscape” whilst keeping the massing of the elevation, when 
approaching the village from the east, to a minimum. 
 

11.11 The proposed amended plans show a full glazed first floor gable with a balcony 
enclosed by a glazed balustrade above 2 glazed double doors and a large glazed 
window, plus a further offshoot to accommodate the garage and dormers on both 
sides of the roof.  The significant amount of glazing would be highly visible within 
the approach to the village to the detriment of the wider area. There is also a 
confusion of styles evident here and little order. It is accepted that Croft Foot 
Farmhouse is also rather organic form but there is a coherence of architectural 
language at Croft Foot. The more modern dwellings to the north also have 
simple, gabled forms and ordered fenestration. Set on lower ground, they are 
unobtrusive. The approved dwelling to the west of Northscape has similar 
massing to the current proposal but is separated from the listed building by the 
existing dwelling and greater distance as well as being more ordered in 
appearance following pre-approval amendments. In contrast, the employment of 
a lack of order and the use of mix of styles in the proposal results in an 
incongruous muddled form. When taken with the elevated site and prominent 
position, the result is a proposal which is just not acceptable in this location.  
 

11.12 As such, it will not assimilate into this prevailing character and built landscape.  
Officers consider that the design and scale of the development would not comply 
with policies S4 and DM14 of the Allerdale Local Plan in terms of design, 
massing and fenestration arrangements. The harm to the setting of the listed 
Croft Foot Farmhouse remains less than substantial but there is an impact due to 
the change from an open site to this incongruous mass. The benefits of 
delivering just one dwelling do not outweigh the harm.   

 
Highways Issues 
 

11.13 The site would be accessed off an unclassified road which serves a number of 
residential properties.  The access and parking would allow for turning so cars 



can enter and leave the site in a forward gear.  The visibility splays cross the land 
to the front of the applicant’s existing bungalow in order to achieve a satisfactory 
visibility splay.  There is adequate parking within the site for the dwelling with site 
levels lowered to make parking and turning easier. The site would be accessed 
off an unclassified road which serves a number of residential properties.  A splay 
of 35m to the west can be achieved and 22m to the east. The County Highways 
Authority indicate that splays of 45m should be achieved in order to achieve 
satisfactory visibility splays. 
 

11.14 Although the visibility splays do not meet the requirements of the highway 
authority, the road is of a minor nature and vehicular speeds are observed to be 
less than the mandatory 30mph speed limit. The use of the access for the 
development is not considered to compromise highway safety significantly or 
severely as advised by the NPPF where maximum speeds achievable are 
proportionally low. The highways authority has not raised any objections to the 
amended plans. 
 
Ecology 
 

11.15 The site is a paddock area with little in the way of features that would be suitable 
habitat for protected species.  The development is not considered to have any 
significant impacts on ecological issues. 
 
Drainage 
 

11.16 The foul and surface water would be drained on separate systems; the 
application documents indicate that the surface water drainage would be to a 
rainwater harvesting system. Given the limitations of the site, a rainwater 
harvesting system is considered to be acceptable.  
 

11.17 Officers are aware of the watercourses in the area and it is not anticipated that 
the development would affect the watercourse within the highway/verge or wider 
area.  A note to applicant could ensure that any works that would affect the 
watercourse are notified and appropriate permission is sought from the relevant 
authority. 
 
Residential Amenity 
 

11.18 Policies S5 and S32 of the Local Plan are relevant.  
 

11.19 The property is elevated from the dwellings to the north and neighbouring 
properties have objected on the grounds that the dwelling would cause 
overshadowing and a loss of light.  The separation distance between the 
proposed dwelling and the existing dwellings is approximately 24.5m, with the 
previously approved dwelling being 28m at its nearest point.  Although the site is 
elevated, the new dwelling would be only 1m higher than the existing property 
adjacent and a separation distance of 24.5m is considered to be adequate to 
prevent any overshadowing or loss of light.    

 



11.20 The dwelling would be of a sufficient distance from the agricultural buildings 
highlighted by the Parish Council, the nearest of which would be approximately 
45m from the proposed site boundary.  The application mentioned within the 
representation from the Parish Council is adjacent to an agricultural building 
open to the common site boundary. In contrast, at 45m distance, it is considered 
that the residential amenity of future occupiers of the proposal under 
consideration would not be affected by the activities within the existing 
agricultural buildings. The development is considered to comply with policy S32 
of the Allerdale Local Plan in terms of safeguarding residential amenity. 

 
Local Financial Considerations 
 

11.21 Having regard to S70 (2) of the Town and Country Planning Act the following 
local financial considerations are relevant to the determination of the application. 
There will be benefits arising from the scheme through the New Homes Bonus 
scheme and Council Tax Revenue. It is considered this is of little weight in 
judging the overall planning merits of the current scheme. 

 
 
12.0 Conclusion 

12.1 The combination of the massing and design of the dwelling results in an 
incongruous development in a prominent locations, discordant with the prevailing 
character and appearance. There is also less than substantial harm to the 
significance of Crow Foot Farmhouse and barn, not outweighed by any benefits.  

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Refuse permission  



Annex 1 

Reason for refusal 
 
The design, including the fenestration arrangement and mix of styles employed, in 
conjunction within the increased massing to that previously approved, does not respond 
positively to the distinctive qualities of the location or integrate well with existing 
development contrary to Policies S4, S5 and DM14 of the Allerdale Local Plan (Part 1), 
Adopted July 2014 and paragraph 127 and 130 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. The impact is accentuated by the elevated and prominent position. 
The siting opposite the grade II listed Croft Foot Farmhouse and Barn results in less 
than substantial harm to this heritage asset not outweighed by the minor benefit of 
delivering just one dwelling.   
 
 
 



 



 



 


