CUMBERLAND COUNCIL
CONSULTATION RESPONSE

Proposal: Reserved matters of appearance, landscaping, layout and scale pursuant to approval of
outline planning application 4/19/2140/001

Address: Land to the North of Ennerdale Country House Hotel, Cleator
Reference: 4/25/2384/0R1

Date: 09/12/25

Description: This is an overgrown area of derelict barns, not containing any listed buildings and not
within a conservation area, but situated a short distance away from a grade Il listed building
(Ennerdale House Hotel)

Conclusion: No objection
Assessment:
Preamble:

e |n 2022, outline permission was granted on appeal for the demolition of the existing derelict
historic and their replacement with a residential development. Permission is now sought for
the details of this development.

e It's a pity that it was not possible to make use of the existing buildings for a regeneration
scheme, as they are full of character. However, given their condition, it appears likely that
such an intervention would have had to have occurred many years ago to be viable.

e The principle of removing the existing buildings and their replacement with a new
development has been established, so this application deals with matters of appearance,
landscaping, layout and scale.

Details:

e |t may be worth noting that the main red sandstone barn appears to have contained a
turbine pit as there are the tops of two arches visible just above ground level, where a water
course would have run and turned a turbine that would have powered machines in and
around the barn. | am not able to see any water course in the historic mapping, which is
curious, but note that there is a culvert indicated on the proposed site plan in the right
location. | would be very interested to see photos from this pit when it is excavated, if there
is anything to see.

e My view is that the development will appear only minimally in views of the Ennerdale House
Hotel and will have no visibility from within the building itself, so will have a negligible
impact on its setting.

e The proposed designs are of three types, A, B and C. These have a somewhat unusual
appearance that elevates them above many new build dwellings, with type A consisting of a
semi-detached pair, type B being a detached dwelling, and type C being a larger detached
dwelling.



e Although the layout of the development is a conventional close of dwellings with drives
arranged around an access, rather than something that more explicitly engages with the
scale, massing and character of the industrial buildings currently on the site, the site is of
relatively low sensitivity, and the houses appear to be of good appearance and with high
quality finishes.

e | have some concerns that the appearance of the site when viewed from the road will
foreground a cluster of cars arranged around a patch of tarmac (up to 17 cars are shown
externally on the site plan), while the architecture serves as background. An alternative that
foregrounded the architecture and placed the cars in more concealed locations may have
been preferable, but as mentioned, the site is not highly sensitive in heritage terms, and the
access point is fixed in its proposed location, necessitating the houses being arranged
around it.

o Potentially a car barn may have provided a solution, opposite the access point. This
might have been able to accommodate ten or so cars, with paved visitor parking
located around the lane, and more of the open space used for gardens and stone
walls. However, | am unable to say how that would have affected the viability of the
scheme.

o Given the relatively low sensitivity of the location and the general high quality of the
scheme, | do not think this should necessarily prompt a design revision. It is good to
see that it is proposed to make use of some of the reclaimed material from the
existing buildings to create the boundary walls fronting the properties.

Relevant Policies and Guidance:

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 establishes a need “in considering
whether to grant listed building consent for any works [for the Local Planning Authority to] have
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest” [Section 16(2)]. This requirement also applies to the granting of
planning permission affecting a listing building or its setting [Section 66(1)].

Paragraph 139 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) asserts that “Development that is
not well designed should be refused”.

NPPF para. 210 states that “In determining applications, local planning authorities should take
account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting
them to viable uses consistent with their conservation...”

NPPF para. 212 states, in the case of designated heritage assets, “great weight should be given to
the asset’s conservation”, irrespective of whether potential harm is substantial, less-than-
substantial, or total loss. Where harm to a designated heritage asset is less-than-substantial, it
should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal (para. 215).

Paragraph 216 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states the effect on the
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account when making decisions.

Opportunities should be sought for new development within conservation areas and the settings of
heritage assets that enhances or better reveals their significance. (para. 219)



The Copeland area’s Local Plan contains a number of relevant policies:

e BE1 provides for the preservation and enhancement of built heritage assets by:

o Requiring a heritage impact assessment or heritage statement where the proposal
would affect a heritage asset;

o Giving great weight to the conservation of Copeland’s designated heritage assets
when decision making;

o Ensuring that new development is sympathetic to local character and history;

o Supporting proposals for the appropriate reuse of vacant historic buildings,
recognising that putting buildings into viable uses consistent with their conservation
can help sustain and enhance their significance;

o Supporting proposals that increase the enhancement, promotion and interpretation
of Copeland’s architectural and archaeological resources;

o Strengthening the distinctive character of Copeland’s settlements, through the
application of high-quality design and architecture that respects this character and
enhances the setting of heritage assets.

e BE2 states that development should preserve or enhance designated heritage assets (or
important archaeological sites) and their settings. The more important the asset, the greater
weight that will be given to its conservation. Proposals that better reveal the significance of
heritage assets will be supported in principle. Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a
designated heritage asset will require clear and convincing justification.

e BE4 refers to non-designated heritage assets, saying that development should preserve or
enhance such heritage assets and their settings. Proposals that better reveal the significance
of heritage assets will be supported in principle. Proposals affecting non-designated heritage
assets or their settings should demonstrate that consideration has been given to their
significance.

e DS4 outlines the Council’s expectation that all new development will meet high-quality
design standards that contribute positively to the health and well-being of residents.

e DS5 refers to the importance of achieving good standards of design in both hard and soft
landscaping.

Sammy Woodford

Conservation and Design Officer



