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SUMMARY 

1. The proposal seeks retrospective planning permission for two holiday lodges and 
two lodges for manager’s accommodation at Eden Lodge on Coast Road near 
Bardsea. The site is situated in open countryside and Polices DM15 and DM18 of 
the Council’s Development Plan Document (DPD) which refers to essential 
dwellings for workers in the countryside and camping and caravan sites, in 
particular the extension of such sites, respectively, are of relevance.

2. The proposal is for two holiday lodges on the southern boundary of the site and 
meets all the criteria within Policy DM18 and two lodges for manager’s 
accommodation which meets the requirements of Policy DM15 and therefore 
overall the proposal is supported.

3. The application has been called in by two Councillors. 

RECOMMENDATION 

4. The recommendation is to approve subject to the conditions set out within the
report.

DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL 

Site description  

5. Eden Lodge is a large site situated off the Coast Road near Bardsea and
comprises of two main buildings used for tourist/holiday letting purposes. Within
the grounds are a number of wooden buildings. To the south of the site are a row
of residential properties, of which some of their rear gardens abut the site.

Proposal 

6. The proposal is a retrospective application for the retention of 4 wooden chalets
used in connection with the main lawful use of the site for ancillary holiday
accommodation for the main house, a separate holiday let unit and managers
accommodation.

CONSULTATIONS 

Parish / Town Council:�Urswick, Bardsea & Stainton Parish Council 

7. They have received representations from members of the public. The parish
council object on the grounds of the close proximity of the chalets to the
boundary fence and neighbouring properties, the consequential noise and
disturbance from holiday makers. The Parish Council request the application
goes to committee and that there is a site visit to examine the issues raised.

Neighbours / Others: 



8. Three letters of objection have been received on the grounds of excessive noise 
late at night, units constructed in close proximity to residential properties, chalets 
appear unsightly, no on site manager around when noise has been excessive 
and overlooking into neighbouring gardens.   

9. The objectors have been re-consulted and one objector states the following:  

•    Lodge B would create more numbers of guests to congregate in the 
BBQ/Seating area located on the boundary of Feldgate (in between Lodge B and 
Eden House) thus propagating increased noise levels/disturbances. Hence the 
location of the BBQ/seating area is not sympathetic to local residents given the 
large grounds of the business.   

•    2m High Fence will not be sufficient to reduce noise/disturbances of 
approximately 16 guests (full house is rented as holiday accommodation which 
encourages large party groups) in and around the BBQ/Seating Area located 
within less than 1m of Feldgate property.   

•    2m High Fence is not sufficient to screen Lodge C which was recently erected 
(late 2018) without any planning application and considered to be excessive in 
size(2-storey over 4m high), imposing and not in keeping with what was a rural 
garden area.   

•    Building B, the additional evidence provided for uses of the lodge ‘with and 
without’ planning planning permission would both contribute to additional 
noise/disturbance for the reasons aforementioned. However, if the temporary 
planning application SL/2007/0367 for buildings B,C & E had been enforced 
these buildings would have been removed in 2012. Thus don’t see how this 
additional information adds any value to the final decision of the planning 
committee. 

•    Building C, the additional information states this is not retrospective planning 
due to accommodation not commencing is factually incorrect. As this large 2-
storey building (with roof mounted Wi-Fi and aerial transmitters) was erected in 
late 2018 with no permission and not in keeping with the previous demolished 
shed. Hence, this offers no reason as to why this lodge cannot be moved to an 
alternate location within the large grounds that would be more sympathetic to the 
local residents who suffer from close proximity noise/disturbances.   

•    Buildings B & C, The additional information provided by the applicant 
suggests that the Eden Lodge business is no different to residing next to the 
other residential properties (only 4 properties then surrounded by idyllic 
countryside, however all the residential properties are part of a quiet rural 
community with no noise disturbances what so ever, unlike Eden Lodge business 
who are encouraging large alcohol fueled party groups. Hence information not 
supportive of application. 

Buildings D&E, On site Manager to control up 39+ guests. To date have seen no 
evidence of the onsite/manager/owner attempting to control noise/disturbances 
irrespective of whether he is living on site or not. Have asked on several 
occasions for a contact number for when disturbances take place but refused, so 
have no alternative but to regularly inform the Environmental Agency/ local 
council after the disturbances. Although often have to ask the guests directly to 
control their behaviour of excessive noise. Thus have little confidence that the 
owner/onsite manager of Eden Lodge would make any contribution to controlling 



large party groups and thus clearly not sympathetic towards collaborating with 
the Red Lane residents/ local community. Suggest the responsible control 
mechanism is not an on-site manager with additional new accommodation but 
could be to re-locate the BBQ/seating area (next to Lodge B) (see Fig 1) along 
with lodges B&C to an area North of the Main house (Eden House) and away 
from the residents of Red Lane.  

Thus the additional information provided by the applicant is only relevant if it was 
a new application for these buildings and not retrospective. As both the applicant 
and planning office seem to be in agreement that these holiday lodges/ 
accommodation buildings should and could be located elsewhere within the 
existing large grounds. At present the location is too close in proximity to local 
residents (imposing and encouraging additional noise/unruly behavior), the 
business is attracting and not controlling large unsupervised ‘party groups’ and 
the BBQ/Seating area next to Lodge B(see Fig 1) encourages these large groups 
to congregate on the boundary of Feldgate. What is also surprising is that Lodge 
C is the largest (over 4m high, very close to Feldgate boundary) and was 
constructed in late 2018 without any planning permission and is not even in 
keeping with the shed that this has replaced, thus should not be present at all. If 
the temporary planning application SL/2007/0367 for buildings B,C &E had been 
enforced these buildings would have been removed in 2012.  Given that the 
owner and proposed site manager of the Eden Lodge business has not yet 
demonstrated any attempt to actively collaborate with local residents (despite 
living in these lodges) over noise/unruly behavior, find the proposed additional 
information for site manager accommodation/ expansion of the business difficult 
to understand how this is relevant and ask that the planning committee consider 
how to encourage ‘responsible business/building growth’ within a small rural 
idyllic community. 

PLANNING POLICIES 

South Lakeland Core Strategy: 

10. Policy CS1.1 – Sustainable Development Principles 

11. Policy CS1.2 – The Development Strategy 

12. Policy CS7.4 – Rural Economy 

13. Policy CS7.6 – Tourism Development 

14. Policy CS8.10 - Design 

Development Management Development Plan Document (DM DPD): 

15. Policy DM1 – General requirements for all development 

16. Policy DM2 – Achieving sustainable high quality design 

17. Policy DM7 – Addressing pollution, contamination impact and water quality 

18. Policy DM15 - Essential workers in the countryside  

19. Policy DM18 - Extension to caravan and camping sites.  

 
 

ASSESSMENT 



Principle 

20. The proposal is for the retention of lodges B, C, D and E as shown in the plan 
below. The applicant states the following in respect of each lodge:  

 

 

 

A. The applicant states that lodge A was erected in 2008 and is therefore immune 
from enforcement action.  

B. The building was erected in 2005 and used as ancillary space to the main 
buildings but latterly has been used for overflow sleeping accommodation for the 
main buildings. This use now needs permission and the lodge now forms part of 
this planning application. 

C. There was a building here erected in 2005 but it was replaced in 2018 and it is 
hoped to use this as a holiday let, although this use has not yet commenced. 
Permission is needed for this replacement building and the use. 

D. This building was erected in 2016 and needs permission. It has been used in 
connection with Building E as manager’s accommodation. It has no kitchen or 
bathroom (these are in building E) and provides only sleeping and living 
accommodation. 

E. Erected in 2005 as a building to provide treatments to guests in the main 
building, it now provides the kitchen and bathroom and some small living space 



for the managers accommodation in D. This use needs permission although the 
building is immune from action. 

F. Erected in 2005 and used as ancillary accommodation/sauna for guests in the 
main house. Approved 2009. 

G. Erected in 2005 it is used as a games room/meeting room for guests in the main 
houses. There is no kitchen or bathroom. Approved 2009. 

H. Erected in 2005 and is a summer house used as ancillary space for guests in the 
main houses. Approved 2009. 

From the applicant’s description of development Buildings D and E are occupied by a 
site manager and Buildings B and C are for holiday accommodation.  

In terms of the planning history of the site, temporary planning was granted in May 2007 
(SL/2007/0367) for buildings B, C,and E with all the buildings to be removed in June 
2012. Furthermore, Buildings B and C were subject to a condition restricting the use for 
the storage of garden tools and equipment incidental to the use of Eden House as a 
retirement home. Also Building E was subject to another condition restricting the use as 
a meeting room/training facility ancillary to the use of Eden House as a retirement 
home. 

With regard to the issue of the manager’s accommodation planning permission was 
granted in 2015 (SL/2015/0143) for a change of use of hotel and manager's flat to short-
term (weekly/half weekly) lettable holiday accommodation (Class C1 to C3) 

Dealing with the holiday accommodation first, i.e. Buildings B and C, the applicant has 
stated with regard to Building B, this building currently operates as a cinema room and 
will remain as such should the application be refused. This can be used by larger 
groups of people who can come and go as they please. Such a use could be much 
more disturbing than overspill sleeping accommodation. This building is next to a 
barbecue area, which is lawfully used by the guests of Eden House and is not subject to 
planning approval. It is not currently in use for sleeping accommodation and as such the 
application is not retrospective in regards the use. It would only be used as overspill for 
the main house, not in addition to. As such guest numbers would not increase.  

On this basis the Council can impose a condition so that the proposed accommodation 
within Building B is ancillary to the use of Eden Lodge and not let as a separate holiday 
unit.  

With regard to building C the applicant states the use of this building for sleeping 
accommodation has not commenced. It remains unused and as such the use is not 
retrospective. The amended proposal now includes the relocation of the hot tub to a 
position within the site, away from the boundary.   

The applicant further states that had the recently removed boundary hedge not existed 
then the building would have been positioned elsewhere; however, to move it now is not 
possible. It would need to be deconstructed and reconstructed elsewhere including a 
new base. This use would increase guest numbers by 3 persons only, adding activity to 
an existing area. It is not considered that three extra persons would increase noise 
materially. As a matter of fact, it could be anticipated that any guests staying in this 
cabin would most likely be couples and not be associated with any party staying at 
Eden House, and as such would act as a “first line of defence” with any noise coming 
from Eden House. 



Policy DM7 of the DMDPD is concerned with ensuring new developments does not give 
rise to undue impacts including noise pollution that might affect local amenity. The 
applicant is willing to erect a 2m high timber fence along the boundary to protect privacy 
and provide some acoustic protection to the neighbour. There is a range of windows on 
the south facing elevation of the building that currently overlook the rear garden of the 
neighbour following removal of the intervening hedge. The neighbours have planted a 
replacement laurel hedge which, although currently of low level, will provide further 
acoustic and visual screening in time as it matures. The addition of a 2m high screen 
fence alongside the boundary will offer suitable additional protection from noise and 
overlooking. As building C is proposed to be used as a potential standalone holiday let 
this offers benefits in that the patio next to building C would only be used by a maximum 
of three persons. 

Recently the applicant has erected a two metre high fence along the southern 
boundary. The fence conceals the majority of lodges B and C, in particular the rear 
windows of the lodges are concealed. The erection of the fence therefore provides a 
situable protection from overlooking and to some extent the noise potentially generated 
by the occupants of the lodge.        

On this basis it is possible to impose conditions in respect of the level of occupancy i.e. 
three people, the retention of a fence along the rear boundary and the relocation of the 
hot tub.  

In determining whether buildings B and C are acceptable, the most relevant policy is 
Policy DM18 of the Council’s Development Management Policies which refers to 
Caravans and Camping – Extensions and intensifications on existing sites. The policy 
states that proposals for intensifications within, or extensions to, existing caravan or 
camping sites, as defined above, will be supported subject to meeting criteria a) to h) 
set out below: . 

a) be of a scale and design appropriate to the locality.  

The proposal is for the retention of two holiday lodges. The proposal is therefore modest 
in scale and given there are a number of other lodges within the site the proposal is of a 
scale and design appropriate to the locality and therefore the proposal complies with 
criterion a).    

b) not have an adverse impact (individually or cumulatively) on the countryside or 
coast, in terms of landscape, character and visual amenity;  

The two holiday lodges are located along the rear southern boundary of the host site. 
The proposal is not visible from public vantage points and given the host site is 
relatively well landscaped, the proposal would not be harmful to the rural landscape and 
character of the area. The proposal therefore complies with criterion b)   

c) be capable of being effectively screened by existing landform, trees or planting. 
Additional effective landscaping may be needed to supplement existing 
landscaping.  

The host site has a number of trees located throughout its confines. The two holiday 
lodges are located close to the southern boundary. There is no scope to provide any 
landscaping along this boundary as the lodge is located very close to the boundary. 
However the applicant has recently erected a two metre close boarded fence along the 
southern boundary and the retention of this can be secured by condition. The proposal 
would therefore comply with criterion c)   



d) not have an adverse impact on surrounding residential amenity;  

The proposal has been objected to on the grounds that the lodges overlook the 
neighbours’ gardens and the occupants create excessive noise and disturbance, 
particularly at a late hour. The occupiers of the neighbouring property ‘Feldgate’ have 
removed their boundary hedge as they consider that it had died and they have replaced 
it with a laurel hedge, although this will take a few years to act as a sufficient screen. 
Until recently, the boundary between the neighbouring property and the site was 
completely open. The applicant has recently erected a 2 metre high boundary screen 
fence which will prevent buildings B and C overlooking the neighbouring garden and will 
screen them from view from the neighbouring residents. In terms of the noise and 
disturbance from holiday makers, this is a management issue that the applicant needs 
to deal with but is outside the scope of planning control. However the limitation of the 
use of Building B to an ancillary use to Eden Lodge and the restriction of the number of 
occupants to three in Building C and the relocation of the hot tub will significantly reduce 
the level of noise and disturbance to neighbouring residents. The proposal will therefore 
comply with criterion d).     

e) not give rise to unacceptable impacts on the local road network, either through 
traffic generation from the site itself, or through cumulative impacts alongside other 
sites. 

The host site has a car park towards the northern part of the site and the access to the 
site is onto Coast Road. The proposal would give rise to a small increase in vehicles 
entering and leaving the site, and therefore the impact on the local road network would 
be minor. The proposal therefore complies with criterion e).  

f) protect and enhance biodiversity assets;  

No evidence has been provided that the proposal would not be harmful to any 
biodiversity assets. The proposal therefore complies with criterion f)  

g) be constructed of appropriate external materials and colours that are sympathetic to 
its locality. 

The buildings are constructed in timber which complements its wooded setting. The 
external materials are therefore sympathetic to its locality and accordingly the proposal 
complies with criterion g)  

h) demonstrate the delivery of tangible local economic benefits. 

The proposed buildings will accommodate holiday makers who would use local services 
in the area. Therefore the proposal would have some limited economic benefits to the 
local area. The proposed buildings B and C would therefore comply with criterion h) and 
Policy DM18 in the round, subject to the conditions mentioned previously.    

Turning to the manager’s accommodation, which is contained within Buildings E and D, 
Policy DM15 is of relevance to this proposal. Policy DM15 refers to Essential Dwellings 
for Workers in the Countryside. The policy states that proposals for dwellings in the 
open countryside for those working in agriculture or rural businesses who need to live at 
or near their place of work will be supported where there is a demonstrable essential 
need in relation to the following criteria: 

1. that an appraisal is submitted with the application which clearly establishes that 
there is an existing functional need for the proposed dwelling and the approximate 
size of the dwelling;  



The applicant has now submitted an appraisal to demonstrate a functional need for the 
accommodation to cater for the manager/owner of the site to live on site, carry out 
maintenance, respond to guest issues etc. The applicant states it is both practical and 
safe to have a manager on site. As the site can lawfully take 39 residents there is a 
practical need for this accommodation, which can be controlled by a condition limiting 
the use to a manager/owner of the two main buildings. The current owner is also the 
manager and has been living in these two buildings for over 2 years carrying out this 
function. However the applicant also states the formal provision of manager’s 
accommodation should assist with the noise/disturbance issues which are discussed in 
more detail below. The proposal complies with the first criterion.  

2. the need relates to a permanent full time or equivalent worker;  

The applicant has stated that he is now employed full time managing this site. It is his 
only employment running the business. He estimates spending 35-40 hours per week 
on administration (invoices, fire regulations, certification, contracts, accounts, utilities); 
management of cleaning staff and other onsite contractors including grounds 
maintenance; dealing with complaints (a recent addition), welcoming and dealing with 
guests, guest services, general maintenance and repairs, cleaning, decorating, guest 
issues, organising events for guests, bookings, booking inquiries, future investment and 
works etc. In addition to him working full time, he also employs a part time administrator 
for times he is not on site to deal with onsite issues/ the day to day management issues. 

The applicant further states he started residing at Eden Lodge for a few days every two 
weeks circa 2 years ago but does not live there full time yet as he does not have 
permission to do so. This became his full time job and only source of income in October 
last year and it is clear that whilst there were no complaints from neighbours until this 
application was lodged, this has become an issue and by living on site full time and next 
to building C he will be able to monitor the activity and noise, and provide a point of 
contact in respect of complaints. 

The building would be for a full-time worker associated with the operation of the site and 
the standard condition is suggested to control this. The applicant states that members of 
staff will deal with all issues on the site quickly and easily. It is common practice to have 
a manager on site on such uses to deal with issues as they arise, and many sites have 
them. An offsite manager would not have the same level of control or be on site to deal 
with issues as they arise. 

Officers concur with the applicant’s statement and considers that on the information 
provided there is a need for a permanent full time worker to live on the site. The 
proposal therefore complies with the second criterion.   

3. the business or agricultural activity has been established for at least three years, 
has been profitable for at least one of them, is currently financially sound and can 
demonstrate a clear prospect of remaining so;  

The applicant has stated the business is viable and has been operating since 2002. The 
applicant took ownership of the business in 2003 but it was incorporated in 2002, and it 
has been viable since then. Confidentially accounts for end of 2018 and 2019 are 
included which show the business was profitable for one of these years as per policy 
requirements. It is a well-established business with advance bookings over the coming 
18 months. The applicant considers there is no reason to believe it will not be profitable. 
The loss shown in the last years accounting was due to the purchase of another holiday 
let in Kendal by the company and not any other reason. 



Officers consider there is clear evidence to show the business is financially sound and 
has a clear prospect of being so in the future. The proposal therefore complies with the 
third criterion. 

4. the functional need could not be fulfilled by an existing dwelling on the unit or any 
other accommodation in the area which is suitable and available for occupation or 
conversion by those concerned;  

The applicant states there was a manager’s accommodation within Eden Lodge, when it 
was operated as a hotel which was removed in 2015. However, this shared a front door 
with the property and shared the internal staircase. Now it is operated as a large holiday 
let it is not practical to operate a flat in this manner with loss of privacy for both manager 
and guests. There is no reasonable option to create an external access to a flat without 
significant extension to the building.� The applicant estimates that conversion of 2 
bedrooms to a managers flat would affect income by circa 20-30%. Sykes Cottages who 
do many bookings for the site have confirmed this. He considers it is not viable to 
convert or create a flat within the existing buildings. 

In terms of dwellings in the area the applicant states he cannot afford to buy as house in 
the local area, nor would it allow him to be on site to deliver the services required and 
respond to matters as they arise.  

Officers accept the viability assessment by Sykes Cottages that a conversion of existing 
accommodation into a managers flat would result in a significant loss of income. 
Furthermore, there are few properties within the local area for sale at an affordable 
price. The proposal therefore complies with the fourth criterion.      

5. the applicant can show that within three years prior to the application no dwelling 
has been sold, transferred or made unavailable, including the removal of a relevant 
occupancy condition relating to the holding or business;  

The applicant has confirmed that no other buildings have been sold or converted within 
the last three years. The proposal therefore complies with the fifth criterion.   

6. a dwelling cannot reasonably be provided at the location by other means including 
the conversion of an existing suitable, underused or redundant building, except 
where the use of that building already contributes to the viability of the business;  

The applicant states that buildings D & E are not used by guests, building E being an 
older building and they make an ideal space to provide private but accessible 
accommodation to manage the site. Neither building is very large, having only a 
combined footprint of around 75sq m. Building E contains kitchen and bathroom space 
and a small living type area. The only bedroom is contained in the roof space, accessed 
by a step ladder through a loft style hatch. The applicant and manager is disabled, 
having lost an arm to injury and cannot physically climb the ladder, nor is it safe to do 
so. There is insufficient space to create a proper ladder and the required headroom for 
Building Control, or to create a living room and bedroom. Having a footprint of only 
30sqm it is too small to be considered suitable for a dwelling. Thus, Building D was to 
be used as extra accommodation providing a bedroom and living space. Building D is 
circa 40sqm including an outside deck and is not big enough to be considered a proper 
dwelling either. The applicant is happy to live between the two units, but it would not be 
suitable as a typical dwelling and both buildings are required to provide safe, accessible 
and viable space for a manager. 



Officers consider that as there appear to be no redundant buildings that could be 
converted into manager’s accommodation and given the manager/owner’s specific 
needs the proposal complies with the sixth criterion.  

7. the proposed dwelling is normally located within or adjacent to the existing farm or 
business. 

The buildings are located close to the two main buildings which form the holiday 
business. The proposal complies with the seventh criterion and Policy DM15 in the 
round.  

With respect to the neighbours comments, officers would respond as follows:  

Lodge B is to act as an overspill and as an ancillary unit to Eden House. This is to be 
controlled by condition and therefore the noise levels should be less than if the lodge 
was used as a self contained holiday unit.   

The Council consider the erecton of the fence along the southern boundary together 
with the other suggested conditions will be sufficient to reduce the noise/disturbance to 
the neighbouring properties. Furthermore, the fence will conceal the majority of lodge C 
which was replaced in 2018 by a lodge that was erected in 2005.  

The proposal for an on-site manager to reside on the site has been assessed under 
Policy DM15 and accords with the policy requirements. Overall it is considered the 
report addresses the neighbours comments.   

 

CONCLUSION 

21. The proposed Buildings B and C for holiday use comply with Policy DM18 as an 
extension to an existing holiday park subject to the erection of a fence along the 
southern boundary, the limitation in occupation and the relocation of the hot tub all 
in connection with building C and a limitation on the use in respect of building B,   
which can be required by condition.  

22. With regard to buildings D and E the proposal has demonstrated the need for a 
manager to live on the site full time. Evidence has been provided in respect of the 
functional need for a manager to reside on the site and financial evidence has been 
submitted to show the business to be viable and will be in the future. The proposal 
is therefore in compliance with Policy DM15.  

 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve subject to the conditions below:- 

Condition 1:  The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 
the following approved plans: Site Location Plan dated 23 July 2019, Site Survey plan 
dated June 2019, Plan 1 dated 11th November 2019, Plan 2 dated 11th November 2019 
and Plan 3 dated 11th November 2019.    

Reason:         For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 

Condition 2: Building B as shown on Plan 1 dated 11th November 2019 shall be used as 
an overspill accommodation ancillary to Eden Lodge and shall not be used as a 
separate holiday let.  

Reason; In order to reduce the noise disturbance from the site in the interests of local 
residential amenity.  



Condition 3: Building C as shown on Plan 1 dated 11th November 2019 shall be used as 
a holiday let but not be occupied by more three persons at any one time.  

Reason; In order to reduce the noise disturbance from the site. 

Condition 4: The two metre high screen fence erected along the southern boundary 
where it meets the neighbouring property ‘Feldgate’ shall be maintained and retained 
unless the Local Planning Authority gives permission in writing for any amendment.  

Reason: In order to prevent overlooking into neighbouring residential properties.   

Condition 5: Within three months of the date of this permission the existing hot tub 
which is located adjacent to building C shall be relocated to the position shown on Plan 
2 dated 11th November 2019 and retained thereafter.  

Reason; In order to reduce the noise disturbance from the site, close to its southern 
boundary. 

Condition 6: Buildings D and E as shown on Plan 1 dated 11th November 2019, shall be 
occupied solely by the owner/manager and any of their dependents and shall not be let 
as a holiday lodge.  

Reason: In order to control the level of holiday lets within the site.  

   

 


