
                     SL/2019/0615 
 
PARISH:   Urswick 

 Eden Lodge and House, Coast Road, Bardsea, Ulverston      

 
PROPOSAL:   Retention of 4 wooden chalets used in connection with the main 
lawful use of the site for ancillary accommodation for the main house, a separate 
holiday let unit and managers accommodation.   

 
APPLICANT:   Mr E Liehr  

 

 
Grid Ref:      E: 330318      N: 475435 
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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 does not meet the requirements of Policy DM15 and 
therefore overall the proposal is not supported.    

3. The application has been called in by Councillors Caroline and James Airey and 
request a site visit is undertaken. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

4. The recommendation is to refuse on the grounds the proposed managers 
accommodation does not comply with Policy DM15. The full reason for refusal is set 
out at the foot of 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 and several of these have rear gardens that 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.   
 

Development Management Development Plan Document (DM DPD): 

9. Policy DM15- Essential workers in the countryside  

10. Policy DM18 Extension to caravan and camping sites.  

 
 

ASSESSMENT 

Principle 

11. 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. 

Following the temporary consent planning permission was granted in July 2009 
(SL/2009/0277) for a change of use from residential home to guest house 

With regard to the issue of the managers 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 most relevant 
policy is Policy DM18 of the Council 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 which was once marked by a mature 
hedge which has since been removed and the development is now exposed to view 
from the dwelling to the south, “Feldgate”. 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 indicated that he will erect a two metre close boarded fence along the 
southern boundary and 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 time to act as a sufficient screen. At present 
the boundary between the neighbouring property and the site is completely open.  

The applicant has indicated that they will erect a boundary fence with a height of two 
metres which eventually will be screened on the neighbours side by the newly planted 
hedge. Given the neighbours garden is approximately 20 metres long, the boundary 
fence would not be visually intrusive to the neighbours and would prevent occupiers of 
buildings B and C overlooking the neighbouring garden.  

In terms of the noise and disturbance from holiday makers, the buildings together with 
the hot tub are both in close proximity to the neighbouring properties. Although the 
neighbours’ gardens are relatively long, the noise and disturbance from holiday makers, 
particularly at a late hour, would disturb the neighbouring residents that abut the 
southern boundary of the site. If the proposal was for new lodges rather than a 
retrospective proposal, the location close to the boundary with residential properties 
would not be accepted and the applicant would have to relocate them further within the 
site. In the absence of any potential enforceable conditions it is considered the proposal 
does and would lead to harm to the living conditions of the neighbouring residents in the 
future by reason of noise and disturbance, particularly at a late hour. The proposal 
therefore does not 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.    

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;  

No appraisal has been submitted with the proposal. The applicant has stated that in this 
case the accommodation is for the manager/owner of the site to live on site, carry out 
maintenance, respond to guest issues etc. 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.  

Given the applicant has lived on the site for two years the noise/disturbance issues do 
not appear to have been resolved by their presence. The information submitted in 
support of the proposal is insufficient to demonstrate why there is a functional need for a 
manager to live on the site all the time. The proposal does not comply with criterion 1). 

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

No evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that there is a need for a permanent 
full time worker to reside on the site. The proposal does not comply with criterion 2). 



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. 
However no evidence has been submitted to show the business is financially sound and 
has a clear prospect of being so in the future. The proposal does not comply with 
criterion 3).   

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 is no other manager’s accommodation available on the site, 
or space to create one within the two main buildings. It is stated that rather than 
subdividing the existing properties (as would be an option under the NPPF), it is 
preferable to create a manager’s accommodation within the grounds using an existing 
property and the more modern second building. However no detailed information has 
been submitted to show that the manager’s accommodation cannot be contained within 
either of the main buildings. It is appreciated there may be a loss of income if one of the 
holiday units within either of the main buildings was converted, however it has not been 
demonstrated that this loss would lead to a significant impact on the viability of the 
business.  

In terms of dwellings in the area the applicant has stated that are very few residential 
properties in the immediate area that could provide this function, and none are for sale. 
However on Right Move there are eight detached dwellings for sale less than £300,000 
and within three miles of the site. Given there has been no justification as to why one of 
the main buildings cannot accommodate a managers flat and there appear to be many 
houses for sale in the area, the proposal does not comply with criterion 4).       

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;  

No information has been submitted within this criterion and therefore it is contrary to 
criterion 5).  

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;  

Building D requires planning permission; however, the applicant states that Building E is 
immune from enforcement action and that it is the use which requires planning 
permission. Therefore Building E could be converted into managers accommodation on 
the basis that the building is suitable and does not contribute to the viability of the 
business. However Building D does not comply with criterion 6). 

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 criterion 7).  

Although Building E can comply with Policy DM15 by complying with criterion 6), 
Building D fails to accord with the criteria within Policy DM15.  



 

CONCLUSION 

12. The proposed Buildings B and C for holiday use do not comply with Policy DM18 as 
an extension to an existing holiday park as the noise and disturbance from the 
occupiers of the buildings has and will disturb the living conditions of neighbouring 
residents who live to the south of the site. The erection of a 2m high screen fence 
along the southern boundary would screen the buildings from view and prevent 
overlooking into the neighbours garden;, however, it would not resolve the issue of 
noise. Furtherrmore, the proposal has not demonstrated the need for a manager to 
live on the site full time as currently accommodated within building D. It is accepted 
that building E could accommodate a manager; however, with respect to Building D 
no evidence has been provided in respect of the functional need for a manager to 
reside on the site, no financial evidence has been submitted to show the business 
to be viable and will be in the future and no justification has been submitted to show 
why the accommodation cannot be contained within the existing two main buildings. 
This aspect of the proposal is contrary to Policy DM15.  

 

RECOMMENDATION:  REFUSE for the reason(s) below:- 

1. The proposed manager’s accommodation within Building D as shown on the 
proposed site plan is contrary to Policy DM15 of the Council’s Development 
Management Polices in that there has been insufficient justification for the 
functional need for a full time manager to live on site, no financial evidence has 
been submitted to demonstrate that the business is viable and there is a clear 
prospect the business will be viable in the future, no justification that the 
functional need could not be fulfilled within the existing accommodation that 
exists on site or other accommodation in the area and no evidence has been 
submitted that the applicant has not disposed of accommodation within their 
control in the last three years.    

2. The holiday accommodation within Buildings B and C as shown on the proposed 
site plan is contrary to Policy DM18 of the Council’s Development Management 
Policies in that the noise and disturbance from the occupiers of these two 
buildings, particularly at a late hour, will be harmful to the living conditions of the 
neighbouring reisdents located to the south of the site. The provision of a 
boundary fence along the southern boundary would not act as a sufficient buffer 
to reduce the noise from the occupiers of the buildings to a more acceptable level 
given their close proximity to the boundary.    

   

 


