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SUMMARY 

1. This is an application seeking planning permission for a range of physical 
alterations to the Grange Lido to deliver an immediate restoration and 
refurbishment of this Grade II listed structure in association with proposals 
to open up the complex as a publicly-accessible landscaped recreation 
space. Some alterations are proposed to be reversible, so as not to 
prejudice future use as an outdoor pool, or other alternative solutions.  

RECOMMENDATION 

2. The application is recommended for approval subject to conditions. 

DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL 

Site description 

3. Grange Lido is situated towards the southern end of the town’s promenade 
from where it extends conspicuously into Morecambe Bay. It was 
constructed between 1931 and 1932 and was officially opened on 18 August 
1932. It closed in 1993, and since then it has remained boarded-up and 
inaccessible to the public except by special arrangement. In 2011, having 
lain derelict for nearly 20 years, the Lido was given Grade II status on the 
statutory list of buildings of special architectural or historic interest. The site 
is currently owned by South Lakeland District Council. 

4. The Lido is enclosed within a sinuous sea wall, constructed from buttressed 
concrete. The complete complex comprises a number of key elements: 

 A central principal pool measuring 156ft. by 112ft., and designed with a 
shape that is frequently described as resembling the cross section of a 
mushroom, with the narrower “stalk” at the seaward end where, at a 
depth of 10ft. the pool is deepest. It shallows to a depth of 3ft. 6ins. at 
the landward end.  

 The Entrance Block. This is a two-storey brick-built structure adjoining 
the Promenade. It has concrete dressings to the openings and a hipped 
roof configuration clad in natural slate. The building has an open viewing 
gallery at first floor looking seawards over the pool, framed with a series 
of concrete Doric columns sitting on brick pedestals.  

 North of the Entrance Block, but also adjoining the Promenade, is the 
Female Changing Block. Also constructed from brick with a slate roof, 
this is a part single- and part two-storey structure with a significant sun 
terrace at first floor, supported in part by a ground floor colonnade. To 
the east of the Female Changing Block is a small paddling pool.  

 Also adjoining the Promenade, but to the south of the Entrance Block is 
the Male Changing Block, another part single- and part two-storey brick 
and slate-roofed structure with a similarly configured sun terrace to the 
east. The building originally provided changing accommodation at 
ground floor level with a large terrace and café space at first floor. 

 Either side of the Entrance Block are stepped sun terraces connecting 
to, and providing pedestrian links with, the two changing blocks. Historic 
photographs show that the configuration of these areas has changed 



over time; there are images of the northern terrace (connecting to the 
Female Changing Block) comprising a grass bank supported on a low 
retaining wall. Historically, these terraces have been separated from the 
Promenade by walls/fences, thereby channelling access to the site 
through the Entrance Block.  

 On the seaward side of the Lido, and symmetrically aligned with the 
Entrance Block, is a prominent structure comprising a filtration Building 
and (what was originally) a five stage diving platform overhanging the 
deepest section of the principal pool. The highest level diving platform 
was removed some time in the 1970s and was subsequently boxed in 
with concrete blockwork.  

 The inner face of the curving seawall to the Lido provides space for 
terraced seating. Originally, the top of the seawall was surmounted by 
railings and piers, but this was subsequently replaced by what is in place 
today – a concrete block wall.  

5. The official listing description for the complex cites the principal reasons for 
listing as: 

Completeness: as a complete example of a 1930s lido with the survival 
of all key ancillary buildings and structures 

Pool: for the unusually shaped pool, designed for multiple uses and 
which retains its original stepped diving stage. 

Historic: as an evocative reminder of the former popularity of sea-side 
towns such as Grange over Sands and the inter-war cult of fresh air, 
fitness and mass leisure 

Proposal 

6. The application form describes the proposed works as follows: 

Essential fabric and infrastructure restoration of the Grade II listed Lido 
buildings and surrounding external landscaping including new 
boundary treatments. Works to include reversible landscape 
intervention within the Lido Pool. 

7. The works subject of this application are to be undertaken by South 
Lakeland District Council with the intention of halting further deterioration of 
the complex and securing a sensitive restoration of damaged and decaying 
fabric, thereby facilitating new uses for the three main buildings on the site 
and allowing the remainder of the complex to be landscaped as a public 
open space. However, this is being undertaken in a manner that does not 
prejudice future use as an outdoor pool or other alternative solutions.   

8. It is important to appreciate that the Council’s role as owner of the Lido  is 
quite separate from its role as local planning authority. In accordance with 
section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 this 
planning application must be determined having regard to the development 
plan and any other material considerations.  



9. The application was submitted with: (1) a Heritage Statement1 prepared for 
the applicant by IBI Group; and (2) a Design and Access Statement2, also 
prepared for the applicant by IBI Group. Following submission of the 
planning application, in October 2019, we received a Heritage Appraisal3 
from Stephen Levrant Heritage Architecture Ltd prepared for and submitted 
separately by a party making representations in respect of the application 
(Save Grange Lido Ltd). In January 2020 South Lakeland District Council 
submitted an “Archaeological Building Recording” report4. At the same time 
it also submitted a number of additional drawings clarifying the proposed 
treatment to the diving platform structure and modifying the position of the 
proposed lift in the main entrance block.  

The main pool  

10. The Design and Access Statement tells us that the “proposals have evolved 
out of a well-reasoned heritage strategy, developed in conjunction with local 
community stakeholders, representatives from Grange Town Council and 
SLDC.” The Design and Access Statement also tell us that “[the] 
intervention has been designed in a manner that will enable restoration of 
the original use as an outdoor pool, to be implemented at a future date, 
subject to viable business case and capital funding.” And in the Heritage 
Statement one of the “aspirations” for the project is to “[ensure] that any 
interventions within the pool areas [bar the permanent concrete infill] must 
be fully removable to allow the spaces to be used as outdoor swimming 
facilities if external factors change”.  

11. The cross-section on page 20 of the Design and Access Statement 
illustrates what this means in practice. The existing main pool would be 
permanently filled with concrete to a depth of 1.2m below the existing 
surround, establishing a new, shallower base.   The Design and Access 
Statement proposes that the space would be infilled and maintained with 
removable hard and soft landscaping – including crisscrossing ramps 
(dealing with the change of levels), marine tolerant planting and a 20mm 
deep “thin film illusion pool”. The iconic mushroom shape of the existing 
pool would be preserved 

The buildings 

12. The Heritage Statement acknowledges that essential repairs to all of the 
buildings are necessary to address 25 years of neglect and to remove 
various “superfluous” additions that have accumulated over the years. 
These works are detailed on the various plans and also summarised under 
the heading “[preservation] and restoration of the fabric” on pages 20 – 22 of 
the Heritage statement. Common to all three principal buildings are works 
intended to bring each up to a shell finish for future commercial use. The 
Heritage Statement describes the objective of these works as being “to 

                                                           
1 Heritage Statement, Grange Lido Renaissance, IBI Group, September 2019 

2 Design and Access Statement, Grange Lido Renaissance, IBI Group, September 2019 

3 Heritage Appraisal, Stephen Levrant Heritage Architecture Ltd., August 2019 

4 Archaeological Building Recording, Greenlane Archaeology Ltd, March 2013 



create as much flexibility as possible to support third party use.” The Design 
and Access Statement states that the buildings would be “suitable for a wide 
range of commercial, hospitality or heritage uses.” The refurbishment works 
include: (a) repairing and, where necessary, replacing brickwork and 
concrete detailing; (b) cleaning, priming, repainting and, where necessary, 
replacing cast iron rainwater goods; (c) replacing all doors and windows with 
“high performance aluminium window systems echoing the original W20 
profiles used when the buildings were constructed […]” and (d) repairing 
and, where necessary, replacing external steel and concrete balustrades. 

The main entrance block (Pavilion) 

13. All internal ground floor partitions and fixtures and fittings are to be removed 
and all blocked-up windows and doors are to be re-opened and re-glazed. 
The existing concrete and brick staircases at either end of the building are to 
be upgraded to meet current building regulations and a new platform lift is to 
be installed adjoining the northern staircase. This was amended during the 
processing of the application; the lift was originally shown adjoining the main 
entrance. The viewing deck on the first floor, which was formerly open to the 
elements via large openings guarded by railings, is to be enclosed to form 
additional useable commercial space. This is to be achieved by installing 
glazed panels on the inside of the railings, which are to be retained and 
refurbished. A narrow external walkway will be retained on the eastern 
(seaward) side.  

Female and Male Changing Blocks (North and South Buildings respectively)  

14. The approach to both of these buildings is essentially the same. All internal 
floor partitions and fixtures and fittings are to be removed and all blocked-up 
windows and doors are to be re-opened and re-glazed. The existing 
colonnades on the ground floor of each building are to be converted into 
useable commercial floorspace. This will be achieved by installing glazing 
between the existing first floor support columns and opening up adjoining 
sections of the existing external walls. The existing first floor terraces will be 
refurbished; the asphalt surfaces will be removed and replaced with bedded 
paving.  The external dogleg staircases connecting from ground level to the 
first floor terraces will be replaced by straight rises.  

Sun terraces 

15. The existing sun terraces connecting the principal buildings are to be 
completely reconfigured to provide new public entrances, compliant with the 
requirements of the Equality Act. This will be achieved by a combination of 
steps and shallow ramps negotiating the various level changes between the 
Promenade, the surrounding deck to the main pool and the entrances to the 
principal buildings. The level changes are generally in the range of 1m - 
1.5m. What remains of the existing walls and fences to the Promenade will 
be removed and replaced with glass balustrades with an indicative height of 
1250mm. Further glass balustrades of a similar height are proposed as 
additional means of protection along the edges of ramps etc. The surface of 
these new entrance terraces is shown to be slate paving. It has been 
confirmed that there is no intention to restrict the hours of public access; 
security is to be maintained via CCTV and lighting.  



The diving platform 

16. The distinctive diving board tower is to be retained, with the Design and 
Access Statement describing it being repurposed “as a viewing platform 
overlooking the Lido and Morecambe Bay, as a sculpture gallery and as 
support element for external performances and pop up cinema events.” 
Additional drawings received in January 2020 clarify the structural changes.  

17. In its original configuration the structure had five diving platforms, but the 
highest of these was decommissioned in the 1970s and the access to it was 
encased in a blockwork wall. This feature is to be retained and repainted. 
The four remaining diving platforms are to be demolished and recast to the 
original details. Public access to the upper level of the diving platform will be 
via two new sets of stairs, rising from the adjoining terraces. Public access 
will be contained by a series of glass balustrades, plus floor mounted glass 
panels over the steps down to the lowest diving platforms. Concrete 
blockwork infills to existing openings at poolside level will be removed and 
replaced with glazed screens 

Seaward terraces 

18. The concrete terraces that arc around the eastern (seaward) edge of the 
Lido will be repaired and repainted. Existing steps located within the 
terraces will be reconfigured to incorporate handrails and tread designs 
compliant with current access standards. Significantly, the 1950’s brickwork 
wall that now tops the seawall is to be replaced by a glass balustrade with 
stainless steel supports.  

PLANNING HISTORY 

19. This proposal also needs to be considered in the context of the following 
application: 

20. SL/2019/0804, Essential fabric and infrastructure restoration of the Grade II 
listed Lido buildings and surrounding external landscaping including new 
boundary treatments. Works to include reversible landscape intervention 
within the Lido Pool. Application for listed Building Consent, registered 
01 October 2019. 

CONSULTATIONS 

Grange-over-Sands Town Council  

21. Comments as follows 

“No objection.  

“The ecology report for this application highlights the presence of swifts 
and house martins and recommends that appropriate nesting boxes 
are installed. It is not marked on the plans where these boxes are – 
could this be clarified?”  

Cumbria County Council 

Local highway authority 

22. Comments as follows:  



“The application should be accompanied by a Transport Assessment 
and Travel Plan, including parking proposals, pedestrian and cycle 
accessibility and permeability. Provision should be made for accessible 
access to the site.  

“We would also require a Construction Traffic Management Plan to be 
submitted in due course.”  

Lead local flood authority 

23. Comments as follows:  

“We are satisfied that the development could be designed without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere. 

“However, we will expect to see a detailed surface and foul water 
strategy supported with calculations etc. 

“We note the use of attenuation and a pumped solution. Whist this is 
likely to be a privately managed arrangement, we would also want to 
see a Maintenance Schedule produced for the drainage infrastructure 
outlining responsible parties and maintenance duties to ensure the 
surface water system continues to function as designed and that flood 
risk is not increased within the site or elsewhere”  

Senior Countryside Officer 

24. Comments as follows:  

“Footpath 526043 runs through the car park to the level crossing, 
adjacent to the Lido and we would have concerns over this alignment 
being trafficked by construction / demolition vehicles without provision 
being made for its safe usage or a temporary closure put in place on 
the route. “ 

Environment Agency  

25. Comments as follows: 

“We have no objection in principal to the proposal. The planning 
application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 
prepared by Curtains [sic] Consulting Limited (ref. 067609-CUR-00-XX-
RP-C-00001, V02; 09/04/2019) 

“We have reviewed the FRA in so far as it relates to our remit and we 
are satisfied  that the development would be safe without exacerbating 
flood risk elsewhere if the proposed flood risk mitigation measures are 
implemented. The proposed development must be proceed in strict 
accordance with this FRA and the mitigation measures identified as it 
will form part of any subsequent planning approval. Any proposed 
changes to the approved FRA and/or mitigation measures identified will 
require the submission of a revised FRA. “ 

Historic England 

26. Summarises its comments as follows: 



“We welcome the intention to bring the Lido back to life and reopen it 
as a public facility, which will allow this fantastic structure to be enjoyed 
again.  

“The proposal to reduce the depth of the pool with a new concrete floor 
to create a landscaped garden within the pool itself would alter the form 
of the pool, resulting in a level of harm to the significance of the asset, 
however, the wider benefits the scheme would bring in securing the 
repair and reuse of the Lido complex as a whole is considered to 
outweigh the harm in heritage benefits. 

“Whilst it is less desirable that the infill would be permanent, we 
welcome that it has been designed being mindful of any future intention 
to reuse the site as a swimming pool which helps to mitigate the harm 
caused. In conclusion, we welcome the intention to revitalise this 
important asset allowing it to once again perform its important leisure 
function, which is a key part of Grange over Sands history.” 

The National Amenity Societies 

Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings 

27. No comments received. 

Ancient Monuments Society 

28. No comments received. 

Council for British Archaeology 

29. No comments received. 

Georgian Group 

30. No comments received. 

Victorian Society 

31. No comments received. 

Twentieth Century Society 

32. No comments received. 

Natural England 

33. Comments as follows: 

20 January 2020 (Responding to the Habitat Regulations Assessment; 
Assessment of Likely Significant Effects) 

“Natural England concur with the conclusion of no likely significant 
effect upon the designated sites considered, alone or in-combination.  

“We note that whilst high noise output pop up events do present 
increased risk to the designated sites, ensuring appropriate 
management and restricting event numbers to 12 per year and outside 
of the over-winter bird season would reduce this risk to an acceptable 
level.  

“In addition, Natural England agree increase recreational pressure from 
additional visitors to the Lido should not result in significant adverse 



impacts on designated sites. However, we consider this increased 
pressure would indirectly contribute to wider recreational disturbance 
pressures around Morecambe Bay resulting in potential residual 
impacts. We would therefore welcome additional enhancement 
measures such as education signage included within the Lido 
redevelopment. This signage should include the following;  

 Information on the designated site, reason for designation and 
its sensitivities to recreational impacts  

 Increasing residents and visitors awareness and encourage 
more use of other recreational opportunities in the area  

 Highlighting alternative footpath routes away from the 
designated site(s), with consideration of use by dogs and their 
owners  

 Providing additional signage to encourage better management 
of informal access, with emphasis placed on discouraging 
informal access  

South Lakeland District Council 

Conservation adviser 

34. Concludes that clarity is needed on a number of points to firm up the 
technical details of the scheme.  

Neighbours / third parties  

35. We have received four letters offering qualified support for the application 
and making the following planning comments: 

 Support is offered on the basis that the works proceed in a manner 
which does not preclude “full repair and restoration of the pool 
basin”.Sensible way forward to make Lido safe and prevent it becoming 
more dilapidated.  

 Opening it up to the public is a good use of taxpayers’ money. 

 Following restoration the rental income from the units should cover the 
long term maintenance of the Lido.  

 To make it a commercial success a railway bridge from Berners Car 
Park should be restored.  

 Further consideration needs to be given to a number of detailed issues, 
including: (1) the design of replacement windows and railings; (2) the 
use of glass panels along the seaward edge of the stepped terraces 
and the means of enclosure on the diving board structure; (3) some 
surface treatments; (4) proposals for flood resilience; and (5) loss of 
internal fittings.  

POLICY ISSUES 

South Lakeland Core Strategy 

36. The following Core Strategy policies are considered relevant to the 
proposal: 



 CS1.1: Sustainable development principles 

 CS1.2: The development strategy 

 CS4: Cartmel peninsula 

 CS8.2: Protection and enhancement of landscape and settlement 
character 

 CS8.4: Biodiversity and geodiversity 

 CS8.6: Historic Environment 

 CS8.7: Sustainable construction, energy efficiency, and renewable 
energy 

 CS8.10: Design 

South Lakeland Land Allocations Development Plan Document 

37. The following Land Allocations DPD policies are considered relevant to the 
proposal: 

 LA1.0:  Presumption in favour of sustainable development 

 LA1.1:  Development boundaries 

South Lakeland Development Management Policies Development Plan 
Document (DMDPD) 

38. The following DMDPD policies are considered relevant to the proposal: 

 DM1:  General Requirements for all development 

 DM2: Achieving sustainable high quality design 

 DM3: Historic Environment 

 DM6: Flood risk management and sustainable drainage systems  

 DM7: Addressing Pollution, Contamination Impact, and Water Quality 

Grange-over-Sands Parish Neighbourhood Plan (2017- 2027) 

39. The following Neighbourhood Plan policies are considered relevant to the 
proposal: 

 Policy 6 Conserving Gateway Views  

 APPENDIX 7 Design Guide 

Other material considerations 

 National Planning Policy Framework 

40. The following sections are considered relevant to this application.  

2.  Achieving sustainable development 
4.  Decision-making 
8.  Promoting healthy and safe communities 
12.  Achieving well-designed places 
14.  Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal 

change 
15.  Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 



16 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 Cumbria Development Design Guide 

 Grange-over-Sands Conservation Area Character Appraisal (16 
August 2006) 

 Draft North West Inshore and Offshore Marine Plan  

41. Under section 58(1) Marine and Coastal Access Act a public authority must 
take any authorisation or enforcement decision in accordance with the 
appropriate marine policy documents, unless relevant considerations 
indicate otherwise. 

42. Formal consultation on the Draft North West Inshore and Offshore Marine 
Plan is taking place between 14 January and 06 April 2020. The draft plan 
became a material planning consideration once the consultation started, 
although only limited weight can be applied to it at the moment.  

43. The GIS mapping tool provided in association with the ongoing consultation 
identified 46 “Plan Area Policies” potentially applicable to the project. Of 
those, the following have relevance to the planning merits of the current 
proposals: 

 NW-INF-1 Infrastructure 

 NW-HER-1 Heritage assets 

 NW-SCP-1 Seascape and landscape 

 NW-WQ-1 Water quality 

 NW-ACC-1 Access 

 NW-TR-1 Tourism & recreation 

 NW-SOC-1 Social 

 NW-MPA-1 Marine protected areas 

 NW-MPA-2 Marine protected areas 

 NW-MPA-3 Marine protected areas 

 NW-MPA-4 Marine protected areas 

 NW-BIO-1 Biodiversity 

 NW-BIO-2 Biodiversity 

 NW-BIO-3 Biodiversity 

 NW-NG-1 Net gain 

 NW-DIST-1 Disturbance 

 NW-CE-1 Cumulative effects 

44. The full text of these can be viewed online. A number of these policies  - in 
particular NW-INF-1 (Infrastructure), NW-ACC-1 (Access), NW-TR-1 
(Tourism & recreation) and NW-SOC-1 (Social) – are supportive of 
proposals that, as in this case, improve access to, and improve enjoyment 



and interpretation of, the marine environment. The remainder flag up 
important constraints, but in this case all of those are addressed by existing 
development plan policies and the obligations established by The 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. 

 

ASSESSMENT 

Principle 

45. This application does not propose a material change of use; for planning 
purposes the established use of the land as a “swimming bath” and the 
proposed use for “indoor or outdoor sports or recreation” are 
interchangeable, both falling within Class D2 (Assembly and leisure) of The 
Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended). 
There is a reference in the Design and Access Statement to the proposals 
including “external performances and pop up cinema events”, but these too 
would involve no material change of use; Class D2 extends to include use 
as “a concert hall”.  

46. The application discusses the potential of the principal buildings to be used 
for commercial purposes, implying future changes of use. But no firm 
proposals are being advanced at this stage. Any material change of use of 
these buildings would require a further planning application.  

47. The fact that the proposal involves no material change of use is a significant 
factor in the consideration of certain key issues discussed further below.   

Heritage assets 

48. The proposal directly impacts upon two designated heritage assets: (1) the 
Lido itself, a grade II listed structure; and (2) the Grange-over-Sands 
Conservation Area.  

Legislative and policy context 

49. Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 states that:  

“In considering whether to grant planning permission for development 
which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority 
or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special 
regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses”.  

50. Section 72(1) states that in determining planning applications in a 
conservation area “special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area.”  

Core Strategy 

51. In identifying “Protecting and enhancing the quality environment” as a key 
issue the Core Strategy acknowledges that the “rich built heritage of the 
area has a significant cultural value that requires protecting and enhancing.” 
This then feeds into the strategic objective of the Core Strategy to “[p]rotect 
the historic environment from harmful change, including listed buildings, 



buildings of local importance, conservation areas, scheduled ancient 
monuments and historic parks and gardens.” 

52. Section 5 sets out the Spatial Strategy for Cartmel Peninsula, which 
includes (at paragraph 5.26) an aim to address a number of challenges/key 
issues including “[s]afeguarding and enhancing the area’s historic assets”. 
This translates into Policy CS4 (Cartmel Peninsula), which states that “The 
Council and its partners will aim to [amongst other things] [p]rotect and 
enhance the diverse character and local distinctiveness of the area and 
promote high quality and locally distinctive design” 

53. Policy CS8.2 (Protection and enhancement of landscape and settlement 
character) is clear that “[d]evelopment proposals should demonstrate that 
their location, scale, design and materials will protect, conserve and, where 
possible, enhance [amongst other things]  

The special qualities and local distinctiveness of the area; and 

Distinctive settlement character; 

54. With respect to the historic environment Policy CS8.6 (Historic environment) 
is explicit that the Core Strategy supports a number of objectives, including: 

“The safeguarding and, where possible, enhancing of historic 
environment assets, including their characteristic settings and any 
attributes that contribute to a sense of local distinctiveness. Such 
assets include listed buildings and features (both statutory and locally 
listed), conservation areas, scheduled ancient monuments and 
registered parks and gardens. 

“The production of conservation area management plans to identify 
and explain how the Council will seek to preserve and enhance the 
special interest of such areas. [and] 

“The safeguarding and, where possible enhancement of, locally 
important archaeological sites and features within the historic 
environment.” 

South Lakeland Development Management Policies Development Plan 
Document (DMDPD) 

55. Subject to other policies in the development plan, Policy DM1 (General 
Requirements for all development) states that development will be 
acceptable provided, amongst other things, it “ensures the protection and 
enhancement of the District’s natural, built and historic environment qualities 
[…]”. 

56. Policy DM2 (Achieving Sustainable High Quality Design) states that 
development will be supported provided certain design principles are met. 
Insofar as heritage assets are concerned these include ensuring that 
development: (1) responds appropriately to local and settlement character 
and reinforces and promotes local distinctiveness; and (2) responds 
appropriately to local context, landscape and built and natural environment 
setting. 

57. Policy DM3 (Historic Environment) states that “Development proposals will 
safeguard and, where appropriate, enhance all heritage assets and their 



settings, in a manner that is appropriate to their particular significance.” It 
then goes on to provide general advice on “Assessing Significance and 
Impact” and more detailed advice on what that means for: (1) listed 
buildings; (2) historic parks, gardens and landscapes; (3) conservation 
areas; and (4) non designated heritage assets of local significance. Where 
relevant this advice is referred to under subsequent headings below. 

NPPF and Government’s Planning Practice Guidance 

58. Section 16 of the NPPF, Conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment, provides Government policy on how Local Planning Authorities 
should meet their statutory obligations in respect of heritage assets, as set 
out above. The thrust of the Government’s policy insofar as it is relevant to 
the current planning application is summarised below.  

59. In determining applications that are likely to affect heritage assets, 
paragraph 189 of the NPPF establishes that: 

“ … local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe 
the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any 
contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be 
proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient 
to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. 
As a minimum the relevant historic environment record should have 
been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate 
expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is 
proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets with 
archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, 
where necessary, a field evaluation.” 

60. Paragraph 190 requires local planning authorities to identify and assess the 
particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a 
proposal, including development affecting the setting of a heritage asset, 
taking account of available evidence and any necessary expertise. Local 
planning authorities are required to take this into account when considering 
the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset.  

61. The NPPF defines “significance” for the purposes of applying its heritage 
policy as:   

The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of 
its heritage interest. The interest may be archaeological, architectural, 
artistic or historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s 
physical presence, but also from its setting. For World Heritage Sites, 
the cultural value described within each site’s Statement of 
Outstanding Universal Value forms part of its significance. 

62. “Setting” is defined as: 

The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is 
not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. 
Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to 
the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that 
significance or may be neutral. 



63. In determining applications, paragraph 192, requires local planning 
authorities to take account of:  

a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of 
heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their 
conservation;  

b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can 
make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; 
and  

c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to 
local character and distinctiveness.  

64. When considering the impact of a proposed development on the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, paragraph 193 is clear that 
great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. This is irrespective 
of the level of any potential harm to its significance. 

65. The NPPF defines “conservation” for the purposes of applying its heritage 
policy as:   

The process of maintaining and managing change to a heritage asset 
in a way that sustains and, where appropriate, enhances its 
significance.” 

66. Paragraph 194 states that any harm to, or loss of, significance to a 
designated heritage asset, should require clear and convincing justification. 
Paragraph 195 states that  

“Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or 
total loss of significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning 
authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that 
the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial 
public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss …” 

67. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, paragraph 196 is clear that this 
harm should still be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, 
albeit that those benefits are not explicitly required to be “substantial”.  

68. In answer to what qualifies as substantial harm, the Government’s Planning 
Practice Guidance offers the following: 

“What matters in assessing if a proposal causes substantial harm is the 
impact on the significance of the heritage asset. As the National 
Planning Policy Framework makes clear, significance derives not only 
from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting. 

“Whether a proposal causes substantial harm will be a judgment for the 
decision taker, having regard to the circumstances of the case and the 
policy in the National Planning Policy Framework. In general terms, 
substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases. For 
example, in determining whether works to a listed building constitute 
substantial harm, an important consideration would be whether the 
adverse impact seriously affects a key element of its special 
architectural or historic interest. It is the degree of harm to the asset’s 



significance rather than the scale of the development that is to be 
assessed. The harm may arise from works to the asset or from 
development within its setting. 

“While the impact of total destruction is obvious, partial destruction is 
likely to have a considerable impact but, depending on the 
circumstances, it may still be less than substantial harm or conceivably 
not harmful at all, for example, when removing later inappropriate 
additions to historic buildings which harm their significance. Similarly, 
works that are moderate or minor in scale are likely to cause less than 
substantial harm or no harm at all. However, even minor works have 
the potential to cause substantial harm.” 

Significance  

69. In assessing the impacts of the proposals upon the significance of the Lido 
and the wider conservation area, officers have drawn heavily upon the 
Heritage Appraisal produced by Stephen Levrant Heritage Architecture Ltd. 
Although this Appraisal did not form part of the documents submitted on 
behalf of the applicant (it was submitted by an external party (Save Grange 
Lido Ltd) which has made representations in response to the application) it 
is, nevertheless, an important piece of work, which adds depth to the 
information contained within the original submission documents and 
provides the clarity referred to in the Conservation Adviser’s comments. It 
provides a detailed and reasoned assessment of the Lido’s significance for 
the purposes of applying heritage policy in the NPPF, ensuring that the local 
planning authority has an adequate baseline when exercising its statutory 
obligations in respect of sections 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. The opportunities and 
constraints identified in the conclusion of the Heritage Appraisal and, in 
particular, the “site specific points” will be key considerations in assessing 
the impact of the proposals upon the significance of both the Lido and the 
conservation area, discussed further below.  

70. The detail of the assessment in the Heritage Appraisal is set out in sections 
5 and 6 of the document – entitled Appraisal of the Character and Setting of 
the Site and Assessing Heritage Significance respectively. Section 6.3 pulls 
the key conclusions of this analysis together into the following statement of 
significance:  

The architectural and historic interest of Grange Lido has been 
recognised by its designation as a Grade II listed building. 

Grange is an early example of the Lido complex typology designed by 
a capable designer, the Council’s then Surveyor, Thomas Huddleston. 
Huddleston clearly designed the Site as a contextual response to its 
surroundings of the promenade and associated facilities, which he had 
been involved with since 1902. His use of the Moderne/ Art Deco style, 
employed on elements located within the Site away from the 
promenade, was done so as not to ‘disturb’ the set-piece. 

The historic context in which the Lido was designed and built was in 
response to the inter-war cult for fresh air, fitness and mass leisure and 
contributed to the development of the Grange as a seaside resort. 



Disaggregating the significance of the different elements that make up 
the Site demonstrates the high significance of the buildings and pool 
which still reflect their original design concept. 

The contribution of setting to the significance of the Site is 
considerable; the Lido although an enclosed site is understood and 
appreciated as being part of the promenade and its associated 
facilities. The views afforded from the north of the Site jutting out into 
the Bay are also an intrinsic part of the original design concept and its 
setting. 

The Site is considered to be a positive contributor to the character and 
appearance of the Grange Conservation Area. 

The Site yields high historic, aesthetic and communal values. 

Impacts on significance 

Overview 

71. The overarching significance of the Lido as a heritage asset lies in its 
historic and cultural value. As the official list description states, it is “an 
evocative reminder of the former popularity of sea-side towns such as 
Grange over Sands and the inter-war cult of fresh air, fitness and mass 
leisure.” The submitted Heritage Appraisal also emphasises that “[…] it is 
the earliest, complete 20thC, listed, seawater lido in England [and] the only 
listed seawater lido in the north of England.” 

72. Nothing in this submission compromises the reuse of the Lido as a 
swimming pool, albeit in a different form, and that appears to have been 
acknowledged in some of the representations received.  The proposal 
includes works to facilitate alternative uses of the three main buildings on 
the site, but no change of use is proposed as things stand. These buildings 
remain structures incidental to the established use of the site as a Lido.  

73. The main pool would be of a different character if it were ever to be re-
commissioned. It would retain its iconic mushroom plan form, but would be 
reduced in depth to a maximum of 1200mm, rendering the diving tower 
functionally redundant. That is regrettable and, arguably, results in some 
harm to the Lido’s significance – albeit less than substantial.  

74. Other than the permanent concrete infill, the plan to open up the complex to 
a range of different public uses proposes nothing that is not reversible. And 
the various opportunities would represent a valuable amenity in their own 
right for as long as they remain. Public access would also afford an 
enhanced appreciation of the significance of the site (difficult to obtain from 
the Promenade alone, as is currently the case) as well opening up 
spectacular elevated views across Morecambe Bay and back towards the 
town.   

Detailed considerations 

75. The significance of the site also relies upon a number of site-specific factors, 
neatly summarised in the Heritage Appraisal produced by Stephen Levrant 
Heritage Architecture Ltd. The remainder of this section of the report 



assesses the proposals against each of the points raised in the Heritage 
Appraisal.  

“Alteration to the elevations of the Entrance Block, Female Changing 
Block and Male Changing Block should be avoided.” 

76. This is a key objective of the current proposals, with the main focus on 
essential repairs to the decaying fabric of these buildings, Replacement 
windows are discussed further below.  

77. The Heritage Appraisal assigns high significance to the elevations of the 
Entrance Block, stating: 

“ … they are part of the original design concept and largely unaltered 
(despite the boarding over of the openings). The open nature of the 
first floor openings is integral to the design and use of the space as for 
spectators/ allowing visual permeability into the Site from the 
promenade. Altering the existing openings to the east or west 
elevations in particularly could potentially cause a highly adverse 
impact on the special interest of the building.” 

78. The most striking change to the Entrance Block will come from the proposal 
to enclose as useable space the first floor viewing gallery. This will 
represent a noticeable change to the character of the building, introducing 
glazing into components of the façade that have remained open to the 
elements (bar the recent hoardings) since the building was completed.  
Nevertheless, despite the quantity and prominence of new glazing, it has 
been designed to preserve the integrity of the original openings, and it does 
retain the essence of the visual permeability referred to in the Heritage 
Appraisal. It is an innovative means of broadening the opportunities for 
finding new uses for the building in a manner that does compromise its 
essential significance.  

79. The Heritage Appraisal also assigns high significance to the elevations of 
the Female and Male Changing Blocks, describing them as “part of the 
original design concept and largely unaltered.” As with the Entrance Block 
the proposals would see the introduction of a significant amount of glazing, 
which in this case is intended to enclose the ground floor colonnades to 
create the potential for additional commercial floorspace. Once again the 
integrity of the openings would be preserved. However, unlike the proposals 
for the Entrance Block, the work to these two buildings involves an 
associated element of demolition, taking down sections of the existing 
external walls to make what will become the new internal connections. The 
loss of original building fabric is always regrettable, although in this case it is 
modest and does not compromise an understanding of the Lido’s essential 
character. Nevertheless, the demolition arguably leads to a degree of harm 
to the significance of the Lido, albeit much less than substantial.  

“Alteration to the plan form of the Entrance Block and Café should be 
avoided. 

“Other than the areas/ features identified above, the interiors of the 
Entrance Block, Female Changing Block and Male Changing Block are 
plain and unadorned; there is scope within these buildings for 
alteration and alternative uses.” 



80. The Heritage Appraisal assigns high significance to various aspects of the 
plan form of the Entrance Building, notably “the eastern corridor to the 
ground floor, stairs at the north and south ends and the open plan nature of 
the first floor.” 

81. The two sets of stairs and the plan form of the first floor are preserved within 
the proposals, albeit that the first floor becomes enclosed as described 
above. The eastern corridor at ground floor is lost as things stand – it is 
currently defined by a number of internal partitions which are to be 
demolished. However, the line marking its western edge will be preserved 
by the construction of new structural columns and shear walls and would 
remain a natural point at which to subdivide the space again at some point 
in the future.  

82. The plan form of the Male Changing Room, which incorporated the original 
café, is described in the Heritage Statement has having considerable 
significance, with a particular reference to the “the open-plan nature of the 
floorplates.” It also comments on the fixtures and fittings in the café, citing: 

“… examples of original timber panelled doors, to the back of house 
areas, the timber staircase, the ceiling rose to the café, cornicing and 
timber panelling to the walls. These features are of considerable 
significance and loss of such elements (through demolition, removals, 
and/or alterations) could potentially cause a moderate adverse impact 
on the special interest of the building” 

83. The Heritage Statement also assigns high significance to the external 
staircase to the first floor. It comments similarly on the equivalent staircase 
serving the Female Changing Room.  

84. The open plan nature of the ground and first floor floorplates in the Male 
Changing Room is preserved in these proposals. However, the fixtures and 
fittings are all to be removed. One of the representations received dated 28 
November 2019 stated: 

“In the future it is hoped that the Lido will be an Art Deco heritage 
destination so it would be a shame to lose interiors of all the buildings. 
Our view is that the interiors require a more sensitive and considered 
approach since there are many fittings and features which could be 
retained or reused.”  

85. In response, the architects for the scheme have commented (29 January 
2020): 

“The interiors of all buildings have been amended constantly over the 
functional lifespan of the complex with additions from the 1950s, 1970s 
and later. Whilst some of the internal fittings are of some interest, most 
of the fittings which Stephen Levrant reference in their heritage 
statement date from the 1950s and are not part of the original Lido 
commission. As part of the redevelopment, these fittings will be 
carefully removed and set aside for re-use at a future date. It should be 
noted that IBI walked all of the buildings with Historic England and 
SLDC’s former conservation officer, who considered the fittings were of 
local interest only and had limited social or architectural value. IBI will 



co-ordinate with the relevant interested parties to salvage objects and 
materials of interest for storage.” 

86. The Archaeological Building Recording adds weight to this view, 
commenting at the beginning of the discussion section of the document: 

“[…] the building clearly retains a considerable amount of original fabric 
and while it has also undergone a number of alterations and 
modifications these are often difficult to identify or date because of the 
similarity in the building material used. In addition, the major recorded 
phase of alteration to the building relates to a programme of repair 
carried out in 1975, which is also not necessarily easily identifiable.” 

87. Whilst this might be true, even fabric that postdates the original construction 
period can have historic interest and value. Therefore, the offer of an 
opportunity for architectural salvage is welcome, and consistent with the 
expectations of paragraph 199 of the NPPF, which states: 

“Local planning authorities should require developers to record and 
advance understanding of the significance of any heritage assets to be 
lost (wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate to their importance 
and the impact, and to make this evidence (and any archive generated) 
publicly accessible”.  

This can be addressed by a condition.  

88. External staircases to the first floor terraces on the Female and Male 
changing rooms will be retained, albeit in a reconfigured form to satisfy 
current Building Regulations. The existing dogleg staircases will be replaced 
with straight rises.  

89. Overall, the cumulative impact of the internal changes to the three principal 
buildings, plus the reconfiguration of the external staircases, will arguably 
cause some harm to the significance of the listed complex, but less than 
substantial.  

“The sense of enclosure to the Site should be maintained, whilst 
recognising the need to enhance activity and vibrancy onto the 
promenade.” 

90. The proposals establish a degree of conflict with this objective; the means of 
enclosure to the Promenade, which has historically channelled visitors 
through the main Entrance Block, is to be removed, deliberately 
encouraging a more unrestricted movement of people into, through and out 
of the site. Evidence in the Heritage Appraisal suggests that the two 
separate sections of boundary between the Entrance Block and the 
changing blocks were originally formed by close-boarded fences. However, 
these have both been replaced subsequently. The link to the Female 
Changing Block is now a wall, and whereas there was also a wall at one 
point linking to the Male Changing Block this has since been removed. This 
section of the boundary is now enclosed by a hoarding.  

91. All this demonstrates that the enclosing boundaries to the Promenade have 
clearly changed over time, and so the proposal to remove what remains 
today will not affect any historic fabric. The impact will be one of perception; 
exposing the “inner workings” of the Lido to public view in an unprecedented 



manner. This clearly suits the vision for the proposed works in the present 
application, and, critically, it would not compromise the ability to establish 
new means of enclosure along the Promenade if required as part of any 
potential future development. The works are, arguably, harmful to the 
significance of the Lido given the historic nature of its operation, but they are 
reversible and they facilitate works that could ultimately return the complex 
to its original use – albeit in a modified form. In that context any harm would 
certainly be less than substantial.  

“Alongside the need to ensure the site is enclosed, the terraces to the 
north and south of the Entrance Block have been altered which 
presents opportunities for repurposing these spaces.” 

92. The proposals respond to this opportunity positively, remodelling the space 
to create a more inclusive means of access and in a manner that would still 
deliver benefits even if the original means of enclosure to Promenade were 
reinstated, as described above. Consequently, no harm to this aspect of the 
significance of the heritage asset is anticipated. 

“The windows and railings across the Site are later additions. Whilst 
there is no need to replace them, if they are found to be in need of 
replacement, re-establishing the historic designs of these elements 
would be beneficial.” 

93. Windows and railings across the site are generally being replaced, albeit 
with certain specified areas of repair i.e. the existing railings enclosing the 
first floor terrace on the Entrance Building and surrounding the sun terrace 
levels of the Male and Female Changing Rooms.  

94. Both the Heritage Statement and the Design and Access Statement refer to: 

“All window and door openings will be replaced with high performance 
aluminium window systems echoing the original W20 profiles used 
when the buildings were constructed and enhancing the thermal 
performance of the external envelope.” 

95. A representation has been received which is critical of what is shown on the 
drawings, commenting that the replacement window designs show no 
glazing bars at all on the windows or doors and do not reflect the original 
design. It has also stated that large areas of glass without glazing bars are 
unsympathetic and do not reflect the Art Deco heritage.  

96. The architects for the project have offered further justification for their 
approach in a letter dated 29 January 2020.  

“At present, most of the windows at Grange Lido are replacement units 
and in a poor condition. Windows are being replaced with modern 
conservation profile double glazed windows (Hansen Millennium). As 
replacements, no attempt has been made to reproduceW20 windows 
installed in 1932 and later replaced in the 1970s. Simple fenestration 
patterns are proposed with unobtrusive profiles to prevent visual 
harmony. The requirement to double glaze and insulate the buildings to 
contemporary standards means it is no longer feasible to replicate the 
dimensions and proportions of the original 1932 windows.” 



97. As far as windows are concerned, the telling harm to the significance of the 
Lido occurred when the original fenestration was replaced. The issue now 
would appear to be whether any further harm would result from not using 
the current proposals as an opportunity to replicate the Art Deco style in the 
manufacture of the replacement windows.  

98. This brings into focus a perennial issue when considering alterations to 
listed buildings: whether new fabric should always seek to ape the design, 
materials etc. of the original structure or whether there can be situations in 
which new fabric should be of its time, clearly distinguishable as something 
that represents a later stage of development. There are merits to both 
arguments depending on circumstances, but where, as here, that original 
fabric (the windows) has already been lost, the case for like-for-like 
replacement is less persuasive – even if intermediate replacements have 
maintained something of the original style. 

99. In this case it is clear from the drawings that the proposals are intended to 
incorporate large areas of uninterrupted glazing. However, the vertical 
proportions of the existing openings are to be preserved, which is important 
to the remaining significance of the Lido. And, furthermore, this verticality is 
also respected in the larger areas of glass proposed to the first floor terrace 
of the Entrance Building and the colonnades of the two changing rooms. 
Assessed in those terms the current proposals are not judged to be harmful 
to the significance of the buildings. It will important to agree the fine details 
of the proposed window construction and this can be addressed by a 
condition.  

100. A desire to use this application as an opportunity to reintroduce Art Deco 
railings is understandable, but not justified for similar reasons to those 
discussed above. Refurbishing or replacing non-original railings is not 
harmful to the significance of the Lido in principle, although a condition will 
be necessary to ensure that replacements adhere to a consistent and 
sensitive style.   

“The Filtration Building, diving stage and curved terrace are a set 
piece reflecting the original design concept. This area of the Site 
should not be altered.” 

101. The application proposes extensive repairs to the diving platform structure, 
addressing concrete delamination, corrosion of reinforcement and surface 
spalling. Beyond that, the proposals are intended to facilitate the use of the 
structure for a number of purposes, including: (1) as a viewing platform 
overlooking the Lido and Morecambe Bay; (2) as a sculpture gallery; and (3) 
as a support element for external performances and pop up cinema events.  

102. The later blockwork structure surrounding the decommissioned upper diving 
platform is to be retained and repainted. Its removal (as encouraged by 
some representations received would be beneficial to the character of the 
Lido, but its retention is not an active intervention and therefore not harmful 
in the sense described in the NPPF. The four remaining diving platforms are 
to be “re-cast to original line and detail” and provided with replacement 
handrails. However, they will become functionally redundant and 
inaccessible to the public. The existing perimeter staircases either side of 



the diving platform structure will also be made publically inaccessible; they 
are too steep to meet contemporary safety standards. However, 
replacement staircases are proposed to connect to the curved terraces. 

103. The most significant change to the diving platform structure will be the 
replacement of railings with glass panels and stainless steel components. 
The architect’s justification for this approach is that it employs an 
“unobtrusive and minimalist aesthetic, which will not detract from the 
architectural provenance of the platform structure”. It also ensures a 
seamless integration with the glass panels proposed to replace the 
brickwork wall that currently runs along the seaward edge of the curved 
terraces, one of the biggest benefits to be delivered by the current 
proposals. The wall dates from the 1950s and replaced original railings. The 
glass panels will once again open up magnificent raised views across 
Morecambe Bay.  

104. In altering the diving stage in the manner proposed it will lose some of its 
original meaning, which would harm its significance, albeit, as with the other 
alterations described, to a less than substantial extent.   

“The unusual shape of the pool is intrinsic to the special interest of the 
Site as a Grade II listed building and should not be altered.” 

105. The original shape of the pool is preserved in these proposals. No harm to 
this aspect of the significance of the heritage asset is anticipated 

“The historic access route to the Site, from the Site’s car park, has 
been severed. Options for enhancing access, including lighting and 
way-finding, should be considered.” 

106. This is immaterial to the current application as no change of use is involved.  

Impact on the significance of the conservation area 

107. The historic access restrictions give the impression that the Lido turns its 
back on the conservation area; it has an almost unwelcoming relationship 
with the Promenade. The proposals will change that relationship, and whilst 
that might be harmful to the significance of the Lido, for the reasons 
discussed above, it has a positive impact on the character of the 
conservation area, improving public access and opening up important views 
in a manner that facilitates and encourages a greater appreciation of the 
Lido’s setting and surroundings. The proposals are judged to enhance the 
character of the conservation area, meeting the statutory test established by 
section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990. 

Access 

108. The local highway authority has stated that the application should be 
accompanied by a “Transport Assessment (TA) and Travel Plan, including 
parking proposals, pedestrian and cycle accessibility and permeability.” 
However, neither would be justified given that no material change of use is 
proposed.  

109. The local highway authority’s requirement for a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan would be justified; the works associated with the 



refurbishment of the complex could generate significant volumes of traffic 
and given the restricted nature of the access it would be both sensible and 
reasonable to put measures in place to mitigate the worst of the potential 
impacts.  The recommendation includes the local highway authority’s 
requirement in a condition for a broader Construction Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP) addressing a wider range of potential impacts.      

Flood risk 

110. Paragraph 155 of the NPPF establishes the broad principle that: 

“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be 
avoided by directing development away from areas at highest risk 
(whether existing or future). Where development is necessary in such 
areas, the development should be made safe for its lifetime without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere.” 

111. To this end, Core Strategy policy CS8.8 expects most new development to 
be located in flood risk zone 1, where the risk of flooding is at its lowest. And 
it goes on to state that development within the Environment Agency’s flood 
risk zones 2, 3a and 3b, where the risk of flooding is greater, will only be 
acceptable when it is compatible with national policy and when the 
Sequential Test and the Exception Test have been satisfied – a point now 
reinforced by policy DM6 (Flood Risk Management and Sustainable 
Drainage Systems) of the DMDPD. In this case the application site lies 
entirely within Flood Zone 3a where there is a high probability of flooding 
from rivers or sea: a 1 in 100 or greater annual probability of river flooding 
(>1%), or a 1 in 200 or greater annual probability of flooding from the sea 
(>0.5%).  

112. For the purposes of applying national policy, footnote 50 to paragraph 163 
of the NPPF states that a site-specific flood risk assessment (FRA) should 
be provided for all development in Flood Zones 2 and 3. However, not all 
applications require the Sequential Test or the Exception Test; paragraph 
164 of the NPPF excludes “some minor development”, which the 
government’s Planning Practice Guidance5 defines as including “alterations: 
development that does not increase the size of buildings eg alterations to 
external appearance”. Therefore, in this case, a FRA is required, but it will 
not be necessary to judge the proposals against either the Sequential Test 
or the Exception Test.  

113. In this case the application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment & 
Surface Water Drainage Strategy6 (“the applicant’s FRA”). Judged against 
the five criteria specified in paragraph 163 of the NPPF – listed (a) to (e) 
below – the provisions of the applicant’s FRA has been assessed as follows: 

a) within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas 
of lowest flood risk, unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a 
different location; 

                                                           
5 Paragraph: 046 Reference ID: 7-046-20140306 
6 Flood Risk Assessment & Surface Water Drainage Strategy, Curtins, Ref: 067609-CUR-00-XX-RP-C-
00001, Revision: V02, Issue Date: 09 April 2019 



114. In this case there are no areas within the site at lower flood risk; the entire 
site is within Flood Zone 3a.  

b) the development is appropriately flood resistant and resilient; 

115. From a high level perspective the letter from IBI Group dated 29 January 
sums up its position on this issue as follows: 

“Curtins Engineers (Kendal) have advised there are no practical flood 
resilience measures which can be implemented at Grange without 
changing the location significantly and necessitating substantial capital 
investment. Measures would include raising the height of the existing 
sea walls, building flood gates and increasing flood defences beyond 
the Promenade. The options above would dramatically change the 
open aesthetic of the Promenade.” 

116. The FRA considers matters in more detail and makes various 
recommendations under Section 5.0 on mitigation, including, under the 
heading of “Flood Resilience”, the comment that: 

“Flood resilient construction should be considered up to an additional 
600 mm above the 0.5% AEP plus climate change flood level where 
possible, given the sensitive nature of the buildings. This could include 
measures such as a tiled floors, solid wall construction and water-
resistant materials with good drying and cleaning properties.” 

117. In its response, the Environment Agency has stated that “[the] proposed 
development must proceed in strict accordance with [the] FRA and the 
mitigation measures identified […]”. This is too imprecise a requirement to 
be reproduced in a planning condition; the mitigation section of the FRA is 
more a series of loose recommendations rather than an enforceable 
proposal. However, given the emphatic nature of the Environment Agency’s 
consultation response, it is clearly something that needs to be worked up 
into something with more precision. This could be achieved via a planning 
condition.  

c) it incorporates sustainable drainage systems, unless there is clear 
evidence that this would be inappropriate; 

118. Core Strategy policy CS8.8 acknowledges the risk of flooding from sources 
other than rivers or the sea, and in particular it highlights the risks from 
surface water. The policy states that all new development will only be 
permitted if it can be demonstrated that (amongst other things): (1) it would 
not have a significant impact on the capacity of an area to store floodwater; 
(2) measures required to manage any flood risk can be implemented; (3) 
surface water is managed in a sustainable way; and (4) provision is made 
for the long term maintenance and management of any flood protection 
and/or mitigation measures.  

119. This has been reinforced in DMDPD policy DM6 (Flood Risk Management 
and Sustainable Drainage Systems), the purpose of which is “[to] ensure 
existing and new development is not exposed to flood risk and to prioritise 
the promotion of Sustainable Drainage Systems.” To that end it states that: 

“Development proposals should include the use of appropriate 
sustainable drainage systems which are designed to control surface 



water run off close to where it falls and mimic natural drainage systems 
as closely as possible.” 

Furthermore, the policy states that: 

“Surface water should be managed at the source, with reduced transfer 
and discharge elsewhere.” 

120. And, consistent with the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance7, the 
policy expects surface run off to be discharged as high up the following 
hierarchy of drainage options as reasonably practicable: 

 into the ground (infiltration at source);  

 to a surface water body;  

 to a surface water sewer, or other suitable surface water drainage 
system;  

 to a combined sewer.  

121. It is an underlying principle in the various components of the District’s 
development plan and in relevant Government policy and guidance that 
development should not increase flood risk elsewhere. 

122. In this case the applicant’s FRA identifies discharge “to a surface water 
body” (pumped direct into Morecambe Bay) as the most appropriate 
approach to dealing with surface water; the more sustainable option of 
ground infiltration is precluded in this instance because of the underlying 
geology.  

123. The lead local flood authority is satisfied that the principle of this approach 
will not increase flood risk elsewhere, but has requested more detailed 
strategies for dealing with both surface and foul water8, supported by 
calculations. It has also asked that a maintenance schedule for the surface 
water drainage infrastructure is submitted and agreed.  These issues can all 
be covered by conditions.  

d) any residual risk can be safely managed;  

124. The applicant’s FRA acknowledges that even taking into account the 
mitigation measures listed above there will be a residual risk of flooding. It 
recommends adoption of a system of flood awareness – more of which 
below. 

e) safe access and escape routes are included where appropriate, as 
part of an agreed emergency plan. 

125. Linked to the above, the applicant’s FRA tells us that the proposed 
development is located within a “Flood Warning area” for tidal flooding, and 
that “site operators will be able to register for a warning which should then 
provide sufficient time to evacuate the site.” In an emergency egress from 

                                                           
7 Paragraph: 080 Reference ID: 7-080-20150323 
8 The applicant’s FRA indicates refers to contact with United Utilities which suggests that foul 
drainage can connect to the existing public sewer.  



the site will be northwards along the Promenade and across the pedestrian 
footbridge over the railway line and on to Park Road. 

126. Having reviewed the applicant’s FRA insofar as it relates to its remit the 
Environment Agency has stated that it “is satisfied that the development 
would be safe without exacerbating flood risk elsewhere.” It has also stated 
that any planning permission must proceed in accordance with the 
mitigation measures set out in the applicant’s FRA. This can be addressed 
by a planning condition.  

Ecology 

127. The strategic objectives of the Core Strategy include: 

“Ensuring that new development safeguards and enhances the natural 
and built environment, [and] 

“[Increasing] the resilience of ecosystem services (the processes by 
which the environment produces resources utilised by humans) by 
protecting against harm to biodiversity and taking opportunities to 
enhance and create ecologically-diverse habitats in all locations.” 

International designations 

128. Policy CS4 (Cartmel Peninsula) states that, amongst other things, [the] 
Council and its partners aim to: 

“Ensure that new development safeguards and enhances the natural 
environment – notably the international designations within the area, 
including Morecambe Bay and Roudsea Wood, and County Wildlife 
Sites, and opportunities are taken to create new habitats.” 

129. Policy CS8.4 (Biodiversity and geodiversity) includes a statement that: 

Development proposals that would have a direct or indirect adverse 
effect on nationally, subregional, regional and local designated sites 
and non-protected sites that are considered to have geological and 
biodiversity value, will not be permitted unless: 

 They cannot be located on alternative sites that would cause 
less or no harm; 

 The benefits of the development clearly outweigh the impacts on 
the features of the site and the wider network of natural habitats; 
and 

 Prevention, mitigation and compensation measures are 
provided. 

130. The seaward boundary of the application site abuts a number of significant 
ecological designations: (1) the Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary 
Special Protection Area (SPA); (2) the Morecambe Bay Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC); (3) the Morecambe Bay Ramsar site; and the 
Morecambe Bay Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The SPA and the 
SAC are defined as “European Sites” for purposes of The Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“the 2017 Regulations”).  



131. South Lakeland District Council (SLDC) is termed a “competent authority” 
for the purposes of the 2017 Regulations, meaning that in situations where it 
intends to undertake (and in this case also potentially permit) a project with 
potential effects on a “European Site”, either alone or in combination with 
other plans or projects, further consideration of those effects is necessary. 
This is acknowledged in the latest Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (January 
2020)9 submitted in support of this application and led Natural England to 
conclude that a preliminary Habitats Regulations Assessment was required.  

132. A  Habitat Regulations Assessment; Assessment of Likely Significant 
Effects10 (HRA) was submitted in January 2020. This considers a 
comprehensive range of potential impacts and concludes that  

“ … the potential impacts arising from the proposals for the Lido 
resulting in adverse effects on the designated features of the SAC [or 
SPA] alone or in combination with other known projects is low and 
unlikely to be significant. Strictly adhering to the CEMP [Construction 
Environment Management Plan] during construction that is embedded 
within the project design and EMP [Environmental Management Plan] 
during the operational phase, will ensure that the risk of adverse 
impacts is maintained at low levels.”  

133. Natural England concurs with these conclusions and is satisfied that SLDC 
can adopt the HRA to meet its obligations under the 2017 Regulations. 
However, there remains a division of responsibilities.  

134. A number of recommendations within the HRA relate to the operational 
phase of the development; there are references to its intended use as a 
publically-accessible area of recreation space. As explained earlier in this 
report, this does not represent a material change of use for planning 
purposes. It is beyond the remit of SLDC in its role as local planning 
authority to try and impose operating restrictions on activities that remain 
within the lawful D2 Use Class currently applying to the site. Any restrictions 
of this nature, such as the suggested EMP [Environmental Management 
Plan], would need to be enforced by SLDC as the “competent authority” with 
responsibility for operating/managing the facility.  

135. Activities associated with the construction phase of the development are 
within the local planning authority’s remit and a condition is being 
recommended to agree a CEMP (Construction Environment Management 
Plan).  

Other ecological matters 

136. Policy CS8.4 (Biodiversity and geodiversity) includes a statement that: 

All development proposals should: 

 Protect, enhance and restore the biodiversity and geodiversity 
value of land and buildings; 

                                                           
9 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, Bowland Ecology,  January 2020 

10 Habitat Regulations Assessment; Assessment of Likely Significant Effects, Bowland Ecology, 
January 2020 



 Minimise fragmentation and maximise opportunities for 
restoration, enhancement and connection of natural habitats 
(including links to habitats outside South Lakeland); and 

 Incorporate beneficial biodiversity and geodiversity conservation 
features, including features that will help wildlife to adapt to 
climate change where appropriate. 

Proposals should particularly seek to contribute towards the UK priority 
habitats and species in South Lakeland, and any additional Cumbria 
Biodiversity Action Plan species. 

137. A bat survey11 has been submitted in this case. Initial physical inspections of 
the buildings found numerous roosting opportunities suitable for a range of 
bat species. This was followed by two dusk emergence surveys and one 
dawn re-entry survey. The conclusions of this work are that: 

“Building 2 [the main entrance building] supports a small maternity 
roost of common pipistrelle bats and day roost of Myotis bats, whilst 
Buildings 3 [the female changing rooms] provides occasional roosts for 
individual or small numbers of pipistrelle bats. Mitigation for the loss of 
roosting habitat can be incorporated, like for like, into the design of the 
re-developed buildings on site or within a separate purpose built 
structure, and will be informed by the features of the existing roosts.” 

138. The survey acknowledges that the proposals pose a high risk to roosting 
bats and, in mitigation, states: 

“A licence application will be made to Natural England, including an 
appropriate package of mitigation and compensation, to allow the 
works to proceed without resulting in an offence.” 

139. Natural England has confirmed that this is the appropriate response in the 
circumstances. It has advised that a European Protected Species Mitigation 
Licence will be required from its Wildlife Licensing Team. 

140. DMDPD policy DM4 (Green and Blue Infrastructure, Open Space, Trees 
and Landscaping) expects all development proposals to result in 
environmental net gains for biodiversity, unless it can be demonstrated that 
this is not possible. The policy reflects the government’s position in 
paragraph 170 of the NPPF. 

141. The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal makes recommendations for how a net 
gain can be achieved in this case, although there are no firm proposals at 
this stage. Grange Town Council has asked for the inclusion of nesting 
boxes for swifts and house martins.  

142. It is recommended that this matter is dealt with through a planning condition.  

Amenity 

143. The application is accompanied by a noise report which considers the 
potential impacts from: (1) use of what it describes as the “commercial 

                                                           
11 Bat Survey Report, Bowland Ecology, October 2019 

 



units”, the three main buildings earmarked for alternative future uses; and 
(2) “outdoor events” anticipated in association with the current proposals.  

144. Neither of these impacts is material to the current application. As explained 
earlier, any commercial use of the main buildings (not associated with the 
lawful use of the site) would require a further planning application. And the 
nature of the outdoor events referred to in the submission would not 
represent a material change of use.  

145. The noise report will be of value to the Council in its role as the “competent 
authority” with responsibility for operating/managing the Lido; it will help 
frame the EMP (Environment Management Plan) identified in the  HRA, and 
required by Natural England, to mitigate potential impacts on the adjoining 
“European Sites” – as discussed above.  

146. Potential amenity issues associated with the construction phase of 
development are proposed to be addressed by a Construction Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP).  

CONCLUSION 

147. The works subject of this application are to be undertaken by South 
Lakeland District Council with the intention of halting further deterioration of 
the grade II listed Lido and securing a sensitive restoration of damaged and 
decaying fabric, thereby facilitating new uses for the three main buildings on 
the site and allowing the remainder of the complex to be landscaped as a 
public open space. However, this is being undertaken in a manner that does 
not compromise the potential for possible further development in the future.   

148. No material change of use is proposed by this application; the existing 
swimming pool and the proposed outdoor recreation space fall within the 
same use class. 

149. The proposals involve a degree of harm to the significance of The Lido, 
particularly through the permanent reduction in the depth of the pool, the 
functional redundancy of the diving platform structure and the removal of the 
means of enclosure to the Promenade. This is judged to be less than 
substantial in NPPF parlance, but is still in conflict with the obligation 
imposed by section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990. The impact upon the character of the 
conservation area is judged to be positive and consistent with section 72(1).  

150. The harm to the significance of the Lido needs to be considered in the 
context of the advice in paragraph 193 of the NPPF that great weight should 
be given to the conservation of all heritage assets, irrespective of the level 
of any potential harm to significance. However, the NPPF is equally clear 
that harm has to be weighed against the balance of public benefits. And in 
this case those benefits are considerable. Not only will the proposals halt 
further deterioration of the structure and carry out much-needed repairs, but 
they will facilitate a new public use through a suite of interventions 
deliberately designed to be partly reversible so as not to compromise the 
potential for the Lido to re-open as a swimming pool in the future if desirable 
– albeit in a different form. And in that context the public benefits in this case 
far outweigh the less than substantial harm, a view shared by Historic 
England.  



151. The potential impacts on the internationally important wildlife designations 
that abut the Lido have been examined through a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment. Natural England is satisfied that this can be adopted by SDLC 
in its role as a “competent authority” for the purposes of The Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Imposing a condition requiring a 
Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP) will ensure that, from 
a planning perspective, there are unlikely to be any significant residual 
effects on the integrity of these designations.  

152. A range of other conditions are recommended to address outstanding 
technical issues.  

RECOMMENDATION 

153. The application is recommended for approval subject to: 

 adoption of  the Habitat Regulations Assessment; Assessment of Likely 
Significant Effects, Bowland Ecology, January 2020; and 

 the following conditions: 

Condition (1) The development hereby permitted shall be commenced 
before the expiration of THREE YEARS from the date 
hereof. 

Reason  To comply with the requirements of Section 91 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended by 
Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004. 

Condition (2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out 
in accordance with the following approved plans: 

 50982-IBI-ZZ-XX-PL-L-700-0001 Revision 05, 
External Works 

 50982-IBI-ZP-XX-PL-A-200-0110, Demolition 
Pavilion Sheet 1 

 50982-IBI-ZS-XX-PL-A-200-0120, Demolition 
South Building Sheet 1  

 50982-IBI-ZS-XX-PL-A-200-0121, Demolition 
South Building Sheet 2 

 50982-IBI-ZN-XX-PL-A-200-0130, Demolition 
North Building Sheet 1 

 50982-IBI-ZP-XX-PL-A-200-0210 Revision 2, 
Proposed Pavilion Sheet 1 

 50982-IBI-ZP-XX-PL-A-200-0211, Proposed 
Pavilion Sheet 2 

 50982-IBI-ZP-XX-PL-A-200-0212, Proposed 
Pavilion Sheet 3  



 50982-IBI-ZS-XX-PL-A-200-0220, Proposed 
South Building Sheet 1 

 50982-IBI-ZS-XX-PL-A-200-0221, Proposed 
South Building Sheet 2  

 50982-IBI-ZS-XX-PL-A-200-0222, Proposed 
South Building Sheet 3 

 50982-IBI-ZN-XX-PL-A-200-0230, Proposed 
North Building Sheet 1 

 50982-IBI-ZN-XX-PL-A-200-0231, Proposed 
North Building Sheet 2 

 50982-IBI-ZN-XX-PL-A-200-0258 Revision 2, 
Proposed Diving Podium  

 50982-IBI-ZN-ZZ-PL-A-251-0259 Revision 1, 
External Masonry Repairs - Diving Podium 

 50982-IBI-ZN-XX-PL-A-330-0260 Revision 1, 
Proposed External Stairs - Diving Podium  

 50982-IBI-ZN-XX-PL-A-330-0262 Revision 1, 
Proposed Finishes - Diving Podium  

 50982-IBI-ZN-ZZ-SH-A-321-0263 Revision 1, 
Glazed door schedule - Diving Podium 

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

Materials 

Condition (3) All new windows and doors shall be installed in 
accordance with a further specification that shall first 
have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
local planning authority. The specification shall include 
drawings at an appropriate scale to show elevations and 
sections through sills, heads, frames and opening lights, 
including glazing bars and mullions – all in relationship to 
the existing structure,  

Reason  To ensure compliance with: (1) South Lakeland Core 
Strategy policies CS8.6 (Historic Environment) and 
CS8.10 (Design); and (2) policies DM1 (General 
Requirements for all development), DM2 (Achieving 
Sustainable High Quality Design) and DM3 (Historic 
Environment) of the South Lakeland Development 
Management Policies Development Plan Document. 

Condition (4) All new hard surfacing identified on approved drawing 
50982-IBI-ZZ-XX-PL-L-700-0001 Revision 05, External 
Works shall be finished in accordance with a further 



specification that shall first have been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The 
specification shall include details of the source for 
natural materials and the manufacturer’s details for 
proprietary products.  

Reason  To ensure compliance with: (1) South Lakeland Core 
Strategy policies CS8.6 (Historic Environment) and 
CS8.10 (Design); and (2) policies DM1 (General 
Requirements for all development), DM2 (Achieving 
Sustainable High Quality Design) and DM3 (Historic 
Environment) of the South Lakeland Development 
Management Policies Development Plan Document. 

Condition (5) All new railings shall be installed in accordance with a 
specification that shall first have been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. 

Reason  To ensure compliance with: (1) South Lakeland Core 
Strategy policies CS8.6 (Historic Environment) and 
CS8.10 (Design); and (2) policies DM1 (General 
Requirements for all development), DM2 (Achieving 
Sustainable High Quality Design) and DM3 (Historic 
Environment) of the South Lakeland Development 
Management Policies Development Plan Document. 

Landscaping 

Condition (6) Any trees / shrubs which are removed, die, become 
severely damaged or diseased within five years of their 
planting shall be replaced in the next planting season 
with trees / shrubs of similar size and species to those 
originally required to be planted unless the local 
planning authority gives written consent to any variation. 

Reason  To ensure compliance with: (1) South Lakeland Core 
Strategy policies CS8.6 (Historic Environment) and 
CS8.10 (Design); and (2) policies DM1 (General 
Requirements for all development), DM2 (Achieving 
Sustainable High Quality Design), DM3 (Historic 
Environment) and DM4 (Green and Blue Infrastructure 
and Open Space) of the South Lakeland Development 
Management Policies Development Plan Document. 

Lighting 

Condition (7) No change to the lighting strategy in Appendix F to the 
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (January 2020) 
produced by Bowland Ecology, shall occur without the 
prior written consent of the local planning authority.  



Reason  To ensure compliance with: (1) South Lakeland Core 
Strategy policies CS8.4 (Biodiversity and geodiversity), 
CS8.6 (Historic Environment) and CS8.10 (Design); and 
(2) policies DM1 (General Requirements for all 
development), DM2 (Achieving Sustainable High Quality 
Design), DM3 (Historic Environment) and DM4 (Green 
and Blue Infrastructure and Open Space) of the South 
Lakeland Development Management Policies 
Development Plan Document. 

Controls on construction activity 

Condition (8) No development shall take place, including any works of 
demolition, until a Construction Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 
CEMP shall provide for:- 

i. the parking of vehicles of site operatives and 
visitors; 

ii. loading and unloading of plant and materials; 

iii. storage of plant and materials used in 
constructing the development; 

iv. the erection and maintenance of security 
hoarding including decorative displays and 
facilities for public viewing, where appropriate; 

v. wheel washing facilities; 

vi. measures to control the emission of dust and 
dirt during construction;  

vii. a scheme for recycling / disposing of waste 
resulting from demolition and construction 
works; and 

viii. measures to control noise and vibration; 

ix. surface water management; 

x. measures to control light pollution; and  

xi. biosecurity.  

The approved CEMP shall be adhered to throughout the 
construction period.   

Reason  In the interests of ensuring highway safety and to 
safeguard the amenity and ecological interest of the 
existing area in accordance with: (1) South Lakeland 
Core Strategy policy CS8.4 (Biodiversity and 
geodiversity); and (2) policies DM4 (Green and Blue 
Infrastructure and Open Space) and DM7 (Addressing 
Pollution, Contamination Impact, and Water Quality) of 



the South Lakeland Development Management Policies 
Development Plan Document. 

  Architectural Salvage 

Condition (9) No development shall commence until a scheme for 
architectural salvage has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The 
scheme shall make provision for: (1) where it is 
practicable to do so, the reclamation of any internal 
fixtures and fittings shown to be removed in the 
proposals and identified as having positive significance 
in the Heritage Appraisal produced by Stephen Levrant 
Heritage Architecture Ltd. (August 2019); and (2) the 
storage of such fixtures and fittings. Thereafter, none of 
the main buildings on the site (meaning the Entrance 
Building, the Male Changing Rooms and the Female 
Changing Rooms) shall be brought back into active use 
until a further scheme for the reuse of the reclaimed 
internal fixtures and fittings has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The 
expectation is that the reclaimed internal fixtures and 
fittings will be used in association with the reuse of the 
main buildings unless it is demonstrably impracticable to 
do so.  

Reason  To ensure that, where it is practicable to do so, 
significant  internal fixtures and fittings are reclaimed and 
reused, thereby recording and advancing an 
understanding of the Lido’s significance in accordance 
with paragraph 199 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (June 2019). 

Flood risk 

Condition (10) No development shall commence until a scheme for 
detailed flood resistance and resilience measures has 
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local 
planning authority. As far as is practicable the scheme 
shall include measures based upon the 
recommendations in the Flood Risk Assessment & 
Surface Water Drainage Strategy (Ref: 067609-CUR-00-
XX-RP-C-00001, Revision: V02, Issue Date: 09 April 
2019) prepared by Curtins and submitted in support of 
this application.  

Reason  To meet the requirements of paragraph 163 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (June 2019). 

Condition (11) No development shall commence until a foul and surface 
water drainage strategy has been submitted to, and 



approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The 
surface water drainage strategy must: (1) be based upon 
the hierarchy of drainage options listed in policy DM6 of 
the South Lakeland Development Management Policies 
Development Plan Document; (2) accord with the Non-
Statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (March 2015), or any subsequent replacement 
national standards; and (3) be supported by the 
necessary calculations.   

The Lido shall not be brought back into active use until 
the approved foul and surface water drainage strategy 
has been completed and made operational. 

Reason  To provide adequate foul drainage and to promote the 
use of a sustainable surface water drainage scheme in 
accordance with policy DM6 (Flood Risk Management 
and Sustainable Drainage Systems) of the South 
Lakeland Development Management Policies 
Development Plan Document. 

Condition (12) The Lido shall not be brought back into active use until a 
management and maintenance plan for the approved 
foul and surface water drainage schemes for the lifetime 
of the development has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. As a 
minimum the plan shall include: 

a. Arrangements for adoption by an appropriate 
public body, statutory undertaker, or private 
management company; and 

b. Arrangements for inspection and ongoing 
maintenance of all elements of the surface water 
drainage scheme to secure its effective operation 
for the lifetime of the development.   

The development shall subsequently be completed, 
maintained and managed in accordance with the 
approved management and maintenance plan. 

Reason  To promote the use of a sustainable surface water 
drainage scheme in accordance with policy DM6 (Flood 
Risk Management and Sustainable Drainage Systems) 
of the South Lakeland Development Management 
Policies Development Plan Document. 

Biodiversity 

Condition (13) No development shall commence until a scheme 
demonstrating an environmental net gain in biodiversity 
associated with the proposed development, including 
management proposals for the lifetime of the 



development, has been submitted to, and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. The scheme must 
be prepared in the context of the relevant advice in the 
Government’s Planning Practice Guidance and any 
other relevant best practice, using the submitted 
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal prepared by Bowland 
Ecology (report ref. BOW17_1014), January 2020 as a 
baseline. Thereafter, the site shall be implemented and 
maintained in accordance with the approved scheme. 

Reason  To meet the requirements of: (1) policy DM4 (Green and 
Blue Infrastructure, Open Space, Trees and 
Landscaping) of the of the South Lakeland Development 
Management Policies Development Plan Document; (2) 
paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.; and (3) section 40 of the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 


