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SUMMARY 

1. The proposal seeks retrospective planning permission for two wooden chalets for 
manager’s accommodation at Eden Lodge on Coast Road near Bardsea.  

2. The subject application is a resubmission (in part) of an earlier application 
(SL/2019/0615) for retrospective planning permission for the retention of four 
wooden chalets – one chalet to be used for ancillary holiday accommodation for 
the main house (lodge ‘B’), one chalet used as a separate holiday let unit (lodge 
‘C’) and two chalets used for manager’s accommodation (lodges ‘D’ and ‘E’). The 
previous application was refused at planning committee in December 2019. This 
was on the grounds of the anticipated adverse effects of the development upon 
the residential amenity of persons residing in the neighbouring properties to the 
southern site boundary. 

3. The applicant is appealing the Council’s previous decision (SL/2019/0615) for the 
retention of the four wooden chalets. The appeal has been lodged with the 
Planning Inspectorate and will run concurrently alongside the subject planning 
application, which is seeking retrospective planning permission for the manager’s 
accommodation (lodges ‘D’ and ‘E’) only. 

4. The site is situated in open countryside. Policy DM15 of the Council’s 
Development Plan Document (DPD), which relates to essential dwellings for 
workers in the countryside, is of particular relevance to the determination of this 
application. 

5. The proposal is considered to meet the requirements of Policy DM15 and 
therefore overall the proposal is supported.   

6. Members visited the site on two occasions last year.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

7. The recommendation is to approve subject to the conditions outlined at the end of 
this report. 

 

DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL 

Site description  

8. Eden Lodge is a large site, approximately 1 hectare, situated off the Coast Road 
near Bardsea. The site comprises two main buildings used for tourist/holiday 
letting purposes (the principal building Eden Lodge and the smaller building Eden 
House). These buildings can accommodate up to a total of 39 guests. 

9. Within the grounds of Eden Lodge are a number of smaller wooden buildings, 
which are used in conjunction with the main use of the site for holiday 
accommodation. Two of these lodges, referred to as lodges ‘D’ and ‘E’, are in situ 
and are used as on-site manager’s accommodation. Lodge D is located 
approximately 3.75m from the southern site boundary. Lodge E is located 



approximately 7.7m from the southern site boundary. The location of these 
buildings is shown in Figure 1 below. 

10. To the southern site boundary are a row of residential properties and their 
domestic curtilages. The rear gardens of these properties separate the dwellings 
from the application site.  

11. A timber boarded fence (2m in height and 24m in length), erected by the 
applicant, runs partially along the southern site boundary, where it connects with 
a mature evergreen boundary hedge.  

 

Figure 1 - Extract from Applicant’s Site Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposal 

12. The proposal is a retrospective application for the retention of 2 wooden chalets 
used for manager’s accommodation (referred to as lodge ‘D’ and ‘E’). 

13. Planning permission is required for: 

• Lodge D - The building and its use as manager’s accommodation. 

Lodge 
D 
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E 

Eden 
House 

Lodge 
C Lodge 
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Southern site boundary 

Key 

B / C – Holiday Accomodation (under 
appeal) 
D / E – Managers Accomodation 
(subject to this planning application) 



• Lodge E1 - The change of use to manager’s accommodation.  

14. The applicant is the owner of the Eden Lodge complex. Lodges D and E are for 
use by himself and his partner as the on-site manager’s accommodation in 
relation to the wider complex. 

15.  The applicant has confirmed that Lodge D was erected in 2016 without planning 
permission. The building is approximately 5.5m in length and 5.5m in width 
(30.25m² in area). The lodge has timber walls and a pitched tiled roof. It has a 
north-facing verndah, which adjoins timber decking that extends approximately 
19.3m² in area to the north and east of the building. The lodge has no kitchen or 
bathroom and only provides sleeping and living accommodation. 

16. Lodge E is used in conjunction with Lodge D as manager’s accommodation. It is 
approximately 5.5m in length and 4m in width (22m² in area) and contains a 
kitchen and bathroom, together with a small living area at mezannine level. The 
applicant has confirmed that the building was erected in 2005 to provide 
treatments for the guests in the main building (Eden House) but is now being 
used for manager’s accommodation.  

17. The proposal includes the relocation of the manager’s hot tub, which is currently 
situated next to the southern property boundary in the patio area outside Lodge 
C. 

18. The 2m high fence which has been erected along the southern property 
boundary also forms part of the proposal as mitigation for the siting of the lodges 
adjacent to the neighbouring land. The fence benefits from permitted 
development rights (Schedule 2, Part 2, Class A of the General Permitted 
Development Order (England) Order 2015). 

Planning History 

19. The application site has a lengthy planning history, which the applicant has 
summarised on pages 3 and 4 of his Planning Statement. The most relevant 
planning history is summarised below. 

SL/2007/0367 

20. Lodge E was erected in 2005 and then approved retrospectively under planning 
permission SL/2007/0367 for the siting of 3 timber huts in the grounds of Eden 
House. These huts (referred to as huts 1, 2 and 3 by the 2007 permission) relate 
to lodges B, C and E respectively.  

21. The 2007 permission was conditional to its being time limited to 1 June 2012, 
following which time the buildings and structures were to be removed from site. 
The 2007 approval was also conditional to the restricted use of Lodge E as use 
for a meeting room/training facility ancillary to the use of Eden Lodge as a 
retirement home.  

22. Lodge E has not been removed from the site and therefore it is not in accordance 
with the previous planning approval (SL/2007/0367). Rather, it has been in situ 
for a period exceeding 10 years and is now being used for manager’s 
accommodation. However, as the building has been in situ for a period 
exceeding 4 years it is now immune from enforcement action. The use is not 
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immune as it has only been used as manager’s accommodation for 
approximately 2 years. 

SL/2007/1327 

23.  Planning permission was granted in 2008 for the change of use of Conishead 
Grange retirement home to a hotel (now called Eden Lodge).  

SL/2009/0277 

24.  Planning permission was granted in 2009 for the change of use of the building 
adjacent to Eden Lodge from a residential property to a guest house (now called 
Eden House), with on-site manager’s accomodation. The residential property 
was formally used solely as manager’s accommodation in relation to the adjacent 
retirement home (which was converted into a hotel under SL/2007/1327). 

SL/2015/0143 

25. Planning permission was granted in 2015 for the change of use of Eden House 
and the manager’s flat to short-term (weekly/half-weekly) lettable holiday 
accommodation (class C1 to C3). 

SL/2019/0615 

26. Retrospective planning permission was sought in 2019 for the retention of four 
wooden chalets used in connection with the main lawful use of the site as 
ancillary holiday accommodation for the main house, a separate holiday let and 
manager’s accommodation.  

27. The application was refused at the December 19th 2019 planning committee, 
contrary to the planning officer’s recommendation for approval, on the following 
grounds: 

“The location of the proposed lodges, close to the southern boundary of the site 
and adjacent to ‘Feldgate’, will be harmful to the living conditions of these 
neighbouring residents by reason of increased noise and disturbance and loss of 
privacy. The proposed development is therefore contrary to Policy DM1 of the 
Development Management Policies Development Plan Document and the 
provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework.” 

 
28. The applicant has appealed the refusal of SL/2019/0615. The appeal was lodged 

in February 2020 with the Planning Inspectorate (PINS Ref: 
APP/M0933/W/20/3246568) and will run concurrently with this subject 
application. It is likely that a determination will be made on the subject planning 
application before the decision on appeal SL/2019/0615 is made, due to the 
longer timeframes associated with planning appeals. Depending upon the 
outcome of this subject application (approve or refuse), the appeal will focus on 
the undetermined matters (i.e. all 4 lodges or just the remaining 2 lodges, less 
those to be used as manager’s accommodation). 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CONSULTATIONS 

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

29. No objection. 

South Lakeland District Council: 

Enforcement Officer 

30. Council’s Enforcement Officer has advised as follows: 

‘I have checked historical photographs and was able to confirm that building E 
has been in situ since at least 24 March 2014. This structure is therefore immune 
from enforcement action.’ 

Tree Officer 

31.  The SLDC Tree Officer has advised that the proposed development will not have 
a detrimental effect upon trees in the vicinity of the lodges D and E. 

Neighbours / Others: 

32.  One letter of objection has been received in relation to the application, on the 
following grounds: 

• Expansion of activity at the site and in the open countryside. The 
manager’s accommodation could be accommodated in the 2 large existing 
buildings at the site, Eden House or Eden Lodge, rather than additional 
buildings. 

• Eden Lodge/House would be more effective for managers accommodation 
in terms of controlling any noise and/or anti-social behaviour associated 
with the wider holiday complex compared with the proposal. 

• Unlawful activity and that the timber lodges should have been removed 
under a previous planning permission (SL/2007/0367). 

• Capacity for foul sewage system to accommodate extra persons at the 
site. 

POLICY ISSUES 

South Lakeland Core Strategy: 

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

• Policy CS1.1 – Sustainable Development Principles 

• Policy CS1.2 – The Development Strategy 

• Policy CS3.1 – Ulverston and Furness Area 

• Policy CS7.4 – Rural Economy 

• Policy CS7.6 – Tourism Development 

• Policy CS8.10 – Design 

 



Development Management Development Plan Document (DM DPD): 

34. The following Development Management policies are considered to be relevant 
to the proposal: 

• Policy DM1 – General requirements for all development 

• Policy DM2 – Achieving sustainable high quality design 

• Policy DM4 – Green and Blue Infrastructure, Open Space, Trees and 
Landscaping 

• Policy DM6 – Flood Risk Management and Sustainable Drainage Systems 

• Policy DM15 - Essential workers in the countryside  

Other material considerations 

• National Planning Policy Framework 

35. The following sections are considered relevant to this proposal: 

2.  Achieving sustainable development 
4.  Decision-making 
83 Supporting a prosperous rural economy 

 

• Draft North West Inshore and Offshore Marine Plan  

36. 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. 

37. 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 present. 

38. The application site is not located within the area denoted by the marine activity 
data mapping tool provided in association with the ongoing consultation and 
given the location and scale of the proposal, the draft marine policies are not 
considered to be relevant to the determination of this planning application. 

ASSESSMENT 

Principle 

39. The proposal is for the retention of lodge D and the use of lodges D and E as 
manager’s accommodation, as shown in Figure 1.  

40. These two lodges form part of a holiday accommodation complex at the site, 
known as Eden Lodge and House. The principle of the use of the wider site for 
visitor accommodation is established (as set out in the preceding planning history 
section of this report). 

41. The principle of the use of the timber huts for on-site manager accommodation 
has to be assessed in relation to Policy DM15 of the Development Plan Policies 
DPD, which refers to Essential Dwellings for Workers in the Countryside. The 
policy states that proposals for dwellings in the open countryside for those 
working in agriculture or rural businesses who need to live at or near their place 



of work will be supported where there is a demonstrable essential need in 
relation to specified criteria (1-7), as follows: 

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

The applicant has submitted an appraisal as part of the planning statement which 
outlines the functional requirements for the accommodation to cater for the 
manager/owner of the site to live on site, carry out maintenance and respond to 
guest issues.  

It is noted that the wider site can lawfully accommodate 39 residents and there is a 
practical need for this on-site manager’s accommodation, from a practical and 
safety perspective. It is common practice to have a manager on site on such uses to 
deal with issues as they arise, and many sites have them. An offsite manager would 
not have the same level of control or be on site to deal with issues as they arise. 

The current owner is also the manager and has been living in these two buildings 
for over 2 years carrying out this function. The applicant outlines the size of the two 
lodges and outlines the requirement for the two buildings to be used in combination 
as on-site manager’s accommodation in view of the small scale of each building 
(30.25m² lodge D and 22m² lodge E) as well as the personal requirements of the 
on-site manager. 

As such it is considered that the proposal complies with the first criterion. 

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

The applicant has stated that he is now employed full time managing this site. It is 
his only employment running the business, which also includes 2 off-site holiday 
accommodation premises. The applicant estimates spending 35-40 hours per week 
on administration (invoices, fire regulations, certification, contracts, accounts, 
utilities); management of cleaning staff and other onsite contractors including 
grounds maintenance; dealing with complaints (a recent addition), welcoming and 
dealing with guests, guest services, general maintenance and repairs, cleaning, 
decorating, guest issues, organising events for guests, bookings, booking inquiries, 
future investment and works etc. In addition to him working full time, he also 
employs a part time administrator for times he is not on site to deal with onsite 
issues/ the day to day management issues. 

The building would be for a full-time worker associated with the operation of the site 
and a standard condition is proposed to control this and avoid the manager’s 
accommodation being used for independent holiday lets. As such the applicant’s 
statement is substantive. It is considered that based on the information provided 
there is a need for a permanent full time worker to live on the site. The proposal 
therefore complies with the second criterion.   

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

The applicant has stated the business is viable and it has been operating since 
2002, when it was incorporated. The applicant took ownership of the business in 
2003. The applicant has provided a confidential financial statement for the financial 
year ended 2019 in support of the application. This statement demonstrates that the 



business was profitable for one of these years (2018) as per policy requirements. 
The loss shown in the 2019 accounting was due to the purchase of another holiday 
let in Kendal by the company. 

It is considered that there is clear evidence to show that the business is financially 
sound and has a clear prospect of being so in the future. Notwithstanding the 
current covid situation, it is a well-established business and the applicant has 
confirmed that there are advance bookings to the end of 2020. The applicant 
considers there is no reason to believe it will not continue to be profitable.  

The proposal therefore complies with the third criterion. 

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

The applicant states there was a manager’s accommodation within Eden House, 
when it was operated as a hotel. However, this was removed in 2015 as part of a 
planning permission (SL/2015/0143) for the change of use of the property to a 
single holiday let unit.  

The applicant has advised that when the manager’s accommodation existed at 
Eden House it shared a front door with the holiday let and a shared internal 
staircase. Now it is operated as a large holiday let it is not practical to operate a flat 
in this manner without loss of privacy for both the manager and guests. There is no 
reasonable option to create an external access to a flat without significant extension 
to the building and the conversion of existing bedrooms to manager accommodation 
would incur a loss of income;� the applicant has provided as part of the planning 
statement an email from Sykes Cottages, who do many bookings at the site, which 
estimates that conversion of 2 bedrooms in Eden House to a managers flat would 
affect income from the holiday let by circa 20-30%.  

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

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

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

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

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

The applicant states that buildings D & E are not used by guests; building E being 
an older building and they form an appropriate space to provide private but 
accessible accommodation to manage the site. Neither building is large. Building E 
contains kitchen and bathroom space and a small living type area. The only 



bedroom is contained in the roof space, accessed by a step ladder through a loft 
style hatch. The applicant and manager is disabled, having lost an arm to injury and 
cannot physically climb the ladder. There is insufficient space to create a proper 
ladder and the required headroom for Building Control, or to create a living room 
and bedroom. Its footprint is less than 30m², which is too small on its own to be 
considered suitable for a dwelling. Thus, Building D was to be used as extra 
accommodation providing a bedroom and living space. Building D is circa 30m² plus 
an outside deck area, but again it is not large enough to be considered a dwelling 
on its own. The applicant is happy to live between the two units, but it would not be 
suitable as a typical dwelling and both buildings are required to provide safe, 
accessible and viable space for a manager. 

As there appear to be no other redundant buildings that could be converted into 
manager’s accommodation (with the exception of buildings B and C which are used 
for holiday lets and are subject to the appeal) and given the manager/owner’s 
specific needs the proposal complies with the sixth criterion.  

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

The buildings are located close to the two main buildings which form the holiday 
business.  

Conclusion with respect to Policy DM15 and the Principle of the Development 

42. The proposal complies with the seventh criterion and Policy DM15 in the round. 
As such, the proposal is acceptable in principle for manager’s accommodation. 

43.  The proposal also aligns with paragraph 83 of the NPPF, which requires 
planning decisions to enable the sustainable growth and expansion of 
businesses in rural areas, through the conversion of existing buildings. 
Furthermore, it is consistent with Core Strategy Policy CS7.6 (Tourism 
Development) in terms of the manager accommodation being of an appropriate 
scale and located where the environment and infrastructure can support it. 

44.  The aforementioned assessment has also demonstrated that there is an 
essential requirement for the manager’s accommodation in the open countryside 
in order to sustain an existing business. The proposal  will involve the appropriate 
change of use of two existing buildings. This is aligned with the Development 
Strategy for the district, under Core Strategy Policy CS1.2.  

Visual Impact on the Rural Landscape 

45. Lodge E has been in situ for over 4 years and the structure is immune from 
enforcement action. However, Lodge D was erected in 2016 without planning 
permission; an assessment is therefore required as to whether the structure itself 
will have any adverse effects upon the visual qualities of the open countryside. 

46. Importantly, the lodge is located within the grounds of an established holiday 
accommodation complex. The Eden House and Lodge complex is well setback 
from the Coast Road and the site is well landscaped, both in terms of boundary 
planting and the mature vegetation which is interspersed between the buildings 
at the site. The proposed building will not be visible from public vantage points 
into the site. Furthermore, its scale and appearance is sympathetic to the rural 
landscape and character.  



47. On this basis it is not considered that the proposal will be harmful to the rural 
landscape and character of the open countryside. 

Impact on Residential Amenity 

48. The 2019 planning proposal (SL/2019/0615) was objected to by neighbours on 
the grounds that the lodges overlooked the neighbours’ gardens and the 
occupants create excessive noise and disturbance, particularly at a late hour. 
These objections were made principally in relation to Lodges B and C which 
adjoin the southern site boundary and were to be used as holiday 
accommodation. These lodges do not form part of this subject application for the 
retention of lodges D and E as manager’s accommodation. Those matters will be 
considered instead under the current planning appeal. 

49. The objection received for this subject application from the adjoining owner at 
Feldgate is addressed in the following section of this report. The objection is not 
in connection with disturbance to residential amenity arising from the use of the 
lodges for manager’s accommodation per se (in terms of noise, loss of privacy), 
but is more concerned with the perceived growing expansion of activity at the 
wider holiday complex. 

50. The proposed manager’s accommodation is located approximately 3.7m (lodge 
D) and 7.8m (lodge E) from the southern property boundary. As such, it is 
necessary to consider the potential impact of lodges D and E upon the residential 
amenity of these neighbours, in terms of any visual impact and noise and 
disturbance.  

51. Lodge D is constructed in timber with a pitched tiled roof, which, in accordance 
with Development Management Policy DM1, complements its wooded setting 
and ensures that the building responds positively to its locational context. 
Furthermore, the building is small scale (approximately 30m²) and single storey 
with a maximum height of 4m, which is a comparable size to the other lodges at 
the site. These matters, together with the 3.75m setback from the site boundary 
and the orientation of the lodge with its outdoor deck set away from the property 
boundary will ensure that there is no overlooking, or loss of privacy and amenity 
for the neighbouring properties. 

52. Recently the applicant has erected a two metre high fence along the southern 
boundary. The fence largely conceals the manager’s accommodation, in 
particular the rear windows of the lodges. The erection of the fence therefore 
provides further protection from lodge D overlooking the neighbouring garden 
and will largely screen lodge D from the view of the neighbouring residents.  

53. With respect to the change of use of Lodge E, it is noted that the structure itself is 
immune and no material alterations are proposed to the building as a result of the 
change of use. As such, there will not be an adverse effect with respect to visual 
amenity. 

54. The use of lodges D and E as manager’s accommodation means that the 
occupation of these buildings will be limited to 1-2 persons and their dependents, 
residing at the site on a permanent basis. Given that the manager will be living in 
close proximity to paying guests, it is not anticipated that the use of these 
buildings as manager’s accommodation will give rise to undue noise.  



55. Furthermore, as part of the proposal the applicant has recently relocated the hot 
tub, which was located adjacent to the southern boundary fence, to the front of 
lodge D. The hot tub is now setback over 10m from the site boundary. Whilst 
noting that this is a site management issue rather than a planning matter, its 
relocation adjacent to the manager’s living accommodation is likely to act as a 
detterant to ensure that its use is limited to the manager and his dependents only 
(noting that late night use of the hot tub by paying guests was grounds for 
previous neighbour objections to the 2019 application). Furthermore, any noise 
from the relocated hot tub will be screened by the intervening buildings (D and E) 
and the boundary fence. It is therefore considered that any impact on the 
adjoining neighbouring properties will be negligible. 

56. To ensure that residential amenity is not compromised by the proposed use, it is 
recommended that two conditions pursuant to the grant of planning permission 
are added as follows: that the use of lodges is restricted to the on-site manager 
and his dependents only and that the 2m high boundary fence is retained in situ. 

Biodiversity 

57. Policy DM4 of the Development Management Policies DPD requires that all 
development proposals should result in environmental net gains for biodiversity. 
These gains are to be quantitative and need to be demonstrated to be a net gain 
of development. Measures to secure net biodiversity gains may include the 
provision of bird boxes, bat boxes, fruit trees, flowering plants and shrubs to 
enhance ecological networks and biodiversity in the vicinity of the site. 

58. The applicant has advised via further information dated 3 June 2020 that they 
have implemented the following biodiversity net gains within the blue area under 
the ownership of the applicant, as denoted on the Location Plan: 

• 15 fruit trees and various shrubs (many of them “bee friendly”) were 
planted at the site in May 2020; 

• 3 wildflower areas have been installed, two of these were planted at the 
site in May 2020, in excess of 100m²; 

• 2 woolemia trees have been planted next to the two log cabins, along with 
2 ginkgo bilbos trees, along with pine trees and various shrubs; 

• 3 redwoods and 2 sequoia trees have been planted. 

59. It is considered that the applicant has satisfied the requirements of Policy DM4 in 
achieving a net biodiversity gain through the development and that the proposed 
measures are suitable and proportional to the scale of the development.  

Other Matters 

60. The neighbour at Feldgate to the southern property boundary has objected to the 
proposal on the following grounds: 

• Expansion of activity at the site and in the open countryside. The 
manager’s accommodation could be accommodated in the 2 large existing 
buildings at the site, Eden House or Eden Lodge, rather than additional 
buildings. 



• Eden Lodge/House would be more effective for managers accommodation 
in terms of controlling any noise and/or anti-social behaviour associated 
with the wider holiday complex compared with the proposal. 

• Unlawful activity and that the timber lodges should have been removed 
under a previous planning permission (SL/2007/0367). 

• Capacity for foul sewage system to accommodate extra persons at the 
site. 

61.  These are valid planning considerations and have been addressed elsewhere in 
this report. In summary: 

• Expansion of activity at the site and into the countryside and the 
manager’s accommodation could be accommodated within Eden 
House/Eden Lodge instead –  

There was a manager’s accommodation within Eden House when it 
operated as a hotel, but this was removed in 2015 as part of a planning 
permission (SL/2015/0143) for the change of use of the property to a 
single holiday let unit. 

The applicant has advised in the supporting planning statement that when 
the manager’s accommodation previously existed at Eden House it was 
not a separate unit per se (i.e. did not have separate access 
arrangements), but functioned as part of the principal use (the hotel). Now 
that Eden House is operated as a single holiday let it is not practical to 
operate a manager’s flat with the same internal arrangements without loss 
of privacy for both the manager and guests.  

The applicant has also advised that there is no reasonable option to 
create a separate unit without a significant extension to the existing Eden 
House building. This could result in a greater impact on residential and 
visual amenity compared with the retention of the existing manager’s 
accommodation. 

It is acknowledged that there has been a perceived increase in activity at 
the application site. However, it is important to note that Lodge E has been 
in situ for over 10 years and therefore, the considerations before us are: 

-  the impact of one additional small scale building (Lodge D) 
upon the character and appearance of the open countryside and 
upon residential amenity; and 

- Any adverse effects associated with the change of use of Lodge 
E to manager’s accommodation.  

Lodges D and E are proposed as the permanent residence for the 
manager and his dependents. This use will not in itself give rise to a 
significant increased level of activity at the application site, and the scale 
and appearance of the buildings means that these will not be visible from, 
or have an adverse impact upon, the open countryside. 

• Eden Lodge/House would be more effective for managers accommodation 
in terms of controlling any noise and/or anti-social behaviour associated 
with the wider holiday complex compared with the proposal. 



As outlined above, it is not practical for Eden House to be converted into 
separate manager’s accommodation without extensive alterations to the 
existing building. The alternative, converting Eden House or Eden Lodge 
into separate living accommodation for the on-site manager, would result 
in substantial loss of revenue for the applicant and is not practical. 

Having an on-site manager, under this proposal, will assist with controlling 
noise arising from the adjacent holiday lets. The relocation of the hot tub, 
next to the southern boundary, to adjacent to the manager’s 
accommodation will also be benefical in removing a potential existing 
noise source adjacent to the adjoining residential properties. 

The objector has also suggested that alterations are made to Eden Lodge 
and Eden House to assist with the control of noise at the wider site. The 
matter before us for determination is the proposed building D and the 
change of use of lodges D and E to manager’s accommodation. Eden 
Lodge and Eden House are lawfully established as holiday 
accommodation and the holiday complex has been operating for over 10 
years. Requiring the applicant to make alterations to these existing 
buildings is outside the scope of this proposal. Any excessive noise arising 
from the lawfully established activities at the site should be dealt with via 
other means (such as enforcement of noise control by Public Protection). 

Lodges B and C, which are to be used for holiday accommodation and 
which were previously refused planning permission (SL/2019/0615) on the 
basis of noise and impact on residential amenity, do not form part of the 
subject application. Any noise arising from these unlawful buildings is not 
under consideration at this time but will form part of the separate planning 
appeal process that is currently underway. 

Discussions between the applicant and the neighbours with respect to the 
manager’s contact details and organising regular meetings to control noise 
disturbance from the holiday accommodation again extends beyond the 
scope of this application and is a matter to be agreed between the two 
parties, separate to this application process.   

• Unlawful activity and that the timber lodges should have been removed 
under a previous planning permission (SL/2007/0367). 

As outlined in the planning history section of this report, Lodge E was 
erected in 2005 and then approved retrospectively under planning 
permission SL/2007/0367 for the siting of 3 timber huts in the grounds of 
Eden House. These huts (referred to as huts 1, 2 and 3 by the 2007 
permission) relate to lodges B, C and E respectively.  

The 2007 permission was conditional to its being time limited to 1 June 
2012, following which time the buildings and structures were to be 
removed from site. The 2007 approval was also conditional to the 
restricted use of Lodge E as use for a meeting room/training facility 
ancillary to the use of Eden Lodge as a retirement home. 

Lodge E has not been removed from the site and therefore it is not in 
accordance with the previous planning approval (SL/2007/0367); rather, it 
has been in situ for a period exceeding 10 years and is now being used for 
manager’s accommodation. As the building has been in situ for a period 



exceeding 4 years it is now immune from enforcement action. The use 
however, is not immune as it has only been used as manager’s 
accommodation for approximately 2 years and as such, that is why 
planning permission is required. 

Lodges B and C are subject to a planning appeal which will separately 
address the retention of these buildings and their lawful use. 

• Capacity for foul sewage system to accommodate extra persons at the 
site – Further information has been requested from the applicant to 
determine the additional pressure on the existing septic tank arising from 
the proposed managers accommodation. The applicant has confirmed that 
following discussion with a septic tank specialist, the existing tank will be 
replaced with a new package treatment plant. Correspondence between 
the planning officer and the Council’s Building Control team has confirmed 
that it will not be possible for the applicant to connect into the mains sewer 
due to the distance from the application site (over 800m). As such, a 
replacement package sewerage tank is considered to be acceptable. 

The new tank will need to be certified to have sufficient capacity, relative 
to the anticipated load, including the log cabins. It has been agreed with 
the applicant that details of the new package treatment plant will be 
reserved by condition pursuant to the grant of planning permission. The 
applicant has confirmed that the new treatment plant will be located within 
land under his control (within the blue line on the submitted location plan). 

 

CIL 

62. The Council’s CIL/S106 officer has confirmed that the application for manager’s 
accommodation is CIL liable for Lodge D. The change of use of the existing 
lodge E does not incur CIL liability. 

 

CONCLUSION 

63. With regard to buildings D and E the proposal has demonstrated the need for a 
manager to live on the site full time. Evidence has been provided in respect of 
the functional need for a manager to reside on the site and financial evidence 
has been submitted to show the business to be viable and will be in the future. 
The proposal is therefore in compliance with Policy DM15 and the siting and 
appearance of lodge D is consistent with Policy DM1.  

 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve subject to the conditions below:- 

Condition 1:  The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 
the following approved plans:  

Location Plan (submitted 19 March 2020) 

Site Plan (submitted 5 May 2020) 

Proposed Elevations (submitted 19 March 2020) 

Indicative Fencing Plan (submitted 19 March 2020) 



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

Condition 2: Buildings D and E shall be occupied solely by the owner/manager of the 
Eden Lodge holiday accommodation complex and their dependents and shall not be let 
as an independent holiday lodge.  

Reason:  In order to control the level of holiday lets within the site and to protect the 
residential amenity of neighbouring properties to the southern site boundary. 

Condition 3: The two metre high screen fence erected along the southern boundary 
where it meets the neighbouring property ‘Feldgate’, as shown on the submitted Site 
Plan, shall be maintained in situ.  

Reason: In order to prevent overlooking into neighbouring residential properties to the 
southern site boundary.   

Condition 4:  

a) Within 3 months of the grant of planning permission full details of the foul 
drainage treatment to service the manager’s accommodation shall be submitted 
to the Local Planning Authority for approval. These details should include: 

- Scaled plans showing the location of the proposed installation, including any 
drainage field or outfall; 

- Percolation tests where the outfall is to the ground to determine the absorption 
rate of soil for a drainage field; 

- Confirmation of the capacity of the tank relative to the peak load of the manager’s 
accommodation and the existing holiday accommodation; 

- Management and access arrangements for servicing and emptying the tank. 
b) Within 2 months of the date of the Local Planning Authority’s written approval to 

the matters outlined in clause a) to this condition, the approved scheme shall be 
implemented in full and a verification report provided to the Local Planning 
Authority confirming the installation of the foul drainage treatment in accordance 
with the approved details. 

 
Reason: To ensure that foul drainage is managed at the site to ensure that it reduces 
the potential for pollution into groundwater in accordance with Policies DM6 and DM7 of 
the Development Management Policies Development Plan Document. 

INFORMATIVE 

• In accordance with the Environmental Permitting (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2016 any discharge of sewage made to either 
surface water or ground water will need to hold an environmental 
permit issued by the Environment Agency or comply with the ‘general 
binding rules’ for the use of a non-mains drainage system. Further 
information is provided at https://www.gov.uk/permits-you-need-for-
septic-tanks/overview  

• The package treatment plant will also be required to be compliant 
with Building Regulations (including minimum distances from any 
building and private water supply source). 

 

  

 


