
 

www.southlakeland.gov.uk 

Planning Application No. SL/2023/0039 

Land North of Greylags, Foxfield, 

BROUGHTON-IN-FURNESS, LA20 6BX 

  

http://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/


 

2 

Contents 

Summary ............................................................................................................................... 4 

Reason for Committee .......................................................................................................... 4 

Recommendation .................................................................................................................. 5 

1.0 Site Description and Proposal ......................................................................................... 6 

Site Description ............................................................................................................... 6 

Proposal .......................................................................................................................... 6 

2.0 Relevant Planning History ............................................................................................... 6 

3.0 Latest Consultation Responses ...................................................................................... 7 

Duddon Parish Council ................................................................................................... 7 

Cumbria County Council (CCC) ...................................................................................... 7 

Natural England .............................................................................................................. 7 

4.0 Representations .............................................................................................................. 8 

5.0 Relevant Planning Law and Policies ............................................................................... 8 

Planning law ................................................................................................................... 8 

Development plan ........................................................................................................... 9 

National Planning Policy Framework (July 2021) (NPPF) ............................................. 10 

6.0 Assessment .................................................................................................................. 10 

Whether the proposal accords with the spatial strategy ................................................ 10 

Impact on the character and appearance of the area, including landscape character .. 11 

Whether the site is a sustainable location ..................................................................... 13 

Impact on biodiversity ................................................................................................... 13 

Impact on highway safety and parking provision .......................................................... 14 

Impact on flood risk and drainage ................................................................................. 14 

Whether the proposal would provide acceptable living conditions for future and nearby 

occupants ..................................................................................................................... 15 

Whether the proposal would be accessible and adaptable ........................................... 16 

Whether the proposal would constitute sustainable design .......................................... 16 

Other matters – Personal circumstances of the applicants ........................................... 16 

Other matters – Other permissions in Foxfield .............................................................. 17 

7.0 Planning Balance and Conclusion ................................................................................ 18 

8.0 Reasons for Refusal ..................................................................................................... 18 

9.0 Appendix A – Previous Refusal Ref. SL/2022/0223 ....................... 19 



 

3 

 



 

4 

Summary 

SL/2023/0039 

PARISH: Duddon    

ADDRESS: Land North of Greylags, Foxfield, BROUGHTON-IN-FURNESS, LA20 6BX 

PROPOSAL: Erection of a two-bedroom dormer bungalow with an undercroft garage 

including associated operations (Re-submission of SL/2022/1119) 

APPLICANT: Mr & Mrs Loftus 

GRID REFERENCE: E: 321068 N: 485420 

COMMITTEE DATE: 16 March 2023 

CASE OFFICER: Joshua Parkinson 

 

Reason for Committee 

The application is presented to Planning Committee following a request from Councillor Ian 

Wharton on the grounds that the application site is brownfield land and that the proposed 

development would allow the applicants to meet their needs whilst staying in the local area 

and releasing their existing property to a local family.  
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Recommendation 

In summary, the proposed development conflicts with the spatial strategy of the 

development plan, as it does not accord with any of the exceptional circumstances where 

new development will be supported in open countryside. Moreover, the proposed 

development would not respond appropriately to the local context, including the landscape 

and built and natural environment setting.  

On this basis, the proposed development does not accord with the development plan taken 

as a whole. Therefore, as there are no material considerations, including the personal 

circumstances of the applicants, that outweigh this finding, the recommendation is to refuse 

planning permission for the reasons given at the end of this report (section 8).  
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1.0 Site Description and Proposal 

Site Description 

1.1. The application site relates to a detached dwelling known as Greylags located on 

an unnamed adopted road itself located off Foxfield Road (A595), Foxfield. The 

application property forms part of a cluster of four dwellings, which are physically 

and visually detached from the next nearest cluster of dwellings by distance, 

significant variations in ground levels and/or intervening vegetation. 

1.2. The application site falls steeply from south-east to north-west and the surrounding 

area also falls from north-east to south-west. This results in the application property 

being visible from parts of Foxfield Road. The application site is partially bound by 

drystone walls and has two existing accesses with the public highway.  

Proposal 

1.3. This application seeks full planning permission for the erection of a bungalow, 

including associated operations.   

 

2.0 Relevant Planning History 

2.1. This application is a re-submission of a previously refused application for the 

erection of a dwelling, which was refused for seven reasons, including relating to 

the principle of development and impact on the character and appearance of the 

area (ref. SL/2022/0223) (hereafter ‘the previous refusal’). The full decision notice is 

at Appendix A of this report. There have been two other applications for similar 

proposals that were withdrawn (ref.’s SL/2021/0719 and SL/2022/1119).  

2.2. The proposal was the subject of a pre-application planning advice request (ref. 

IE/2020/0156). In responding, it was confirmed that officers could not support the 

proposal, as it does not accord with any of the exceptional circumstances where 

new development will be supported in this location.  

2.3. The only other notable planning history relates to the granting of extensions to 

Greylags in 2007 (ref. SL/2007/0649).  
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3.0 Latest Consultation Responses  

Duddon Parish Council 

3.1. 2 February 2023: “These two long standing members of the community have, 

through no fault of their own, had to make major changes to their domestic 

arrangements to ensure future quality of life. There are no other options available 

unless they move to a different area. The lack of suitable properties available for 

sale in Broughton and surrounding environs make this an unrealistic option. 

3.2. The plans are sympathetic to the local area and have a positive biodiversity net 

gain. The site is situated close to attractive walking and cycling options, specifically 

the Cumbrian Coastal Path. This allows access to the nearest town, Broughton-in-

Furness with its shops and amenities without having to use the main road. In 

addition the applicants regularly use rail services from Foxfield railway station which 

is a 5 minute walk from their property. Furthermore, the road where the railway is 

situated is marked by Cumbria County Council as the Cumbria Cycleway and is 

supported by Sustrans.  

3.3. Duddon parish Council fully support this application.” 

Cumbria County Council (CCC) 

Lead Local Flood Authority and Local Highway Authority (LHA) 

3.4. 25 January 2023: Confirm that their response made to the previously refused 

application should still apply where they stated: “I am aware of the previous site 

history and can confirm that we have no objections to the proposal, subject to the 

following recommended conditions [relating to the binding of the driveway, visibility 

splays and access gates] being included…”  

Minerals Planning Authority (MPA) 

3.5. 21 February 2023: Advise that the application site falls within a mineral 

safeguarding area for sandstone, but that the proposed development would not 

prevent access to this mineral resource for extraction in the future. Therefore, CCC, 

as the MPA, “does not object to this application”. 

Natural England 

3.6. 31 January 2023: “NO OBJECTION” as based on the submitted plan they consider 

“the proposed development will not have significant adverse impacts on statutorily 

protected nature conservation sites or landscapes.” 
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4.0 Representations 

4.1. The application was publicised via neighbour notification letter, site notice and our 

website with the statutory publicity period expiring 17 February 2023. There have 

been two representation received, including one objection and one support. They 

raise the following issues:  

Whether the application site is a sustainable location 

 Foxfield is one of the better-connected rural locations in this area of Cumbria as 

it is served by bus and rail with opportunities to walk and cycle. 

Impact on the character and appearance of the area 

 The proposed dwelling would appear as a large three-storey dwelling from the 

valley bottom resulting in a significant detrimental impact on the character and 

appearance of the area; and 

 The proposed development is entirely proportionate and in keeping with other 

recent development in the village and nearby settlements. 

Impact on the living conditions of nearby occupants 

 The proposed dwelling would obstruct and overlook High Bank resulting in a 

significant detrimental impact on their living conditions. 

Other matters – Personal circumstances of applicants 

 The proposed development represents the only realistic and economically 

viable option for the applicants to deal with their specific health needs in 

retirement whilst remaining within the local area. 

 

5.0 Relevant Planning Law and Policies 

Planning law 

5.1. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with the 

development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
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Development plan  

South Lakeland Core Strategy (CS): 

 CS1.1: Sustainable development principles 

 CS1.2: The development strategy 

 CS3.1: Ulverston and Furness area 

 CS6.1: Meeting the housing requirement 

 CS6.2: Dwelling mix and type 

 CS6.6: Making effective and efficient use of land and buildings  

 CS8.1: Green infrastructure  

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

 CS8.3a: Accessing open space, sport and recreation 

 CS8.3b: Quantity of open space, sport and recreation  

 CS8.4: Biodiversity and geodiversity 

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

 CS8.8: Development and flood risk 

 CS8.10: Design 

 CS10.2: Transport impact of new development 

South Lakeland Development Management Policies Development 

Plan Document (DMPDPD): 

 DM1: General requirements for all development 

 DM2: Achieving sustainable high quality design 

 DM4: Green and blue infrastructure, open space, trees and landscaping 

 DM6: Flood risk management and sustainable drainage systems 

 DM9: Parking provision, new and loss of car parks 

 DM11: Accessible and adaptable homes 

 DM13: Housing developments in small villages and hamlets outside the 

Arnside and Silverdale AONB 

South Lakeland Land Allocations Development Plan Document 

(LADPD): 
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 LA1.0: Presumption in favour of sustainable development 

 LA1.1: Development boundaries 

 

National Planning Policy Framework (July 2021) (NPPF) 

The NPPF sets out governments planning policies for England and how these are expected 

to be applied. This is a material consideration in planning decisions.  

At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development (Paragraph 

11). However, Paragraph 12 confirms that the presumption does not change the statutory 

status of the development plan as the starting point for decision-making. Where a planning 

application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan, permission should not usually be 

granted. In this case, the relevant sections of the NPPF are: 

 2. Achieving sustainable development 

 4. Decision-making 

 5. Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 

 8. Promoting healthy and safe communities 

 9. Promoting sustainable transport 

 11. Making effective use of land 

 12. Achieving well-designed places 

 14. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and costal change 

 15. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

 

6.0 Assessment 

Whether the proposal accords with the spatial strategy 

Planning policy background 

6.1. Policy CS1.2 of the CS seeks to concentre development in settlements according to 

their status within the settlement hierarchy. The policy expects approximately 11% 

of new housing and employment development within the District to be delivered in 

the network of (unnamed) smaller villages and hamlets. New development in open 

countryside will be an exception and only permitted where it meets one of the 
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circumstances within the policy or another development plan policy.  

6.2. Policy DM13 of the DMPDPD supports new small-scale housing development on 

sites within or on the edge of small villages and hamlets (without development 

boundaries as defined by Policy LA1.1 of the LADPD) provided that they meet the 

criteria within the policy. This includes criterion 5, which defines small villages or 

hamlets for the purposes of the policy as: 

6.3. “a recognised settlement of normally 10 or more dwellings, in contiguous clusters 

and without significant open area between buildings, but excluding groups of 

houses arising solely or mainly from the conversion of farms in isolation.”  

Assessment 

6.4. Foxfield is a rural hamlet with a dispersed polycentric settlement pattern. The most 

discernible centre consists of the built form around Prince of Wales Hotel. However, 

the application property only forms part of a cluster of four dwellings (along with 

those known as Brierly, High Bank and Mountain View). The next nearest dwelling, 

known as The Beeches, is physically separated from the aforementioned dwellings 

by at least approximately 30 metres and is not visually well related to the cluster 

due to significant variations in ground levels and intervening vegetation. Therefore, 

the application site is not considered to be within or on the edge of a small village or 

hamlet for the purposes of Policy DM13.  

6.5. In any event, even if the application site were considered to be within or on the 

edge of a small village of hamlet for the purposes of Policy DM13, the design of the 

proposal is inappropriate and the site is not well integrated with the settlement. 

Therefore, the proposed development conflicts with other criteria of Policy DM13.  

6.6. In conclusion, the proposed development does not accord with any of the 

exceptional circumstances where new development will be supported in open 

countryside. Therefore, the proposed development conflicts with Policies CS1.1 and 

CS1.2 of the CS, Policy DM13 of the DMPDPD and Policy LA1.1 of the LADPD, 

which, amongst other things, set out the spatial strategy of the development plan. It 

would also conflict with Paragraph 15 of the NPPF, which seeks to ensure that the 

planning system is genuinely plan-led.  

 

Impact on the character and appearance of the area, 

including landscape character 

6.7. Greylags is a large early- to mid-20th century two-storey detached dwelling that has 

been altered and extended significantly since construction. This 
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includes the erection of a porch, two-storey side extension and attached double 

garage, which has resulted in an untraditional form and appearance. The nearby 

dwellings, including Brierly, High Bank and Mountain View have an even less 

contextually specific appearance.  

6.8. The application site is located within an upland fringes foothills landscape character 

sub-type, as defined by the County Landscape Appraisal1. This is characterised by, 

amongst other things, rolling and hilly farmland and moorland bounded by stone 

walls and hedges, and occasional rocky outcrops. The surrounding area exhibits 

some of these characteristics, particularly the rough open landscape to the north-

east, and the application site has elevated and expansive views of the surrounding 

area, including northwards towards the Lake District fells.  

6.9. The proposed dwelling would have a broadly rectangular plan oriented lengthways 

south-east/north-west. This would not follow the established orientation and grain of 

the surrounding dwellings, which all directly address the public highway. Moreover, 

the proposed dwelling would be disproportionately large relative to the small width 

of the application site, resulting in an uncharacteristically close relationship with the 

plot boundaries. Therefore, the proposed development would have a cramped and 

overdeveloped layout. 

6.10. The proposed dwelling would also have a confused and complex appearance due 

to the various projections, including a cantilevered side element, which would be a 

wholly incongruous feature. Furthermore, the proposed openings and dormer 

windows would have an incoherent arrangement and design. Therefore, the 

proposed development would have an inappropriate appearance and detailing.  

6.11. The proposed development would not incorporate any soft landscaping along the 

north-eastern boundary. This would fail to protect the visual appearance of the 

area, which is notable for its trees, shrubs and other vegetation. In combination with 

the close proximity of the proposed dwelling to the plot boundaries, this would 

create an abrupt transition from open countryside when travelling along the public 

highway from the north to the detriment of landscape character.  

6.12. In conclusion, the proposed development would not respond appropriately to the 

local context, including the landscape and built and natural environment setting. 

Therefore, the proposed development conflicts with Policies CS1.1, CS8.2 and 

CS8.10 of the CS and Policies DM1 and DM2 of the DMPDPD. It would also conflict 

with Sections 12 and 15 of the NPPF. These policies, amongst other things, seek to 

achieve well-designed places that conserve and enhance the natural environment.  

                                            

1  CCC – Cumbria Landscape Character Guidance and Toolkit 
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Whether the site is a sustainable location 

6.13. The previous application was refused on a ground relating to the sustainability of 

the application site, with particular regard to the accessibility of facilities and 

services. However, the Case Officer has since had an opportunity to walk the 

approximately 500 metres route from the site to Foxfield Railway Station and two 

bus stops on Foxfield Road. Whilst the partially steep route lacks lighting, natural 

surveillance and footways, it would offer some opportunity to walk or cycle with 

onward movement by public transport. Therefore, on balance, the proposed 

development accords with Policies CS1.1 and CS10.2 of the CS insofar as these 

policies seek to promote sustainable transport modes.  

 

Impact on biodiversity 

6.14. The submitted Ecological Appraisal identifies the application site as consisting of 

unvegetated ground and garden habitats with negligible value. Although bats and 

birds may use the site, the Appraisal did not identify any significant adverse impacts 

subject to recommendations, including avoiding works within the bird-breeding 

season and planting hedgerows. Moreover, whilst dated November 2021, the 

description of the application site given by the submitted Appraisal does not appear 

to be radically different from existing. Therefore, there would unlikely be any 

significant adverse impacts on habitats or protected species.  

6.15. The application site is located approximately 200 metres east of Morecambe Bay 

and Duddon Estuary, which has overlapping designations as a Ramsar wetland, 

Special Area of Conservation, Special Protection Area and Site of Special Scientific 

Interest. However, Natural England have commented that, based on the submitted 

plans, the proposed development would not have significant adverse impact on 

statutorily protected nature conservation sites. Therefore, there would unlikely be 

any significant adverse impact on statutorily protected nature conservation sites.  

6.16. The submitted Ecological Appraisal proposes various measures to achieve an 

environmental net gain for biodiversity. This could include the planting of a mixed 

species native hedgerow and four standard trees, alongside the installation of one 

bird box. Whilst there are concerns about the impact of planting on vehicular 

visibility, it appears that a net gain could be achieved in any event. Therefore, 

subject to a condition requiring the approval of planting details, the proposed 

development would likely deliver an environmental net gain.  

6.17. In conclusion, subject to the condition relating to environmental net gain, the 

proposed development would have an acceptable impact on biodiversity. Therefore, 

the proposed development would comply with Policies CS1.1, 
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CS8.1 and CS8.4 of the CS and Policy DM4 of the DMPDPD. These policies, 

amongst other things, seek to conserve and enhance the natural environment.  

 

Impact on highway safety and parking provision  

6.18. The previous application was refused on a ground relating to highway safety and 

parking provision, with particular regard to the gradient of the driveway and the 

usability of the undercroft garage. However, the submitted proposed plans have 

been amended to show the proposed driveway with a gradient of 12.5%, which falls 

just within the maximum gradient mentioned by the County Design Guide2. Whilst 

the driveway remains narrow and is partially restricted in height, it appears that two 

off-street parking spaces could be accommodated within the site in any event. On 

this basis, this previous reason for refusal has been overcome.  

6.19. The visibility at the existing junction between the road leading to the application site 

and Foxfield Road appears to be substandard. However, CCC, as the LHA, have 

previously informally advised that this an historic layout with vehicle speeds likely to 

be lower than the 30 miles per hour speed limit due to the poor alignment. They 

continued that there are warning signs and road markings on approach with no 

recorded road traffic injury incidents in the past five years. Moreover, the proposed 

intensification would be slight. Therefore, the proposed intensification of use of this 

existing junction would not have a significant adverse impact on highway safety.  

6.20. In conclusion, the proposed development would have an acceptable impact on 

highway safety and parking provision. Therefore, the proposed development 

complies with Policy CS10.2 of the CS and Policies DM1 and DM9 of the DMPDPD. 

These policies, amongst other things, seek to promote sustainable transport.  

 

Impact on flood risk and drainage 

6.21. The application site appears to be at the lowest risk of flooding from rivers, sea and 

surface water. Whilst it has ground conditions susceptibility to groundwater flooding, 

this does not equate to risk, which in all likelihood is low due to the elevated 

position of the site within the surrounding area.  

6.22. The submitted application form indicates that surface water would be disposed of 

via a soakaway and foul sewage via mains. Therefore, subject to a condition 

                                            

2  CCC – Cumbria Development Design Guide 
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requiring specific drainage details to be approved, the proposal would unlikely 

increase flood risk elsewhere and would have an acceptable drainage impact.  

6.23. In conclusion, subject to a condition relating to specific drainage details, the 

proposed development would unlikely increase flood risk elsewhere and would 

have an acceptable drainage impact. Therefore, the proposal would comply with 

Policy CS8.8 of the CS and Policy DM6 of the DMPDPD. These policies, amongst 

other things, seek to meet the challenge of climate change and flooding. 

 

Whether the proposal would provide acceptable living 

conditions for future and nearby occupants 

6.24. The previous application was refused on a ground relating to the living conditions of 

future and nearby occupants. More specifically, overlooking of the proposed 

dwelling from the side and rear balconies of Greylags; overlooking and obstruction 

of Greylags by the proposed dwelling; and potential significant adverse impacts on 

High Bank, which is located on the opposite side of the public highway.  

6.25. The submitted proposed plans now show alterations to the north-west extension of 

Greylags, including removing its first floor side balcony and installing a canopy 

above the retained ground floor side opening. Whilst there are outstanding 

concerns regarding the proposed first floor Juliet balcony within the south-west 

elevation of the proposed dwelling, the installation of this opening could be 

prevented by condition. Therefore, subject to this condition, the level of mutual 

overlooking between these two properties would be acceptable. 

6.26. Whilst there would be a degree of obstruction affecting the retained ground floor 

opening within the north-west extension of Greylags, this is a typical relationship 

between detached properties in such proximity. Moreover, the habitable room that 

this opening serves appears to be served by other openings. Therefore, there 

would not be any significant unacceptable obstruction of Greylags.  

6.27. Turning to the impact on the living conditions of High Bank, the submitted proposed 

plans have been amended to omit a previously proposed first floor front roof 

terrace. Indeed, there would not be any first floor openings facing towards this 

neighbouring property. Furthermore, the proposed dwelling would be set back in 

excess of 15 metres from this neighbouring property ensuring there would not be 

any significant detrimental increase in obstruction.  

6.28. In all other regards, the impact on the living conditions of future and nearby 

occupants remains generally acceptable. The proposed dwelling would have an 

acceptable amount of internal area, amenity space and parking. There would not be 
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any significant detrimental impact on any other nearby occupants.  

6.29. In conclusion, subject to a condition preventing the installation of the first floor Juliet 

balcony within the south-west elevation of the proposed dwelling, the proposed 

development would provide acceptable living conditions for future and nearby 

occupants. Therefore, the proposed development would comply with Policy DM1 of 

the DMPDPD, which, amongst other things, seeks to deliver acceptable levels of 

amenity.   

 

Whether the proposal would be accessible and adaptable 

6.30. The previous application was refused on a ground relating to accessible and 

adaptable homes. However, the submitted proposed plans have been amended to 

provide level access to the principal entrance and an even hard surfaced parking 

area. The submitted Accessible and Adaptable Homes Statement declares that the 

proposed dwelling would comply with Building Regulation M4(2). Therefore, subject 

to a condition requiring compliance with the Regulation, the proposed development 

would comply with Policy DM11 of the DMPDPD, which seeks to ensure dwellings 

are accessible and adaptable. 

 

Whether the proposal would constitute sustainable design 

6.31. The previous application was refused on a ground relating to sustainable design. 

However, the submitted Supporting Statement states that the proposed dwelling 

would have a timber frame above ground floor level with maximum insulation and 

the submitted proposed elevations show the provision of solar panels. Therefore, 

subject to a condition requiring the provision of the solar panels, the proposed 

development would comply with Policy CS8.7 of the CS, which, amongst other 

things, seeks to meet the challenge of climate change. 

 

Other matters – Personal circumstances of the applicants 

Public sector law 

6.32. Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 sets out the public sector equality duty, which 

includes the need to eliminate unlawful discrimination and to advance equality of 

opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic and people who 

do not share it. The protected characteristics include disability.  
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Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 

6.33. The PPG3 confirms that the scope of what can constitute a material consideration is 

very wide and so the courts often do not indicate what cannot be a material 

consideration. However, in general they have taken the view that planning is 

concerned with land use in the public interest, so that the protection of purely 

private interests could not be material considerations.  

Assessment 

6.34. The submitted Supporting Statement states that one of the applicants has a long-

term illness, which indicates that they have a disability. It is argued by the submitted 

Statement that the proposed dwelling would improve the care and quality of life of 

the disabled applicant. However, it is unclear how this would be the case given that 

it would provide broadly similar living conditions as Greylags. Moreover, there is 

insufficient evidence to suggest that the proposed development is the only 

reasonably available option. Furthermore, the dwelling would remain long after the 

needs of the applicants. Therefore, whilst mindful of the public sector equality duty, 

these personal circumstances attract limited weight in favour of the proposal.  

6.35. Turning to other matters, the submitted Supporting Statement states that the 

applicants have no desire to move away from the local area. However, they already 

live in the local area in a similar property to that proposed so it is unclear how the 

refusal of planning permission would alter their existing situation. Therefore, this 

other matter attracts negligible weight.  

 

 Other matters – Other permissions in Foxfield 

6.36. The submitted Supporting Statement provides the reference number of planning 

permissions in Foxfield, which they consider comparable to the proposed 

development (ref.’s SL/2014/0206, SL/2015/0058 and SL/2018/0786). However, all 

of these were granted prior to the adoption of the DMPDPD, which contains one of 

the most relevant policies in the determination of this application (Policy DM13). 

Therefore, these other permissions do not alter the conclusions reached on this 

application, which should be determined on its own merits and against the 

development plan policies of the day.  

 

                                            

3  Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 21b-008-20140306 of PPG: Determining a planning application 
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7.0 Planning Balance and Conclusion 

7.1. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with the 

development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

7.2. In conclusion, the proposed development conflicts with the spatial strategy of the 

development plan, as it does not accord with any of the exceptional circumstances 

where new development will be supported in open countryside. Moreover, the 

proposed development would not respond appropriately to the local context, 

including the landscape and built and natural environment setting.  

7.3. On this basis, the proposed development does not accord with the development 

plan taken as a whole. Therefore, as there are no material considerations, including 

the personal circumstances of the applicants, that outweigh this finding, the 

recommendation is to refuse planning permission for the reasons given below.  

 

8.0 Reasons for Refusal 

Reason (1) The proposed development does not accord with any of the exceptional 

circumstances where new development will be supported in open countryside. 

This conflicts with the spatial strategy of the development plan. Therefore, the 

proposed development conflicts with Policies CS1.1 and CS1.2 of the South 

Lakeland Core Strategy, Policy DM13 of the South Lakeland Development 

Management Policies Development Plan Document, Policy LA1.1 of the South 

Lakeland Land Allocations Development Plan Document and Paragraph 15 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework.  

Reason (2) The proposed development would not respond appropriately to the local 

context, including the landscape and built and natural environment setting. 

This would harm the character and appearance of the area, including 

landscape character. Therefore, the proposed development conflicts with 

Policies CS1.1, CS8.2 and CS8.10 of the South Lakeland Core Strategy, 

Policies DM1 and DM2 of the South Lakeland Development Management 

Policies Development Plan Document and Paragraphs 130, 134 and 127 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework.  
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9.0 Appendix A – Previous Refusal Ref. SL/2022/0223 

 

 



 

20 

 


