CUMBERLAND COUNCIL
CONSULTATION RESPONSE

Proposal: Demolition of former public house and rebuilding of new office facility
Address: Park Head Inn, Egremont
Reference: 4/26/2092/0F1

Date: 29/09/26

Description: The Park Head Inn is a former public housing, likely constructed as a row of cottages in
the 18" or early 19%" centuries, and converted to an inn in the late 19'" century. It is a long, low two-
storey structure, with roughcast walls and slate roof.

Conclusion: Recommend refusal

e Since my previous consultation response, new drawings have been submitted showing that
the new building will be bigger that the demolished one. This has not fundamentally
changed my view. However, a new NPPF has also come out, so | have revised the following
feedback to account for this, though it remains substantively the same.

e The building is a non-designated heritage asset, therefore the application should be
accompanied by a heritage statement according to policy BE1 of our Local Plan. NPPF states
that this should take the form of an assessment of significance that analysis the effect on
significance of proposals. This assessment should identify whether the proposals would have
a positive effect, no effect, a harmful effect, or result in total loss of significance [HE5(1-2).]

e Inaccordance with NPPF HE4(1), development proposals affecting the significance of a
heritage asset should maintain or secure a use consistent with its conservation, and should
conserve instead of harm (or minimise where not possible) that significance.

e |n determining this application, harm to significance should be weighed against the benefits
and a balanced judgement made [HE7(2)]. Substantial harm or total loss should only be
supported where benefit outweighs harm [HE7(3)].

e Inaccordance with Local Plan BE1, the Council should support proposals for the appropriate
reuse of vacant historic buildings, recognising that this can help sustain and enhance their
significance.

e The Council should support proposals that increase the enhancement, promotion and
interpretation of the former Copeland area’s architectural and archaeological resources.

e Local Plan BE4 highlights that development should preserve or enhance such heritage assets.
Proposals that better reveal the significance of heritage assets will be supported in principle.
Proposals affecting non-designated heritage assets or their settings should demonstrate that
consideration has been given to their significance.

e | don't see evidence in the application that the building is unsavable, and given that it has
some significance, and that demolition would completely remove this, it would be
preferable to find a way to re-use it. The report from WDS states that it is unlikely the
movement (to the front elevation) is still occurring. This is likely to have occurred shortly
after the internal walls were removed.
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e The WDS report highlights the substandard nature of the retaining walls to the rear of the
property, and that these pose a risk to workers on site. These, and the raised car park level,
ought to be distinguished from the inn itself — | have no objection to the car park retaining
walls being dug out and rebuilt.

Summary

e A scheme of modernising the existing building, reconstructing the car park retaining walls,
possibly in a different position or with a different appearance, and extending the building as
space demands may result in a suitable building while retaining the forms of significance
identified above.

e A heritage assessment should be submitted showing the effect of the proposal and how
harm has been avoided, minimised and justified.

e |[f the proposal goes ahead, a programme of recording the existing building to an appropriate
level of detail should take place.

Relevant Policies and Guidance:
National Planning Policy Framework (2026):
Chapter 14. Achieving Well-designed Places

Decision-making policy DP3(1) in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that
“Development proposals should respond to their context (history, character and features of
their site and setting)...” This could take place through a range of ways, and not preclude
innovation or change where appropriate.

DP3(2): Development proposals should reflect the principles of well-designed places
described in Part 1 of the Design and Placemaking Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (draft)

DP3(3): Development proposals should be refused where they conflict with DP3(1) or
DP3(2), or any explicit design standards set out in the development plan (including local
policies, guides, codes or masterplans). Substantial weight should be given to compliance
with development plan policies when assessing design quality.

DP3(4): Where local design policies are absent or silent, the Design and Placemaking PPG
should be used.

DP3(5): Substantial weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs, so long as
they are consistent with surrounding form and layout.

Decision-making policy DP4(1): Design quality should be considered throughout the
development process, as outlined in Part 2 of the Design and Placemaking PPG (draft).

DP4(2): The local planning authority (LPA) should encourage use of design review and other
design tools as appropriate (especially for significant and strategic sites), and take into
account its recommendations.

The LPA should also ensure approved plans are clear, and not allow the quality of approved
development to materially diminish between approval and completion.
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Chapter 20. Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment:

Decision-making policy HE4(1): Development proposals affecting the significance of a
heritage asset, including its setting, should maintain or secure a use consistent with its
conservation, and should conserve instead of harm (or minimise where not possible) that
significance.

HE5(1): Proposals affecting heritage assets should be accompanied by an assessment of
significance (including the contribution of setting) and of potential effect on significance.
Detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance, and no more than necessary to
understand the potential effect. This should draw on the Historic Environment Record, and
appropriate expertise where necessary.

HE5(2): Assessments of these effects on significance should identify whether the proposals
would have a positive effect, no effect, a harmful effect, or result in total loss of significance.

HE7(2): Harm to the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be weighed
against the benefits, and a balanced judgement made. This should have regard to the
importance of the asset and the scale of the harm.

HE7(3): Substantial harm to or total loss of a non-designated heritage asset should only be
supported where the harm is outweighed by the benefit.

HE10(1): Where a proposal would result in the loss of all or part of a heritage asset, the
development should not be approved unless all reasonable steps have been taken to ensure
the new development will proceed, and the applicant should record and advance
understanding of the significance of the asset to be lost in a manner proportionate to its
importance and the potential impact on it. They should make this evidence accessible in the
relevant Historic Environment Record and public depository, as appropriate.

Copeland Local Plan 2021-2038 (2022):

BE1: Heritage Assets

Decision-making should provide for the preservation and enhancement of built heritage assets

by:

Requiring a heritage impact assessment or heritage statement where the proposal would
affect a heritage asset;

Giving great weight to the conservation of Copeland’s designated heritage assets when
decision making;

Ensuring that new development is sympathetic to local character and history;

Supporting proposals for the appropriate reuse of vacant historic buildings, recognising that
putting buildings into viable uses consistent with their conservation can help sustain and
enhance their significance;

Supporting proposals that increase the enhancement, promotion and interpretation of
Copeland’s architectural and archaeological resources;

Strengthening the distinctive character of Copeland’s settlements, through the application of
high-quality design and architecture that respects this character and enhances the setting of
heritage assets.
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BE4: Non-designated Heritage Assets:

e Development should preserve or enhance non-designated heritage assets and their settings.
Proposals that better reveal the significance of heritage assets will be supported in principle.
Proposals affecting non-designated heritage assets or their settings should demonstrate that
consideration has been given to their significance.

DS6: Design and Development Standards

e All new development must meet high-quality standards of design. This can include:

a) Making use of existing buildings where practicable and deliverable, except
where these have a negative impact upon the street scene;

b) Creating and enhancing locally distinctive places, sympathetic to surrounding
context and landscape character;

c) Using good quality building materials that reflect local character, sourced locally
where possible;

d) Contributing towards good health and wellbeing through good design of green
spaces and providing high residential amenity;

e) Creating layouts that encourage active travel

f) Providing safe, accessible and convenient pedestrian routes and safe access for
refuse and recycling vehicles.

Sammy Woodford

Conservation and Design Officer
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