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22/00332/FUL Amendments to Bulk Road and Parliament Street  
 
Objection 
 
The proposed amendments to this major scheme do little to address the objections of the Civic 
Society as stated in our earlier submission - 14 June 2022. 
 
There are minor improvements in massing and spacing, but they are measures that a sensitive 
architect would have taken in the first place without having to be told.  The facades remain too 
shallow, without a depth of window that allows light and shade to soften the impact of the bulk 
looming over the street, and an artist’s impression does not show how the buildings block out each 
other’s light at different times of day.  Simply swopping the five and six storeys on Block B is 
palliative rather than remedial. 
 
The CGIs and Visuals do little to assuage our overall objections to the size of the buildings and the 
dominating influence they would have on this significant location. As already stated, the frontage on 
to Parliament Street is deserving of a building of elegance and distinction to complement the 
adjoining Listed Building. We see this as a missed opportunity which will be regretted in the future. 
Bulk Road, to the rear will turn into a very dark and oppressive tunnel.  
 
When compared what is proposed with the very largely stone fronted buildings nearby, the use of 
pale brick is unimaginative and too much of the same as the Caton Court development. There is a 
strong case for using stone cladding, and not just the ubiquitous York reconstituted stone either, 
which is out-of-keeping with Lancaster's historic character 
 
We fully support the comments submitted by the City Conservation Team and by County 
Archaeology and welcome the involvement of Salford Archaeology. We trust that their 
recommendations are fully implemented.  
 
We still regret that the importance of the historic Rope Walk is not being adequately recognised. 
 
We note that the Council's housing strategy team object on policy grounds, heating strategy, cycle 
accessibility, and other issues. The Environment Agency objected in June because of lack of an 
acceptable flood risk document. We are not at all sure the document now presented evaluates the 
flood risk properly, since it seems to concentrate on a kind of 'least worst' options case.  

 
 



 
 
 
 
22/01040/LB Workshops Building at Lancaster Castle  
 
Support 

 
Lancaster Civic Society warmly welcomes the Duchy's continued efforts to put the Castle buildings 
into viable use. 
 
On the professional advice of one of our members we would wish to offer the following 
observations: 
 
The Design, Access and Heritage Statement is not all by J.M. Gandy, but rather is a combination of 
works undertaken under Thomas Harrison (or to his proposals, just after his dismissal in 1798-99), 
with the arcade and clock tower probably by Gandy, then re-roofed and upper floor re-configured in 
the 1840s.  
 
From desk-based assessment and fieldwork study during the works the following phases in the 
Workshops + Chapel Yard area as a whole were identified: 
 
Phase 1: Pre-Workshops use (i.e. possible site of early Norman motte and bailey castle, and later 
Norman stone Keep). 
Phase 2: Turnkeys’ Lodge of two storeys, and Harrison’s criminal yard wall, c. 1796-1802. 
Phase 3: Single-storey Workshops, and three-storey Turnkeys’ Lodge c. 1802-15 (as shown on Clark 
1807 plan). 
Phase 4: Two-storey Workshops with arcades to South and East, and other alterations, c. 1815-45 (as 
shown on William Coulthart's 1827 plans, Lancashire Archives DDX 2000/ 1-6) 
Phase 5: Alterations to the Workshops; second Female Penitentiary (later Visits/café), c. 1845-
1915 (as shown on William Coulthart's 1827 plans, Lancashire Archives DDX 2000/ 7-8) 
Phase 6: Changes between c. 1915 closure and 1954-56 recommissioning. 
Phase 7: prison recommissioning, 1950s to 2011. 
 
Of these, the proposed works in this planning application involve areas in Phases 3, 4, and 5. In 
particular, the East -West wall between the currently vacant rooms R11+12 and R13+14 is part of 
the original c. 1802 outer wall, before the extension of the building in Gandy's time. It was only in 
R14 that any recent work took place, and that was only removal of a rotten floor. 
 
There is potential for discoveries if a watching brief were to be undertaken during the proposed 
works, both above and below ground. We know that Historic England responded to the 2014 
application (the 2015-17 works) by requiring a watching brief and especially an 'as built record' of 
the works as undertaken.  The details of the archaeological provision undertaken during the Phase 2 
works (by Salford Archaeology) or subsequent and ongoing interventions is not known, but Oxford 
Archaeology North were subsequently commissioned to write a Specification. 
 
On the basis of the information available to us we would strongly recommend that a watching brief 
be maintained during these Workshop works. While above-ground works have the potential to 
reveal (probably only temporarily) information about the 1802-15 single storey Workshops, any 
below ground works (e.g. for WC installation) have the potential to disturb in situ or ex situ remains 
going back to the Roman period. We are aware that Roman and medieval pottery was found during 
trial excavations in 2017 for the 'Envelope Repairs Phase 2' works in the Kitchen Yard - when the 



previously unexplored possibility of an early Norman motte and bailey castle pre-dating the c. 1120 
to 1150 Keep was also raised. 
 
More generally, and because of the lack of previous opportunity to investigate the 
Castle fabric, the Civic Society would like to press for a policy to ensure that 
archaeological monitoring should be the norm for all works at the Castle (above and 
below ground), however seemingly minor, so that the store of knowledge and 
understanding continues to increase, and no information is lost due to otherwise 
perfectly acceptable interventions.  
 
This will become all the more vital when proposals are developed for the medieval Keep, Gatehouse, 
and Well Tower, but Gandy’s unique Female Penitentiary also sits on medieval (and possibly Roman) 
foundations. The Civic Society looks forward to these further developments and the scope they offer 
for deeper understanding and interpretation of Lancaster’s most significant historical building. 

 
22/01027/FUL and 22/01026/FUL 
 
Support 

 
Lancaster Civic Society has been pleased to support the initiatives to bring “Lancaster on Ice” and 
the associated ferris wheel attraction to Dalton Square over the Christmas season, and would wish 
to see it continue. 
  
However, we recognise that there may be objections and practical difficulties in expanding the 
operation over such a lengthy period in the manner proposed. 
 
Much will depend on the response of the Highways Authority and the Police, but the closure of 
Nelson Street will cause congestion to traffic and possible danger to pedestrians. It is doubtful that 
Robert Street is wide enough to be used as an alternative route, unless parking is strictly curtailed.  
 
Re-programming the traffic lights at the junction with Thurnham Street would result in a knock-on 
effect to the traffic flow elsewhere on the gyratory system. 
 
We question why the proposed expansion of the site could not encompass Friar Street and Sulyard 
Street (although we recognise that such a proposal would not be favoured by residents)  
  
Access to vital amenities would be hampered (e.g. Dalton Square Medical Practice, the Friendship 
Centre in Robert Street and the Town Hall basement, if it needs to be brought back into use as a 
vaccination centre). 
 
The associated application (22/01026/FUL) to temporarily remove from use parking spaces in Gage 
Street is not acceptable since it would penalise drivers with disabilities for whom those spaces are 
reserved. 
 
A separate issue is the proposed use of the Town Hall gardens for use as a refreshment area and 
Santa’s Grotto.  This is the site of the city’s principal war memorial, commemorating those who gave 
their lives in two world wars. Many would feel it inappropriate and disrespectful to use it in this way. 
 
We would welcome proposals for additional Christmas attractions to boost tourism at these difficult 
times and suggest that a more appropriate site for the proposed carousel would be on the plinth in 
Market Square, which would allow for other businesses to benefit from the additional footfall.  
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