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1. Introduction and Background 

 

1.1 This Consultation Statement has been prepared in accordance with The 

Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 

Paragraph 15 (2)1 which defines a “consultation statement” as a document 

which: 

(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the 

proposed neighbourhood development plan; 

(b) explains how they were consulted; 

(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

and 

(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, 

where relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development 

plan. 

1.2 Allithwaite and Cartmel is a Civil Parish in the South Lakeland District of the 

county of Cumbria. The parish was previously called Lower Allithwaite Parish 

1.3 It is bounded to the north by the Lake District National Park and the Morecambe 

Bay RAMSAR area to the South. 

1.4 It includes two villages and a number of small hamlets and scattered 

farmsteads. There are also a number of caravan and chalet parks which, in 

addition to the growing number of second homes and holiday lets, significantly 

increase the population of the area for virtually the whole year. 

1.5 The Parish Council decided to prepare a Neighbourhood Development Plan for 

the Parish in October 2014 and applied to South Lakeland District Council for 

designation as a neighbourhood area on 15th October 2014. 

1.6 The application for designation was approved by the District Council on 5th 

February 2015. The designated Neighbourhood Area is the same as the Parish 

Council Boundary and is shown on Map 1 overleaf. This includes the villages 

of Allithwaite and Cartmel and the outlying rural areas. 

1.7 The Parish Council has obtained a government grant to cover consultancy and 

other project costs. 

1.8 A steering group comprising Parish Councillors and local residents has been 

established to progress work on the plan, 

1.9 This Consultation Statement lists the various stages in the consultation process 

and includes references to all the events and information that it comprised. It 
 

1 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/contents/made
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also contains feedback from the public in the form of analysis of the 

questionnaire, and analysis of comments received at the first Regulation 14 

stage. 

1.10 Throughout the preparation of the Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood 

Development Plan all relevant documents were available on the parish 

website. https://allithwaiteandcartmel-pc.gov.uk/neighbourhood-plan-design- 

guide/ 

1.11 Responses made to the various consultations and summaries of responses 

are available on the Parish Council website at the above link towards the 

bottom of the page. 

https://allithwaiteandcartmel-pc.gov.uk/neighbourhood-plan-design-guide/
https://allithwaiteandcartmel-pc.gov.uk/neighbourhood-plan-design-guide/
https://allithwaiteandcartmel-pc.gov.uk/neighbourhood-plan-design-guide/
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2. Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan and Informal 

Public Consultation 

2.1 Informal Consultation 

2.1.1 The Allithwaite and Cartmel NDP has been prepared taking into consideration 

extensive community engagement and involvement through the Allithwaite 

and Cartmel Community Plan (June 2013) and the Cartmel Township 

Initiative, the Allithwaite Community Orchard consultation and the Allithwaite 

Paths 4 Communities Bid consultation. 

2.1.2 This gave the basis for preparing the very first draft of the plan for the first 

community engagement. Consultation then took place by drop in events and 

questionnaires on 13th and 19th July 2016 

2.1.3 Following this consultation, work stalled on the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

2.1.4 The current Steering Group got together in early 2019 to continue working on 

the Neighbourhood Plan. 

2.1.5 Further consultations took place in September 2019, around the draft 

document, policies, and allocations. These were in the form of two drop-in 

sessions, one in Cartmel and one in Allithwaite. Questionnaires were 

available for residents to complete and post it notes were also available for 

comments. 

2.1.6 Over 100 people attended the drop-in events, and the residents were in 

support of the neighbourhood plan. The analysis of the questionnaire and 

details of the post it notes comments are included in the Consultation 

Statement. 

2.1.7 The Regulation 14 consultation was carried out between 6th September 2021 

to the 29th October 2021. The responses to the consultation and the 

comments from the Parish Council and subsequent amendment to the 

Allithwaite and Cartmel NDP are contained in a table in the Consultation 

Statement and this document has been revised accordingly. 

2.1.8 Further details of the consultations are included in the sections below. 

 

 
2.2 Early Community Engagement – July 2016 

2.2.1 The first community engagement on the Neighbourhood Plan took place in 

July 2016 and involved two presentation days and the opportunity for the 

community to comment on the early draft policies. The dates for these events 

were the 13th and 19th July 2016 
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2.2.2 The events were publicised by posters on noticeboards and posted on the 

parish website. These are included in Appendix 1. 

2.2.3 The presentation to residents is also included in Appendix 1. 
 

2.2.4 A total of 284 residents provided comments in relation to the policies and 

these are included in appendix 2. 

2.2.5 284 questionnaires were completed, though not everyone answered every 

question. Added to the Don’t Knows for a particular question the Not 

Answered figure sometimes accounts for quite a number out of the total 

respondents. Nevertheless, it is the percentages of the 284 total which are 

quoted throughout this report except where otherwise stated. It is of course 

the breakdown of those who expressed a definite opinion which counts. 

2.2.6 145 respondents (52%) said they lived in Allithwaite, 111 (39%) in Cartmel 

and 22 (7%) in the surrounding area. These figures changed somewhat when 

respondents were asked which village they viewed as their main centre, 137 

for Allithwaite compared with 136 for Cartmel. Where specific village 

responses are described, it is these latter figures which are being referred to. 

2.2.7 The profile of respondents overall showed little variance across the parish. 

The majority were in the older age ranges, 87 (31%) being between 66 and 80 

years old and 94 (33%) between 51 and 65. 32 were over 80. 48 were in the 

36-50 group and only 9 respondents were younger than this. There were no 

Under 16s. 137 (48%) admitted to being male, 122 (43%) female. 

2.2.8 There were no children aged 17 or under in the households of 224 of the 

respondents (79%). 32 households (11%) had one child living there and 13 

had two. Just four homes had three children and none had more than this. 

2.2.9 Almost all the respondents (268 or 94%) have lived in the area for two years 

or more, with 196 (69%) having been here at least 11 years. 71 (25%) have 

lived here 30 years or more. There were 12 second home respondents (4%), 

while 14 people did not answer this question or preferred not to say. 
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2.3 Parish Consultation – September 2019 

2.3.1 Meetings of the Steering Group resumed early in 2019, and as there was a 

gap between the original consultation event, and the draft at that time, the 

decision was made to hold a further consultation to enable the community to 

view and comment on the latest version of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

2.3.2 The consultations took place around the draft document, policies, and 

allocations. These were in the form of two drop-in sessions, one in Cartmel 

and one in Allithwaite. Questionnaires were available for residents to 

complete and post it notes were also available for comments. 

2.3.3 Over 100 people attended the drop-in events, and the residents were in 

support of the neighbourhood plan. The analysis of the questionnaire and 

details of the post it notes comments are included in Appendix 3 
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3. Formal Consultation on the Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan 

3.1 The public consultation on the Allithwaite and Cartmel Draft Neighbourhood 

Development Plan was carried out in accordance with The Neighbourhood 

Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (SI No. 637) Part 5 Pre-submission 

consultation and publicity, paragraph 14. This states that: 

Before submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority, a qualifying 

body must— 

(a) publicise, in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people 

who live, work or carry on business in the neighbourhood area 

(i) details of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan; 

(ii) details of where and when the proposals for a neighbourhood 

development plan may be inspected; 

(iii) details of how to make representations; and 

(iv) the date by which those representations must be received, being not 

less than 6 weeks from the date on which the draft proposal is first 

publicised; 

(b) consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 

1 whose interests the qualifying body considers may be affected by the 

proposals for a neighbourhood development plan; and 

(c) send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan 

to the local planning authority. 

3.2 The Allithwaite and Cartment Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan was 

published for 6 weeks formal Public Consultation from 6th September 2021 to 

the 29th October 2021. 

3.3 An e-mail or letter was sent to all Consultation Bodies, including neighbouring 

Parish Councils, providing information about the consultation dates and the 

locations where the Draft Plan and accompanying documents could be viewed 

and downloaded. 

3.4 The consultation process was also promoted through the use of posters on the 

village notice board and a summary document and comments form to all 

households in the parish. 

3.5 A copy of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan was also sent to South Lakeland 

District Council. 

3.6 The list of consultation bodies, representation form, flyer, press release and 

screenshots of the websites are included at Appendix 4. 
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4. Consultation Responses to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan for the Regulation 14 Consultation 6th 

September 2021 to the 29th October 2021. 

4.1 Table 1 below sets out the response from South Lakeland District Council submitted to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, together with 
information about how these responses have been considered by the Parish Council and have informed the amendments to the 
Submission Neighbourhood Plan. 

4.2 Table 2 below sets out all other responses submitted to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, together with information about how these 
responses have been considered by the Parish Council and have informed the amendments to the Submission Neighbourhood Plan. 

4.3 Table 3 sets out the responses from the SEA/HRA Consultation. 

Table 1 – Allithwaite and Cartmel Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan Formal Consultation South Lakeland 

District Council Response 
 

Section Comments Response 

All The document would benefit from a thorough proof read and tidying up of formatting, including 
ensuring sentences and bullet points/bullet pointed paragraphs are finished with semicolons and full 
stops (as appropriate), and that all paragraphs are given a paragraph number, as this would aid the 
readability of the document. Sentence structure needs checking as well, example Criterion D of Draft 
Policy AC8 requires a full stop in the middle of the first sentence. Acronyms where first used need to 
be preceded with the full title/name to aid readability and cross referencing. 

Comments noted. Amended 
and checked accordingly 

All The Neighbourhood Plan needs future proofing in context of being able to respond to changes in future 
Local Plan policy direction/adoption. For instance, reference to current Local Plan policies will be 
superseded by the new Local Plan and therefore will become out of date within the lifetime of the 
neighbourhood Plan. Suggest a covering statement at the beginning of Section 2 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan, to emphasise this point, making clear where specific policies are referenced 
these may be superseded during the lifetime of the Plan by new adopted relevant policies in the South 
Lakeland Local Plan. 

Comments noted. Amended 
accordingly 

All References to consultation feedback/community plan questionnaire feedback. This may need updating 
in light of consultation feedback from Regulation 14 consultation. May be more preferable to put 
comments into context for example paragraph 2.2.1, possibly re-phrase to say open spaces are greatly 
valued along with the quality of the surrounding countryside. 

Comments noted. Paragraph 
2.21 revised accordingly 

All References to the National Planning Policy Framework, these need checking and updating where 
necessary to reflect latest changes in the 2021 updated version, including Appendix 1. 

Comments noted. Amended 
accordingly 
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Section Comments Response 

All References to time period of Neighbourhood Plan – ensure consistency, example Chapter 2 
references 2025. 

Comments noted. 

Timespan 
of Plan 

The Timespan of the Plan is 2021-2029, 8 years. Normally we would expect a Plan to cover a 
minimum period of 10 years, as stipulated in guidance. National Planning Guidance Paragraph 003 
Reference ID 41-003-20190509 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2 

Comments noted. Timescale 
amended to 2022 to 2032 

Meeting 
Request 

South Lakeland requests a meeting is held with the Parish and their consultants to help 
address key issues highlighted in this response below (those in black bold text in particular) 
before the draft Neighbourhood Plan moves on to the next stage of preparation. 

Meeting held 

 

Specific comments 
 

Section Comments Response 

1.1 Clarity required, which consultations? – Emerging Draft Plan 2019 Consultations? 
Suggest this is clarified in the text. 

Paragraph 1.1 revised accordingly 

1.6 Which supporting document is being referred to? Photographs would be better 
located in the Consultation Statement. 

Remove to Consultation statement 

1.9 Cross reference needed to 2021 NPPF updated version. Amended accordingly 

1.12 Does the vision not also reflect consultation feedback in 2016, 2019? Background text to vision has been 
amended accordingly 

1.24 
Page 11 

Reference to candidates for a Local List – note no Local List has been published at 
the point in time the Draft Neighbourhood Plan was published for consultation – it is 
inappropriate for the Draft Neighbourhood Plan to make any direct reference to any 
potential candidates in this respect. 

Comment noted, this is a direct quote 
from the Conservation Area Appraisal. 

Chapter 2 Phrasing - Reference to South Lakeland Development Plan Documents – suggest 
say South Lakeland Local Plan. 

Amended accordingly 

Draft 
Policy AC1 
Criterion A 

It may help to confirm how proposals should take account of the Design Code, 
through Design and Access Statements? Note weight given to local design codes 
as set out in NPPF 2021, the Neighbourhood Plan may wish to emphasise this 
more strongly. 

 

Helpful to aid application and implementation of the policy, that the Design Code is 
to be applied to whole of the Parish – consistent with reference on page 6 of the 
Design Code. 

Amended accordingly 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2
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Section Comments Response 

2.1.11 Is this necessary to include? Sentence taken from Core Strategy – 
removed from NDP 

2.1.12 Second sentence should be deleted, not necessary to refer to early draft as this has 
not been published. 

Amended accordingly 

2.1.14 Reference to ‘during work on the CAMP’ this is unnecessary to include, traffic 
congestion is identified as a general issue, not something only observed as the 
draft CAMP being prepared. Delete text accordingly. 

Amended accordingly 

Draft 
Policy AC2 

Reference to development not harming significant views of Cartmel Conservation 
Area and its setting. It is unclear which views are being referred to. To aid 
application of the policy and provide necessary clarification, it is recommended the 
Policy wording includes a direct cross reference to the views it is referring to – 
assuming these are those identified in paragraph 2.1.16? – these could be denoted 
in Figure 3 clearly to make clear their location. 

 

Clause 2- reference to a design brief for the racecourse stables site, further 
explanation in the supporting text to the Policy setting out what this should 
comprise would be helpful to aid understanding and application of policy. Also a 
cross reference to the site as identified in the Land Allocations DPD would be 
helpful (LA1.3 Stables, Cartmel Racecourse). 

 
 

Clause 5 – reference to the Local List (note no List has been published for South 
Lakeland Local Plan area at the point in time the Draft Plan was published). 

 
The last paragraph refers to ‘fields separating the east and west parts of the 
village’. It is not clear which ‘fields’ are being referred to. To aid application of the 
policy and provide necessary clarification, more specific reference is needed. This 
could be included through a list naming the parcels of land in question – defining 
boundaries, and on a map. It appears these may be areas of land currently 
designated as open space in the South Lakeland Local Plan, and therefore 
currently have some form of protection already against development. 

 
The policy seeks to restrict any development on the ‘fields’ in question. This is a 
very restrictive policy – a blanket no development approach. Any policy that 
seeks to prevent all forms of new development is contrary to national and 

Amend accordingly 

 
 
 
 

Removed reference. This was text 
taken from the draft CAMP. Cross 
referenced to the Land Allocations 
DPD. 

 
Amend to include the word future 

 
Amended to reflect the Land Allocations 
Policies Map for Cartmel which is now 
included 

 
 

Amended accordingly 
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Section Comments Response 

 current local plan policy (Policies CS1.2, DM14, DM15) which allow for 
specific types of development dependent on local circumstances subject to 
meeting relevant planning policies. Current adopted Local Plan policy allows for 
sustainable development in these locations subject to meeting specific relevant 
Local Plan policies, for example – exception sites for affordable housing (Policy 
DM14), essential dwellings for workers in the Countryside (Policy DM15), where it 
has an essential need for a rural location (CS1.2), development in open spaces 
(LA1.10). 

 

Amended accordingly and Cartmel LA 
DPD Map included 

 
 

Amended accordingly 

Some of the ‘fields’ in question appear to be areas of land currently designated as 
public open space and amenity open space with no public access in the South 
Lakeland Local Plan. Under the provisions of Policy LA1.10 some forms of 
development may still be appropriate in such locations subject to meeting relevant 
criteria. Without knowing which fields are being referred to, those on the approach 
to the village in the foreground of the significant views may include land currently 
classified as open countryside in the South Lakeland Local Plan. 

 

Whilst the policy wording appears to preclude any development on the ‘fields’ in 
question, the supporting policy text appears to suggest some form of development 
in locations with significant views would be appropriate – ‘developments should 
take into consideration any adverse impacts on these views through landscape 
appraisals and impact studies’. In context of the above it is unclear therefore 
whether the Policy intent is to preclude inappropriate forms of development in 
locations that may harm the character and setting of the Conservation Area, whilst 
acknowledging some form of development may be necessary and appropriate in 
this context. If this is the case, this should be made clear. The policy should be 
reviewed and revised in this respect. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Amended to reflect existing protection 
by Policy LA1.10 of the Land 
Allocations DPD 

The Steering Group may consider identifying the ‘fields’ in question as Local Green 
Space, if it is considered this would meet the relevant criteria and result in the level 
of protection they feel is required to protect the character and setting of the 
Conservation Area. 

 

Map 2 Delete words last part of sentence text underneath the map, instead say please 
contact South Lakeland District Council. 

Amended accordingly 

Map 3 This needs accompanying with a key – which is available on the SLDC website 
towncentre-features-key.pdf (southlakeland.gov.uk) 

Link included to map on SLDC website 
to ensure clarity of features. Map 3 is 

https://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/media/1624/towncentre-features-key.pdf
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Section Comments Response 

  now Cartmel Land Allocations DPD 
Polices Map 

Draft 
Policy AC3 

Reference to ‘sheltered sites below the skyline’, further clarity/definition would help 
assist how this element of the policy can be applied. 

 
 
 
 
The current policy wording covers some aspects of building design (B) which 
although partly relevant to a policy focussing on protecting landscape character, 
may be better included in Draft Policy AC1. 

Amended to read: 
“where they do not have a detrimental 
impact on the landscape character of 
the area.” 

 
 

Amended to remove criterion (B) from 
this policy and insert in Policy AC1 

Photos 1 – 
4 Page 24- 
25 

The significant views illustrated appear to correlate with some of the views listed in 
Draft Policy AC3, but not wholly, example view from Hampsfell to Cartmel. 

Map of all Views included following 
policy AC3 

2.2.7 Reference now contained in NPPF paragraphs 101-103, update accordingly. Amended accordingly 

2.2.12 May be helpful to explain the role and purpose of the local green space 
assessment. It may be more appropriate to include in the supporting text of the 
Neighbourhood Plan the conclusions of the Local Green Space Assessment 
currently contained in a separate document – to help provide justification for why 
they have been proposed. 

Amended accordingly 

Draft 
Policy AC4 

Allithwaite Quarry - Part of the site is designated part of Wartbarrow SSSI – see 
NPPG guidance which suggests if the land is already designated then need to 
consider whether there would be any additional benefit gained by designation as 
Local Green Space. 

 

Note NPPF 2021 paragraph 103 specifies ‘Policies for managing development 
within a Local Green Space should be consistent with those for Green Belts’. It may 
be appropriate to include additional text to the policy along the lines of the 
provisions of paragraph 103. 

The area of the quarry included as a 
Local Green Space is only a small area 
of the overall quarry which is not in the 
NDP area. The area does not include 
the SSSI 

Draft 
Policy AC5 

In recognition development proposals are unique by virtue of their location, scale 
and type, it may not be appropriate to require all the measures identified in the 
policy to be incorporated. It is suggested the policy includes wording ‘as relevant to 

Amended accordingly 
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Section Comments Response 

 the proposal under consideration’, this applies to other policies where requirements 
are specified. This would ensure it is clear when to apply policies and when not, 
taking account of the nature of the development proposal at hand. A covering 
statement at the outset of the Plan would be beneficial in this regard to aid 
understanding on when and how policies may be applied. 

 

Draft 
Policy AC5 
Criterion B 

This does not flow coherently, full stop required in the first sentence. Amended accordingly 

Draft 
Policy AC5 
Criterion C 

A reference to achieving net gains for biodiversity would be helpful and relevant. Amended and incorporated within the 
policy 

2.3.2 Reference to a P4C, suggest the Plan defines what a P4C is. Amended accordingly 

Draft 
Policy AC7 
Point B 

Reference to potential new routes, are these pedestrian or pedestrian and cycle 
routes? The Neighbourhood Plan could explain further how these will be defined. 

The new routes have not yet been 
defined. This will require further work. 

2.4.4 This paragraph may be better placed in the supporting text section relating to Draft 
Policy AC7. 

Amend accordingly 

Draft 
Policy AC8 
– 
Application 
of Policy 

It is unclear whether the intent of the policy is to support housing development only 
within the current settlement development boundaries of Allithwaite and Cartmel, 
and resist any housing development outside these areas, or simply to influence 
development within these locations. Justification for the rationale as to why the 
policy should only be applied to such locations would aid understanding of the 
intent/purpose of the policy. 

 

Existing Local Plan policies CS6.2 and DM11 referenced in the policy apply to all 
housing developments across the South Lakeland Local Plan area for example. 

Amended to remove policy following 
discussion at meeting 2/12/21and 
change to a parish action. 

Draft 
Policy AC8 
Criterion A 

Clarification required, need to refer to South Lakeland Local Plan policy 
requirements, to make clear which Local Plan is being applied. 

Amended to remove policy following 
discussion at meeting 2/12/21 

Draft 
Policy AC8 
Criterion B 

This would benefit from splitting out to cover the three different elements it refers to: 

 amenity consideration 

 small scale 

 relating well to traditional layouts and have maximised solar gain. 

Amended to remove policy following 
discussion at meeting 2/12/21 

 



16  

Section Comments Response 

 With reference to ‘small scale’, it is unclear what the Plan is seeking to achieve in 
this respect. If the intention is to prevent all housing development outside of 
settlement boundaries, this would be contrary to current Local Plan policy 
which allows for housing development outside of settlement development 
boundaries in a few exceptional cases; including policy DM14, Rural 
Exception Sites and policy DM15, Essential Dwellings for Workers in the 
Countryside. More generally such a policy approach raises potentially 
significant concerns for opportunities to meet future housing needs (delivery 
of affordable housing and other types of housing) in locations both within 
and outside of the existing settlement boundary. Is the intention of the policy to 
influence the future scale and amount of development within the Parish, by seeking 
to constrain future potential site allocations in reviews of the South Lakeland Local 
Plan and amounts of development allowed under the current Local Plan? And 
restricting development only within the settlement development boundary? 

 

Under current Local Plan policy no thresholds are set for ‘windfall’ developments 
that may come forward within settlement boundaries, and indicative potential 
capacity figures are given for current site allocations. Restricting proposals to small 
scale may make it difficult to meet affordable housing needs on account of viability 
constraints, or enable specific types of housing meeting other needs such as older 
persons housing to come forward if these are required to meet needs which might 
result in a scale of development not considered ‘small scale’. Reference is made to 
1-3 dwellings in 2.4.1, if this threshold is to be adopted, the Council raises 
significant concerns in this context. The Plan should clarify what it is seeking to 
achieve in this respect, and how ‘small scale’ should be defined. 

 
Reference to developments relating well to traditional layouts and maximising solar 
gain – it may not be easy to achieve both at the same time. The orientation of 
buildings is influenced by site context, and in some cases this may not lend itself to 
traditional layouts and maximising solar gain. It is unclear what is meant by 
‘traditional layouts’, this needs clarifying. 

 

Draft 
Policy AC8 
Criterion C 

Future proof policy – reference to current Local Plan policies, see comments about 
reference to current policies being superseded by future Local Plan policies during 
lifetime of the Neighbourhood Plan. It is recommended the cross reference to Policy 
CS6.2 and DM11 is included in a footnote. 

Amended to remove policy following 
discussion at meeting 2/12/21 
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Section Comments Response 

2.4.5/2.4.6 It would be helpful to include figures for Allithwaite and Cartmel separately based 
on most up to date data. Also helpful to include second homes figures for other 
parts of South Lakeland both within and outside of the Lake District and Yorkshire 
Dales National Parks, to compare and contrast. It would also be helpful to include 
figures for other parts of England where Principal Residence Policies have been 
adopted (see further comments below). For example the St Ives Neighbourhood 
Plan specifies in 2011 25% dwellings in the Neighbourhood Plan area were not 
occupied by a resident household, and the Thurlestone Plan area specifies 39% of 
properties were holiday homes/second homes in 2011. 

 

South Lakeland Local Plan Review Housing Topic Paper contains information for 
each parish in South Lakeland and includes a figure of 8.85% 2nd homes for 
Allithwaite and Cartmel putting it in third place in terms of parishes in Local Plan 
area. This does not tally with the ‘over 10%’ referenced in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
Housing Topic Paper (southlakeland.gov.uk) see Table 24. Our analysis was based 
on October 2020 data taken from Council Tax. It would be helpful to confirm the 
source of the data used in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Up to date data has now been provided 
by SLDC Revenues and Benefits 
system identifying the number of known 
second homes and holiday lets. 

 

This information has been inserted into 
the NDP 

2.4.13 Repetition in part with wording in Paragraph 2.4.10. Paragraph 2.4.10 

Draft 
Policy AC9 

The policy should clarify its geographic scope – is it intended to apply to the whole 
Parish or Cartmel? There is reference in paragraph 2.4.9 to supporting provision of 
full time principal residence housing in the Cartmel Electoral Division; this covers 
part of the Lake District National Park and also includes Flookburgh but omits 
Allithwaite. The Neighbourhood Plan includes second home /holiday let figures for 
Cartmel only. 

 

There is a need to provide robust evidence to justify the policy – see St Ives NP 
and others with similar policies (useful guidance provided by other authorities is 
included below). As stated it is suggested more detailed information on % second 
homes and holiday lets for Allithwaite and Cartmel is included separately – not as 
one figure - and compare this to the % of these in other parts of South Lakeland 
(within and outside of the National Parks) and other NP areas where a similar 
requirement has been introduced in adopted NPs e.g. St Ives (policy H2), Lyn Plan 
(policy H3), Thurlestone (policy TP6). For awareness, there are examples of 
Neighbourhood Plans considering Second home restriction policies but Steering 
Groups have decided not to include them, concluding the evidence does not 
support the sort of policy adopted by St Ives, because the numbers are not so 

Policy AC9 is to apply to the village of 
Cartmel. The submission Plan will 
include a boundary within which it 
applies, this will be the Cartmel 
Development Boundary plus a buffer of 
200 metres. 

https://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/media/7643/housing-topic-paper.pdf
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Section Comments Response 

 acute (example Rye Neighbourhood Plan). There are also cases of some 
examiners in the case of Stogumber in Somerset stating the evidence provided by 
the neighbourhood plan promoters was not justification for the imposition of second 
home restrictive conditions (only 8.8% of homes in the parish were identified as 
having “no usual residents’’), this is on a par with figures for Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Parish as a whole (See article : 
https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1489382/communities-using- 
neighbourhood-plans-block-second-homes). 

 

In light of the evidence currently available to hand, it is the District Council’s 
view there is insufficient justification for applying a Principal Residence 
Policy in the Parish based on the number of second homes/holiday homes 
alone, but there may be sufficient justification for applying the policy in 
Cartmel village given the higher levels. 

 

Careful consideration needs to be given to the potential impact such policy 
requirements may have for delivery of housing to meet all housing needs. To what 
extent may it affect the viability of affordable housing development, where open 
market housing can aid its delivery? Is concern for the future sustainability of 
Cartmel and Allithwaite a reason for the need for this policy?. 

 
The introduction of the policy may have implications for accessing the finance to 
deliver new homes subject to Principal Residence conditions, which may affect the 
viability of new housing schemes. We advise the parish review the evidence base 
supporting the policy in light of the above. 

It is queried why the Policy does not apply to replacement dwellings? 

Background sources: 

For reference see the examiner’s report to the St Ives – Neighbourhood Plan: 
https://stivesnplan.files.wordpress.com/2013/08/final-independent-examiners- 
report-on-the-st.pdf 
Lyn Plan: 
https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/ data/assets/pdf_file/0022/285610/Lyn- 
Plan-FINAL.pdf 
Thurlestone Plan: 

 
 

Amended to apply to a defined 
boundary in Cartmel and the up to date 
figures indicate that there is sufficient 
justification to apply the policy in 
Cartmel 

 

https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1489382/communities-using-neighbourhood-plans-block-second-homes
https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1489382/communities-using-neighbourhood-plans-block-second-homes
https://stivesnplan.files.wordpress.com/2013/08/final-independent-examiners-report-on-the-st.pdf
https://stivesnplan.files.wordpress.com/2013/08/final-independent-examiners-report-on-the-st.pdf
https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0022/285610/Lyn-Plan-FINAL.pdf
https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0022/285610/Lyn-Plan-FINAL.pdf
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Section Comments Response 

 https://www.thurlestoneparish.co.uk/uploads/4/8/9/6/48967079/tpnp_- 
_final_plan made_version_.pdf 
For reference see useful guidance produced by other authorities should be taken 
into account: 
https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/nt5c5jcl/principal-residence-policies.pdf 
https://www.north-norfolk.gov.uk/media/5590/npg5-housing.pdf 

 

Draft Policy 
AC10 

Clause A refers to schemes needing to be well contained within the landscape, the 
Neighbourhood Plan would benefit from defining how a scheme can achieve this. 
Clause B refers to effective screening through planting as a means of containing 
proposals within a landscape form. It may be helpful to join clause A and B together 
in this regard. 

 
Clause C – this does not read particularly clearly. What is a rigid pattern? 

Amended policy AC10 to read better 

2.5.4 Not clear why developments in villages cumulatively would not deliver any facilities, 
assuming meaning play facilities? Is this saying on-site facilities? This needs 
explaining more clearly if the case. Is this on the expectation that the scale of any 
new development will be very limited, and not of a scale that would warrant on-site 
new provision? Is reference to urban areas, meaning towns only? 

Amended accordingly 

2.5.5 With reference to a sum of £200 per bedroom to provide improvements and 
maintenance to existing playgrounds, it is assumed this is to be sought through 
S106 contributions. Or is the Parish setting out how they would use CIL monies to 
help fund improvements and maintenance?. Under current practice, contributions 
are negotiated with developers based on extent of evidenced needs in consultation 
with South Lakeland District Council. Amounts requested are subject to change and 
the mix of housing proposed. Any setting of developer contributions would need to 
be subject to Viability testing. It is inappropriate for the Neighbourhood Plan to set 
such requirements, and reference should be deleted. 

Amended to remove this 

Appendix 3 
Evidence 
Base 

Some of the documents listed are rather historic, and it is suggested the 
Appendices is updated to reflect most up to date position. For example the most 
recent SLDC’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment was updated in 2017, 
SLDC’s latest Infrastructure Delivery Plan is the 2017 version. Cumbria County 
Council Parking Guidelines in Cumbria 2002 is out of date superseded by Cumbria 
Design Guide. 

Amended accordingly 

 

Local Green Space Assessment 

https://www.thurlestoneparish.co.uk/uploads/4/8/9/6/48967079/tpnp_-_final_plan__made_version_.pdf
https://www.thurlestoneparish.co.uk/uploads/4/8/9/6/48967079/tpnp_-_final_plan__made_version_.pdf
https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/nt5c5jcl/principal-residence-policies.pdf
https://www.north-norfolk.gov.uk/media/5590/npg5-housing.pdf
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Section of report Comments Response 

General Update accordingly as appropriate – references to NPPF 2021 Revise 

1.2 Was the assessment not also informed by feedback from the 
consultation undertaken in 2019? 

Yes revise 

1.7 / 3.2 SLDC did not apply a Local Green Space methodology to 
produce the Core Strategy and Land Allocation DPD. It is 
unclear what is being referred to here. Delete reference to such 
a methodology. 

Revise 

3.3 Further information is referenced, however, it is not clear where 
this can be found on the website. What is being referred to 
here? Suggest citing source of further information to aid 
usability. 

Revise 

Assessment Methodology The methodology used as part of the assessment is not clear. 
There is reference to Tests being applied, how do the Tests 
relate to the criteria in NPPF Paragraph 102?. Criterion A 
proximity and C extensive tract of land are referred to in the 
assessment, but it would help if these were included in the 
wording next to where it says Test.. with a cross reference to 
the NPPF criteria. This will help to explain how the criteria has 
been used to inform the assessment. 

 

Would be helpful to indicate level of community support 
identified through consultation for each of the proposed 
designations. There is reference in Appendix 3 to consultation 
feedback on the proposed Local Green Spaces, but it is not 
clear which spaces received support. There is reference in the 
Assessment to sites having been put forward through 
Community Consultation, does this imply the sites were 
suggested by the community and not the Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group? 

 
A cross reference to NPPG guidance on Local Green Space 
Designation could be beneficial. 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and- 
recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space 

Revise 

Allithwaite Quarry Repeat previous comments made above. Part of the site is 
designated part of Wartbarrow SSSI – see NPPG guidance 

No changes 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
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Section of report Comments Response 

 which suggests if the land is already designated then need to 
consider whether there would be any additional benefit gained 
by designation as Local Green Space. Proximity is also an 
issue, how accessible is the space to the community? 
(distance, ease of access, walking and cycling, safe access?) 
NPPG states for example, if public access is a key factor, then 
the site would normally be within easy walking distance of the 
community served. 

 

Land ownership Has contact been made with landowners of each of the 
proposed local green spaces? 

 

A Local Green Space does not need to be in public ownership. 
However, the local planning authority (in the case of local plan 
making) or the qualifying body (in the case of neighbourhood 
plan making) should contact landowners at an early stage 
about proposals to designate any part of their land as Local 
Green Space. Landowners will have opportunities to make 
representations in respect of proposals in a draft plan. 

Landowners have had 
opportunities throughout the 
process to comment on the 
designation of local green 
spces. 

Local Design Code 
 

Section Comments Response 

General Reference to July 2020 date – should this not be September 
2021? 
Timespan of the plan – check these refer to 2029.. page 6 
reference to 2026. 

 

A proof read is required, checking typos for example Page 23 
‘circuitous’ needs amending. 

Agreed 

National Planning Policy Ensure references as appropriate reflect updated NPPF 2021. 
Ensure Sections 12 and 16 are included. 

Amend 

Figure 6 The map requires changes to ensure it is accurate in its cross 
reference to the current Local Plan policies map. It is requested 
the designations shown in the accompanying key to the Local 
Plan policies map are included on the map and referenced 
accordingly in the key, and a clearer distinction made between 
the colours used to denote the proposed Local Green Spaces 

Map provided by Aecom 
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Section Comments Response 

 and those for other green spaces, The Quarry for example 
appears to be an outdoor sport facility or public open space – 
colour is not clear, and it is neither. 

 
Area to the north of Jack Hill and west of Holme Lane and East 
of Church Road all shows as Amenity Open Space should be 
covered by Amenity Open Space with no public access 
designation. 

 
Area to the north of Primary School and St Marys Church 
should be shown as Amenity Open Space with no public 
access 

 
Area to the west of Allithwaite Community Orchard should be 
shown as Amenity Open Space with no public access 

 
Omission – include area if land to the west of St Marys Church 
as amenity open space with no public access. 

 

Figure 7 The map requires changes to ensure it is accurate in its cross 
reference to the current Local Plan policies map. It is requested 
the designations shown in the accompanying key to the Local 
Plan policies map are included on the map and referenced 
accordingly in the key: 

 

Omission – land to the south of the cemetery needs to be 
shown as public open space. 

 

Reference to Amenity Space in the key should say Amenity 
Open Space with no public access 

Document received is a final 
version from Aecom. 

Figure 8/9 Helpful to include source of information and date, caveat as 
information at a point in time. 

 

Figure 41 
Land South of Green Lane 

Land South of Green Lane – this has planning permission, 
suggest this is deleted. 
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Table 2 – Allithwaite and Cartmel Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan Formal Consultation Responses 
 

Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

1-1 NW 
Planning, 
Sustainable 
Places, 
Cumbria and 
Lancashire 

 Comment Thank you for consulting us on the draft 
Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan. We 
have reviewed the document in respect of the 
Environment Agency’s remit and we wish to offer 
the following comments:- 

Comments noted  

   The introductory section of the draft 
neighbourhood plan refers to conformity with 
South Lakeland District Council’s existing 
planning policies. I’m sure that you are aware 
South Lakeland District Council are currently 
working to update their local plan and therefore 
you may wish to incorporate the new local plan 
where possible to ensure that the neighbourhood 
plan will be up- to-date once adopted. 

Comments noted. Amended 
accordingly 

Insert extra paragraphs in 
the introductory section to 
reflect the Local Plan 
review in the context of the 
Neighbourhood 
Development Plan. 
Additional paragraphs 1.12 
to 1.15 

   
The draft plan makes no reference to climate 
change and we would suggest that this is 
specifically referred to and given a strong 
emphasis in the document given that South 
Lakeland District Council has declared a climate 
emergency and climate change (and its predicted 
impacts) is a key issue in the current review of the 
South Lakeland Local Plan. Such an approach 
could also demonstrate how the plan will 
contribute to South Lakeland District Council’s aim 
for South Lakeland to become carbon neutral by 
2037. Further useful guidance is available at: 
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and- 
guidance/how-to- write-a-neighbourhood-plan-in- 
a-climate-emergency/ 

Comments noted. Amended 
accordingly 

Insert and extra section and 
extra paragraphs relating to 
climate emergency and 
carbon neutrality. Additional 
paragraphs 1.17 to 1.21 

1-2 NW 
Planning, 
Sustainable 
Places, 

AC1 Comment Draft Policy AC1 – Design Principles 
We support the inclusion of draft Policy AC1, in 
particular the reference to using Sustainable 
Drainage Systems. Draft Policy AC1 could also 
include reference to the need for surface water 

Comment noted In AC1(G now H) insert a 
sentence “All SUDs will be 
designed to accommodate 
the future impact of climate 
change.” 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

 Cumbria and 
Lancashire 

  drainage to be designed to accommodate the 
future impacts of climate change. 

 

Our remit for surface water drainage and related 
flood risk was transferred to the Lead Local Flood 
Authority in 2015. We have a strategic overview 
role in surface water management but we would 
not have specific requirements on a site by site 
basis for the design of Sustainable Drainage 
Systems unless such a system discharged to a 
main river watercourse. 

  

1-3 NW 
Planning, 
Sustainable 
Places, 
Cumbria and 
Lancashire 

 Comment Green Infrastructure and Landscape Character - 
Objectives 2 and 3 
Green spaces can provide vital habitat links for a 
range of species and if joined up can provide 
networks for migration. This in turn can enable a 
species to adapt to changes of their habitat such 
as climate change. It can also off vital green 
infrastructure including permeable drainage for 
surface water. We therefore support this objective 
to ensure that green space is protected. We also 
recommend that if development have to occur in 
designated green space that mitigation is provided 
as part of the development for any related loss of 
habitat or drainage. We support draft Policy AC4 - 
Protecting Local Green Spaces and draft Policy 
AC5 – Protecting and Enhancing Green 
Infrastructure and Biodiversity. 
Paragraphs 170 and 175 of the National planning 
Policy framework (NPPF) recognize that the 
planning system should conserve and enhance 
the environment by minimising impacts on and 
providing net gains for biodiversity. If significant 
harm resulting from a development cannot be 
avoided, adequately mitigated, or as a last resort 
compensated for, planning permission should be 
refused. 

Comments noted Policy AC5 amended to 
include the following at the 
beginning of the policy: 

 

“Development proposals 
should conserve and 
enhance biodiversity in the 
Neighbourhood Area, and 
opportunities to incorporate 
biodiversity improvements 
are encouraged. 

 

All developments should 
avoid any impacts from the 
loss of countryside, wildlife 
and the natural 
environment and where 
avoidance is not possible 
mitigate or compensate for 
any impacts. As part of 
mitigation measures, 
designs should give 
consideration to the need to 
minimise disturbance to 
wildlife from noise and light 
pollution. 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    The concept of biodiversity net gain aligns with 
draft Policy AC5 - Protecting and Enhancing 
Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity and could 
be introduced here to strengthen the policy. Any 
new development should have regard to the latest 
planning guidance on how biodiversity net gain 
can be achieved as part the proposed 
development. 

 

An accepted methodology has been developed by 
Natural England, Defra Biometric 2.0, which can 
be applied to assess the baseline range and 
condition of impacted habitats, and demonstrate 
how development proposals will achieve net gain. 
Opportunities for biodiversity net gain should be 
identified at an early stage in the design of any 
proposal, to be incorporated as the design of the 
scheme develops. 

 

Together with Natural England, Historic England 
and the Forestry Commission we have published 
joint advice on neighbourhood planning which 
sets out sources of environmental information and 
ideas on incorporating the environment into plans. 
This is available at: 
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp- 
content/uploads/How-to-consider-the- 
environment-in-Neighbourhood- plans- 
2021.02.26.pdf 

Comments noted As a principle, there should 
be a measurable net gain 
enhancement of 
biodiversity assets, with an 
aim of achieving a 
biodiversity net gain of 10% 
as a minimum requirement 
and increased to attain 
maximum possible 
biodiversity outcome. 
Biodiversity net gain should 
be provided on site, unless 
it is not technically possible, 
in which case off-site 
contributions would be 
sought. The developer will 
be responsible for 
maintaining and ensuring 
the net gain over 30 years. 
These requirements will be 
secured through a S106 
planning obligation, 
biodiversity gain plan or 
other mechanism required 
by legislation or regulation.” 

2 Allithwaite 
Resident 

  Thank you for information about the NDP, and 
request for responses to AC1-11. 
Unfortunately, the consultants commissioned by 
our Parish made no mention of this:- 

 

“everyone’s “statutory right to an allotment” (we 
devote 10 times more land to golf courses). Any 
reform must begin; however, he argues, with a 
determined end to the secrecy around ownership.” 

Comments noted No change 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    It is a quotation from a review of Guy Shrubsole’s 
book ‘Who owns England’, which has recently 
been brought to my attention. It relates to land use 
in the Parish, which the NDP pays little attention 
to. Yet agricultural land use is a major part of the 
Parish’s activities. In accordance with calls to 
reduce livestock farming (as part of reducing 
greenhouse gas production), land in the Parish 
could be developed for vegetable production 
under Poly-tunnels. Would they be seen to be 
negative impacts upon views and rejected? 

  

Also, the consultants made no reference to 
statements on how SLDC and CCC plan to tackle 
climate change, species extinctions 
or Earth’s “existential crises”, to quote the UN 
Secretary General, Antonio Guterres. 

Comments noted. This will be 
addressed in the revisions 

Amended in accordance 
with the response to 
Comment 1-1 

https://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/media/7208/cli 
mate-change-action-plan-accessible.pdf 

  

This story of frustrated community effort, in 
Totnes, could be a useful lesson for the Allithwaite 
& Cartmel NDP. Please circulate 
the article to your Council colleagues. 

  

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021 
/sep/15/england-right-to-build-laws-totnes-devon- 
housing 

Comments noted  
No change 

3 Network Rail   Network Rail is a statutory consultee for any Comments noted. This will be No change 
  planning applications within 10 metres of relevant addressed as part of the  

  railway land (as the Rail Infrastructure Managers Development Management  

  for the railway, set out in Article 16 of the function of SLDC  

  Development Management Procedure Order) and   

  for any development likely to result in a material   

  increase in the volume or a material change in the   

  character of traffic using a level crossing over a   

  railway (as the Rail Network Operators, set out in   

http://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/media/7208/cli
http://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/media/7208/cli
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    Schedule 4 (J) of the Development Management 
Procedure Order). 

 

Network Rail is also a statutory undertaker 
responsible for maintaining and operating the 
railway infrastructure and associated estate. It 
owns, operates and develops the main rail 
network. Network Rail aims to protect and 
enhance the railway infrastructure, therefore any 
proposed development which is in close proximity 
to the railway line or could potentially affect 
Network Rail’s specific land interests will need to 
be carefully considered. 

 
(3) The proposal area is adjacent to a section of 
railway line. 
Developments in the neighbourhood area should 
be notified to Network Rail to ensure that: 
Access points / rights of way belonging to Network 
Rail are not impacted by developments within the 
area. That any proposal does not impact upon the 
railway infrastructure / Network Rail land e.g. 

 

Drainage works / water features Encroachment of 
land or air-space Excavation works 
Siting of structures/buildings less than 2m from 
the Network Rail boundary / Party Wall Act issues 
Lighting impacting upon train drivers’ ability to 
perceive signals 
Landscaping that could impact upon overhead 
lines or Network Rail boundary treatments Any 
piling works 
Any scaffolding works 
Any public open spaces and proposals where 
minors and young children may be likely to use a 
site which could result in trespass upon the 
railway (which we would remind the council is a 
criminal offence under s55 British Transport 
Commission Act 1949) 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    Any use of crane or plant 
Any fencing works 
Any demolition works Any hard standing areas 

 

For any proposal adjacent to the railway, Network 
Rail would request that a developer constructs (at 
their own expense) a suitable steel palisade 
trespass proof fence of at least 1.8m in height. 

  

4 Allithwaite 
Resident 

 Comment Thank you for inviting us to comment on the local 
plans. The volume of information provided online 
in the full document is overwhelming and some of 
it is technical and legally not easy to understand. 
We therefore will just make a few comments so 
that our feedback might be useful to the survey. 

Comments noted. 
The Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Steering Group agree with all of 
the issues raised and hope that 
the final document along with the 
policies of the SLDC Core 
Strategy and Development 
Management DPD will address all 
matters. 

No change 

   
1. Housing should concentrate on homes for 
locals and provide low cost, but good quality, 
homes for young people and provision of council 
houses. The focus should not be on second 
homes and holiday lets which should be 
discouraged. 
2. The area is saturated with caravan parks 
and lodges so further expansion should be 
prohibited. Traffic, water supplies, sewage 
problems etc. result from these overdevelopments 
which do nothing to enhance the landscapes and 
character of the area. 
3. “Mobile” stables soon become shabby 
and have additional huts/storage sited with them. 
They are frequently untidy and unsightly and do 
not enhance any situation. 
4. Open landscapes and green spaces are 
vital for mental health wellbeing and provide 
havens for wildlife. 
5. Provision for pedestrian safety is 
important as we should encourage more walking 

This is a strategic matter to be 
addressed within the SLDC Local 
Plan review. 

 
 

Policy AC8 seeks to address the 
provision of and extension to 
caravan parks. 

 
This is a development 
management matter to be 
referred to SLDC. 

 

It is hoped the NDP will continue 
to protect this 

 
The NDP seeks to improve 
pedestrian safety. 

 

All comments will be taken into 
account in the final revisions 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    activities for health and reduction of traffic 
emissions. 
6. Many people think that their comments 
and ideas will not make any difference to the 
outcome of the neighbourhood plan. 

  

5 Canal and 
Rivers Trust 

  No comments Comments noted No change 

6 Sport 
England 

 Comment Sport England made comment on this 
Neighbourhood Plan on 12 November 2020. It is 
not clear how that representation has been taken 
into account. Comments made advised: 

 

1. Playing fields and sports and recreation 
facilities are already afforded protection under 
paragraph 97 of the NPPF and a local green 
space (LGS) designation of such adds a further, 
more restrictive, layer of protection. 
2. Sport England is concerned that the 
designation of playing field sites including (1) 
Allithwaite Community Playing Fields and (6) 
Cartmel Park / Cricket Ground as local green 
spaces means that policy for managing these 
sites as Local Green Space becomes more 
restrictive and consistent with Green Belt policy. 
This means placing these playing fields under 
greater restriction than at present, thus affecting 
how they could be developed in the future without 
such a designation. In some circumstances the 
LGS designation could prevent their legitimate 
development for sport and recreation purposes or 
prevent a playing field from being redeveloped for 
an alternative purpose, whilst still meeting the 
requirements of paragraph 97 of the NPPF in that 
(a) an assessment has been undertaken that 
shows it surplus to requirement; (b) the loss would 
be replaced elsewhere with equivalent or better 
provision in terms of quantity and quality; or (c) it 
is for alternative sports and recreation provision. 

Comments noted 

 
 
 

The Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Steering group consider all of the 
sites put forward satisfy the 
criteria as local green spaces and 
these should remain in the NDP. 

 
 
 
 

 
Whilst we understand your 
concerns, the LGS designation is 
about protecting the local green 
space. Facilities for outdoor 
recreation can be acceptable in 
the Green Belt. 

 
 

The paragraph is now 99. 
Redevelopment of this nature 
would also be acceptable in the 
Green Belt. 

Amend 1st sentence of 
Policy AC4 to read 

 

The following local green 
spaces (identified on Map 5 
and Map 6 and individual 
maps in the Local Green 
Space Assessment) are 
designated in accordance 
with paragraphs 101 and 
102 of the NPPF: 

 
 

Amend the final sentence in 
AC4 to read as follows: 

 

New development which 
impacts adversely on the 
openness and visual 
amenity of these sites will 
not be permitted, except in 
very special circumstances. 

 
Very special circumstances 
will only exist where the 
potential harm caused by 
any new development is 
clearly outweighed by other 
considerations. 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    It is still unclear what development on (1) 
Allithwaite Community Playing Fields and (6) 
Cartmel Park / Cricket Ground would be 
permitted, and whether the LGS designation 
would make developments on them, including that 
for ancillary sporting use acceptable or 
unacceptable in policy terms. 

 

Sport England also notes that (6) Cartmel Park / 
Cricket Ground is 45.5 hectares in area and 
considers that an extensive tract of land in it's own 
right. There is no supporting text in the Local 
Green Space Assessment report that defines 
what an extensive tract of land is and the report in 
itself makes no attempt to check and challenge 
the assumptions made in the report about any of 
the sites. Sites (1) and (6) do hold recreational 
value but sports sites by there very nature could 
not be described as tranquil when they are in 
active use for sport and recreation. It is also not 
clear if the landowners support the LGS 
designations and there are no copies made 
available of previous representations made, nor 
how any representations have been taken into 
account to shape the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Comment noted. Amendments to 
the policy will make it clear what 
is acceptable in terms of 
redevelopment. 

 

7 United 
Utilities 

  Thank you for your email and links to the draft 
neighbourhood plan. 

 

With regards to policies within the Neighbourhood 
Plan, United Utilities is pleased to see the 
inclusion of surface water comments in the 
General Design Principles and within Draft Policy 
AC1 – Design Principles. 

 
It is important that United Utilities are kept aware 
of any additional development proposed within 
your neighbourhood plan over and above the 
Council’s allocations. We would encourage further 
consultation with us at an early stage should you 

Comments noted No change 
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Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
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Policy 

Support / 
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    look to allocate any additional sites in the future to 
ensure we have necessary infrastructure to 
prevent delays and other unnecessary expense.If 
you wish to discuss this in further detail please 
feel free to contact me. 

  

8 National Grid  Comment Dear Sir / Madam 
Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan 
Regulation 14 Consultation September - October 
2021 Representations on behalf of National Grid 
National Grid has appointed Avison Young to 
review and respond to Neighbourhood Plan 
consultations on its behalf. 

 
We are instructed by our client to submit the 
following representation with regard to the current 
consultation on the above document. About 
National Grid National Grid Electricity 
Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains the 
electricity transmission system in England and 
Wales. The energy is then distributed to the 
electricity distribution network operators across 
England, Wales and Scotland. National Grid Gas 
plc (NGG) owns and operates the high-pressure 
gas transmission system across the UK. In the 
UK, gas leaves the transmission system and 
enters the UK’s four gas distribution networks 
where pressure is reduced for public use. National 
Grid Ventures (NGV) is separate from National 
Grid’s core regulated businesses. NGV develop, 
operate and invest in energy projects, 
technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate 
the development of a clean energy future for 
consumers across the UK, Europe and the United 
States. 

 
Proposed development sites crossed or in close 
proximity to National Grid assets: An assessment 
has been carried out with respect to National 
Grid’s electricity and gas transmission assets 

Comments noted No change 
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    which include high voltage electricity assets and 
high-pressure gas pipelines. National Grid has 
identified that it has no record of such assets 
within the Neighbourhood Plan area. National Grid 
provides information in relation to its assets at the 
website below. 

 

• www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land- 
and-development/planningauthority/shape-files/ 
Please also see attached information outlining 
guidance on development close to National Grid 
infrastructure. 

 
Distribution Networks Information regarding the 
electricity distribution network is available at the 
website below: www.energynetworks.org.uk 
Information regarding the gas distribution network 
is available by contacting: 
plantprotection@cadentgas.com 

 
Further Advice Please remember to consult 
National Grid on any Neighbourhood Plan 
Documents or site specific proposals that 
could affect our assets. 

  

9 The Coal 
Authority 

 Comment Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood 
Development Plan and Thank you for consulting 
The Coal Authority on the above. 
Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we 
have no specific comments to make on it. 
Should you have any future enquiries please 
contact a member of Planning and Local Authority 
Liaison at The Coal Authority 
using the contact details above. 

Comments noted No change 

10 Homes 
England 

 Comment As a prescribed body, we would firstly like to 
thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood 
Development Plan (NDP). Homes England is the 
government’s housing accelerator. We have the 
appetite, influence, expertise, and resources to 

Comments noted No change 

http://www.energynetworks.org.uk/
mailto:plantprotection@cadentgas.com
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    drive positive market change. By releasing more 
land to developers who want to make a difference, 
we’re making possible the new homes England 
needs, helping to improve neighbourhoods and 
grow communities. 

 

Homes England does not wish to make any 
representations on the Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Plan NDP. We will however continue to engage 
with you as appropriate. 

  

11 Historic 
England 

 Comment As the public body that advises on England’s 
historic environment, we are pleased to offer our 
comments on the submission draft of Allithwaite & 
Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

The Allithwaite & Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan 
area contains a significant number of designated 
heritage assets including a number of high-grade 
assets (one Grade I, two Grade II* and five 
Scheduled Monuments). Cartmel Conservation 
Area hosts the majority of the area’s designated 
assets within its boundary with over 90 listings. 
The plan area is also likely to contain many other 
features of local historic, architectural or 
archaeological value. The National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) indicates that plans 
should set out a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment (para 185) and can include detailed 
policies on conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment and design (para 28). 

 
Government’s National Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG) is clear that, where relevant, 
neighbourhood plans need to include enough 
information about local heritage (e.g. such as sites 
of archaeological interest or locally listed 
buildings) to guide local authority planning 
decisions and to put broader strategic heritage 

Comments noted 
 

With regard to Heritage Assets 
across the parish, the policies in 
the SLDC Core Strategy and 
Development Management DPD 
adequately address setting a 
positive strategy for heritage 
assets. There is no further 
requirement for the 
Neighbourhood plan to add a 
further layer of policy. 

No change 
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    policies from the local authority’s local plan into 
action but at a neighbourhood scale. The planning 
and conservation staff at South Lakeland District 
Council are best placed to assist with the 
development of your plan in relation to the historic 
environment. 

 

We do however offer some general advice and 
guidance below. If you have not already done so, 
we also recommend that you also speak to the 
staff at Cumbria County Council’s Cumbria 
Historic Environment Service who manage the 
Historic Environment Record (HER, formerly 
SMR). They should be able to provide details of 
locally-important buildings, archaeological 
remains and landscapes as well as designated 
heritage assets. To ensure that the protection and 
enhancement of the historic environment is fully 
embedded within Allithwaite & Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Plan we recommend that you 
refer to Historic England’s advice on 
Neighbourhood Planning and the Historic 
Environment and particular our Advice Note No.11 
for further guidance. 

 

It is available on our website and should be the 
first port of call for advice on heritage in 
neighbourhood plans, being written specifically for 
those such as yourselves preparing plans. Other 
Historic England advice that may also be of use 
includes: 

 
• HE Advice Note 2 - Making Changes to 
Heritage Assets: historicengland.org.uk/images- 
books/publications/making-changes- 
heritageassets-advice-note-2/ 
• HE Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - 
The Setting of Heritage Assets: 
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    historicengland.org.uk/images- 
books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritageassets/ 
• HE Advice Note 7 - Local Heritage Listing: 
historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/l 
ocal-heritage-listing-advice-note-7. 

 

We recommend that you familiarise yourself with 
the terminology of historic environment planning 
(such as “historic environment”, “conservation”, 
“significance”, “heritage asset”, and “setting”) by 
referring to the glossary in the NPPF. Where 
relevant, we suggest copying these and other 
terms across to your plan’s own glossary. You can 
also familiarise yourself with basic legislative and 
policy protections that heritage assets in England 
enjoy by browsing our online Heritage Protection 
Guide at historicengland.org.uk/advice/hpg. 

 
We are pleased that the plan acknowledges 
Cartmel Conservation Area, and that it features as 
one of the plan’s objectives. However we do 
recommend that the plan also addresses the 
wider historic environment, as the plan area is 
host to scheduled monuments, listed buildings 
(both within and independent of the conservation 
area), a registered park and garden, as well as 
many other features of local historic, architectural 
or archaeological value. It is very important that 
the plan does not just identify heritage assets in 
the area, but also includes a positive strategy to 
safeguard those elements that contribute to their 
significance. 

 

This will ensure that they can be appropriately 
conserved and enjoyed now and in the future. We 
are aware that a Conservation Area Management 
Plan is being prepared by South Lakeland District 
Council in tandem with your plan, and so 
recommend that you liaise with SLDC to help 
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    ensure there is synergy between the two 
documents. 

 

We note that the plan is supported by a Design 
Code (July 2020). Your Code predates the 
Department for Levelling Up, Housing & 
Communities/ MHCLG’s recent guidance on the 
National Model Design Code (last updated 14 
October 2021), and so we recommend that the 
plan and associated design codes are updated to 
align with this latest national guidance. 

 
Finally, we should like to stress that this advice is 
based on the information provided by Allithwaite & 
Cartmel Parish Council in your correspondence of 
31 August 2021. To avoid any doubt, this does not 
reflect our obligation to provide further advice on 
or, potentially, object to specific proposals which 
may subsequently arise as a result of the 
proposed neighbourhood plan, where we consider 
these would have an adverse effect on the historic 
environment. Thank you for providing Historic 
England with the opportunity to comment. 

  

12 Allithwaite 
resident 

 Comment The focus of this response is Allithwaite, LA11: 
 

SLDC References: 
Land immediately south of Allithwaite, adjacent to 
Jack Hill Lane and Blenket Farm, Allithwaite, Call 
for Sites Ref 2020-CfS-51 
Land to north of Bracken Edge, Holme Lane, 
Allithwaite, Call for Sites Ref 2020-CfS-61 
Clover Field, north-east of Bracken Edge 
Allithwaite Call for Sites Ref 2020-CfS-16 

 
In particular: 
Land at junction of Allithwaite Road and Holme 
Lane Allithwaite Call for Sites Ref 2020-CfS-34 

Comments noted These comments re in 
response to the recent 
consultation carried out by 
SLDC in relation to the 
Local Plan review and not 
to the Regulation 14 
Neighbourhood plan 
consultation. 
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    Land adjoining Tally Ho, adjacent to Greendales 
off Church Rd, Allithwaite, Call for Sites Ref 2020- 
CfS-79 
We are submitting this response by email as the 
consultation survey process is cumbersome. 
Please ensure that a part of the democratic 
process this correspondence is considered as part 
of the consultation review. 
Please be advised that the supporting documents 
contains errors and inaccurate assumptions. The 
scoping documents appear to have been 
populated via a desk top exercise using historic 
data. This does not reflect due diligence. There is 
an assumption that growth sustains local 
amenities. This is not validated by the delivery of 
the recent developments in Allithwaite as since 
the 2012 Local Plan, local services and assets 
have been lost despite the growth in the village. 

  

13 National 
Farmers 
Union 

 Comment I am writing on behalf of the National Farmer 
Union with respect to the Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Plan 

 

While I have no specific objections to the 
neighbourhood plan, the Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Plan Boundary shows that the 
majority of the area is rural and has a significant 
number of farm businesses and therefore I would 
like to make some general points with respect the 
needs of agriculture in the area. 

 

At present it is an incredibly uncertain time for 
farm businesses as we have left the European 
Union. This not only impact in out access to EU 
sheep markers which are traditionally very 
important for UK sheep producers (roughly 1/3 of 
our lamb enters into this market) but we are also 
faced with potential challenges die to trade deals 
being struck and a seismic change in the way in 
which agricultural support will be delivered onto 

Comment noted. The Allithwaite 
and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan 
does not seek to put further 
restrictions on farmers and the 
agricultural industry. The 
Steering Group support the 
agricultural industry in parish in 
addition to all other businesses. 

 

Any applications submitted to 
SLDC will be determined in 
accordance with the relevant 
Local Plan policies. 

No change 
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    farm. We will more away from a simple system 
based on payment per hectare of land to one 
where farmers will be paid public money for 
delivering public good. Many farm businesses in 
South Lakes are dependent on support for 
maintaining farm income and this change could 
have a significant scene on how they operate. The 
neighbourhood plan needs to allow them to adapt 
their business to raise advantage of any 
opportunities which may arise, particularly around 
areas such as renewable energy and 
diversification enterprises. They should also not 
have unreasonable conditions placed on them, 
such as the use of certain types of material they 
need to use renovating buildings, which would 
place unnecessary costs on them when trying to 
develop their farm. 

 

Farmers find themselves at the sharp end of 
climate change as the hotter, drier summers and 
warmer wetter winters impact on their ability to 
manage their land. The NFU has set a goal of 
reaching net zero greenhouse gas emissions 
across the whole of agriculture in England and 
Wales by 2040. As climate change impacts at a 
global level, food security is likely to become of 
increasing importance, a fact which has been 
recognised by the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change. Planning policies need to strike 
a balance between the environment, tackling 
climate change and also producing food. They 
should support investment in infrastructure which 
allow farmers to become more climate resilient. 
Finally, there is a great deal of potential for using 
farmland as a source of renewable energy but 
planning is often seen as a barrier to this. 
Planning policy should look to facilitate renewable 
energy projects and not be an obstacle to them. 
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    The consultation highlights the importance of 
broadband and connectivity. However much of the 
focus has been on delivering high speed 
broadband to towns and villages while farmers 
themselves still suffer from very poor broadband 
service. In a recent survey of NFU members only 
17% of those surveyed receiving a reliable mobile 
signal in all locations on farm, and 45% still did 
not having access to sufficient broadband speeds. 
Better coverage is required to support farmers to 
maximise the opportunities that digital technology 
can provide for their businesses and to improve 
productivity. 

 

Draft Policy AC5 - Protecting and Enhancing 
Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity outlines 
proposed measures to protect and enhance the 
environment. This includes proposals for new 
development to demonstrate how the design has 
taken into account its potential impact on local 
habitats and species and that developments 
protect and enhance biodiversity and important 
wildlife habitats. I would point out that the needs 
to protect and enhance the environment need to 
be balanced with the needs to produce food and 
maintain a viable farm business. Planning policy 
should look to strike this balance and not 
designate land for certain uses or put any extra 
restrictions on farmers which could impact on their 
ability to manage or develop their businesses or 
put over onerous conditions on farm 
developments. 

 

As part of the new domestic agricultural policy, 
farmers are being encouraged to diversify their 
income and the government is 
providing grants and advice on how this can be 
achieved. The neighbourhood plan should look to 
encourage this rural 
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    economic development. The neighbourhood plan 
should look to support agricultural diversification 

 

The farmland in the area covered by the 
neighbourhood plan is a mixture of grade 3, 4 and 
5 agricultural land, from the high fells to the more 
productive grassland in the valley bottoms. As 
such the land is best suited to livestock grazing 
systems such and dairy, beef and sheep farming. 
As UK farmers continue to adapt to a post Brexit 
trading environment they may be required to 
make investments to maintain business 
productivity or adapt to new legislation. This could 
lead to new infrastructure typical of dairy and 
livestock enterprises being required on farm, 
associated with environmental protection and 
business 
efficiency. Indeed the government is looking to 
provide grants for farm to provide this 
infrastructure. The neighbourhood plan should 
look to support these investments and not act as a 
barrier to business development. 

  

14 Allithwaite 
resident 

 Comment AC7 - Public rights of way: Public Footpaths are 
considered an important facility to as they 
contribute to the villagers’ health 
and well-being. 
Have the existing footpaths permissive or 
otherwise been assessed? How are you ensuring 
that these are not impacted by development? 
Have you identified sites/routes for new footpaths 
and where are these listed? 

 

AC11 - Protecting existing services and facilities: 
We have the lost Allithwaite Institute which was 
owned by the Diocese of Carlisle. This community 
resource has been converted into a dwelling. We 
were aware of three projects that would have 
sought ownership of the institute and retained it 
for community use. 

Comments noted. The footpath 
and cycle network are identified 
by Cumbria County Council. 
There are no identified new 
footpaths, these will come forward 
if and when new housing sites 
come forward. 

 
 

Comments noted. The SLDC 
Core Strategy and Development 
Management DPD contains 
extensive policies relating to 
valued community facilities and 
their loss. The Neighbourhood 
Plan is not required to add a 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 
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Proposals that would result in the loss of valued 
facilities or services which support the local 
community (or premises last used for such 
purposes) should only be permitted where: 
It can be demonstrated that the current use is not 
viable and not likely to become viable. 
It can be demonstrated, through evidenced 
research, that there is no local demand for the use 
and that the building/site is not needed for any 
alternative social, community or leisure use. 
Alternative facilities and services are available, or 
replacement provision is made, of at least 
equivalent standard, in a location 
that is accessible to the community it serves with 
good access by public transport or by cycling or 
walking. 

 

Sport and Recreation Facilities: 
Require developers to provide open space and 
green areas within a development and where 
appropriate, or to provide land and/or a financial 
contribution towards the cost and maintenance of 
existing or new facilities, as appropriate. 
Developers could be asked to contribute to and 
enhance existing amenities such as clubhouses, 
community meeting spaces, pavilions, car parking 
and ancillary facilities. 

 
Communications: Broadband and mobile 
communications are important to the sustainability 
of rural communities by enabling working from 
home and online shopping. Since the new 
developments in Allithwaite have been delivered, 
there have been occasions where there has been 
a drop in the broadband speed. It will be important 
to ensure that future broadband provision in the 
village keeps pace with improvements to 
technology. 

further level of policy where it is 
not required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comments noted, developer 
contributions are negotiated by 
SLDC as part of determining a 
planning application, in 
accordance with their policies 

 
 
 
 

 
Comments noted and agreed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 
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The location of mobile phone masts can have a 
detrimental impact on the character of the 
countryside. Masts should be designed and sited 
to minimise intrusion and visual impact and 
proposals should be accompanied by a landscape 
and visual assessment. (Holme Lane and 
Kirkhead Road is becoming unsightly). The plan 
should ensure that: 

 
Apparatus is designed and sited to minimise 
intrusion and visual impact 
The numbers of radio and telecommunications 
masts is kept to a minimum consistent with the 
efficient operation of the network 
Proposals are sited to minimise the impacts on 
the rural character of the settlements, having 
regard to the landscape character of the area and 
the important views as identified in the plan. 

 

Broadband: New development should contribute 
towards the provision of infrastructure suitable to 
enable the delivery of high-speed broadband 
services in the villages. As a minimum, suitable 
ducting to industry standards should be provided 
to the public highway that can accept fibre optic 
cabling or other emerging technology. Other forms 
of infrastructure, such as facilities supporting 
mobile broadband and Wi-Fi, should be included 
where possible and viable. 

 
Infrastructure: All development should be 
expected to contribute to the infrastructure 
requirements for the villages in accordance with 
SLDC’s CIL Framework. 

 
Planning permission should only be granted 
where the infrastructure necessary to make the 

 
 

Comments noted. The location 
and design of masts is controlled 
by national legislation and code of 
practice in addition to SLDC 
policies. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comments noted 

 
 
 

Comments noted 

 
 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 

 
 
 

No change 
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    scheme acceptable in planning terms can be 
delivered. 

 

As a result of the consultations for the Community 
Led Plan and the Neighbourhood plan has the 
Parish Council considered developing an 
Infrastructure Investment Plan for: 

 
Highways 
Protected green open spaces 
Allotments 
Play areas Footpaths Traffic Calming 
Village gateway enhancements to define 
settlement boundaries 

 
Quarry – develop a stand-alone policy for 
protected habitats and species 

 

The parish Council is not looking 
to develop an Infrastructure 
Investment Plan as the financial 
contribution is minimal under the 
current land allocations. Should 
this change, this can be provided 
as a separate document. 

 
 
 
 

This is already covered within the 
SLDC Planning policies and 
national designation as a SSSI 

 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 

15 Natural 
England 

 Comment Thank you for your consultation on the above 
dated 31 August 2021. Natural England is a non- 
departmental public body. Our statutory purpose 
is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the 
benefit of present and future generations, thereby 
contributing to sustainable development. Natural 
England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood 
planning and must be consulted on draft 
neighbourhood development plans by the 
Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums 
where they consider our interests would be 
affected by the proposals made. 

 

Natural England does not have any specific 
comments on this draft neighbourhood plan. 

Comment noted No change 

16 Cartmel 
Resident 

 Comment General Comments 
I am generally in favour of the plan: YES 
I would like to see changes to the plan: YES 

 
Comments on the plan overall: 

Comment noted No change 
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    We are supportive of the plan and thank the 
working group for their efforts getting it to this 
point. 
With a view to future proofing the plan, we believe 
that it should be carefully reviewed against the 
Lake District National Park policies and criteria etc 
so that it is neither less nor more onerous should 
the Parish or parts of it be taken into the Park. 

 

Some statements within the Plan should be bolder 
- ambiguity will create issues around decision 
making, enforcement and potential litigation 
particularly from ambitious developers. Examples 
in the Plan, will be commented on later in our 
input. The policies must be underpinned by clear 
unambiguous definitions to deter developers and 
land owners challenging them at planning and 
appeal. 

 

The introduction says, “all planning applications 
will have to comply with our Neighbourhood Plan”. 
We are unclear if the current role of SLDC 
decision making and professionally qualified 
planners, conservation officers et al will cease and 
all such decisions will be made by volunteer 
councillors. We assume that when the PC reviews 
planning applications now and supports or objects 
that this is against a set of prescribed criteria, and 
yet when the application proceeds to SLDC 
decisioning, PC input is often ignored. If there is a 
two tiered decision approach going forward, then 
the potential for both bodies reviewing an 
application against different sets of criteria will 
continue… 

 

How does this Plan sit with the Article 4 Direction 
that has been sought for the conservation area for 
a number of years and still appears to be lost in 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comments noted, the NPPF and 
NPPG advises that policies 
should not be too restrictive 

 
 
 
 
 

 
The Development Management 
system will continue in its current 
form as applications will still be 
submitted to and determined by 
SLDC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
There is currently no Article 4 
direction within the Cartmel 
conservation area. It would be for 
SLDC to implement this. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 
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    Kendal’s machinery? The criteria should be 
identical. 

 

Missing from the draft Plan: 
Alterations to existing property. 
Article 4 Direction adoption. 
Non residential developments, changes of use, 
commercial premises, public buildings. Policy to 
manage traffic levels, speeds etc - as referred to 
in the brochure, “chief bugbear”. Parking strategy 
within villages in order to protect residents 
particularly at busy times. 
Parking strategy to support local businesses and 
schools employees. 

 
Comments on objectives: 
Obj 1: “raise awareness of” - what does this really 
practically mean? How? 

 

Obj 2: be bold - “inappropriate” change to “any”. 
Important green spaces and views of them should 
be documented and available, similar to the SLDC 
2009 map. 

 
Obj 8: “remains” - many would argue it is out of 
kilter now and has changed dramatically in recent 
times 
Obj 9: be bold - “proportional” - what’s the basis 
for judging that? For every 100 houses, a lodge 
can be built? As the villages grow in dwellings, so 
too could the lodge parks…. Needs a better 
definition 

 
Design Principles 
AC1 YES: should include alterations too. Be bold - 
“will be expected to respond positively to the key 
attributes” - instead, 
“must adhere to” 

Comment noted, a number of the 
issues raised are permitted 
development, and issues that 
SLDC are responsible for. Traffic 
and parking are addressed in 
Section 2.6 

 
 
 
 

 
Make residents and developers 
aware in the Neighbourhood plan 

 
Cannot restrict all development in 
the countryside. Local Green 
Spaces are mapped. 

 
 

Comments noted 

Comments noted 

 
 

Planning policies cannot be too 
restrictive, they can have an 
impact on viability. 

 
 

A link was provided on the 
website 

 
Comment noted 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 

No change 

 
 

No change 

No change 

 
 

No change 

 
 
 
 

No change 



62  

 



63  

Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    “All new developments will be supported when 
they have taken into account…” - a developer can 
“take something into account” but ignore it. 
Where is the Allithwaite and Cartmel Design 
Code? 

 

AC2 ?: alterations too. The 2009 Appraisal must 
be the definitive test for any domestic or 
commercial applications within or adjacent to the 
conservation area that could be seen from any of 
the viewpoints marked on that appraisal plan. 

 
AC3 YES: alterations too. Hedgerows to be native 
species in rural areas. 

 
AC4 YES: all places listed are community 
recreational areas. There are other defined green 
spaces and views listed which should have the 
same protection and should be clearly identified 
on a map. The same stronger wording used in this 
policy could apply to the open spaces identified in 
AC2. “Special circumstances” needs definition of 
what is and isn’t special. 

 

AC5 YES: do we have any “international, national 
or locally designated sites”? Where is this 
documented? Should include trees too - 
especially the designated Ancient Woodland 
areas. Should include waterways and flood plains 
too… 

 
AC6 YES: Should apply to other types of pollution 
too, eg noise and waste. Poor management of 
both severely impact our wildlife and our 
enjoyment. 
Especially relevant to non-residential premises 
such as commercial and public buildings. 

 
 
 
 

Already included 

 
 

Comments noted. It is for the 
developer to put forward that their 
circumstances are special and for 
SLDC planning to assess whether 
the benefits outweigh the harm. 

 
 
 

Yes. Documented in the SLDC 
policies maps. included. 

 
 
 

This policy relates to dark skies 
only 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Comments noted 

No change 

 
 
 
 

No change 

No change 

 
 
 
 

 
No change 

 
 
 
 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 
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No. 
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Page/ 
Para/ 
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Object / 
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Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    Just on dark skies ambition - Cartmel secondary 
school outside lights sited very high up, powerful 
and on throughout the night! 

 

AC7 YES: we are not supportive of pavements in 
a rural area and if this is seen to be a key solution 
to aid movement we would be against this policy 
statement. Some rural areas have designated 
green lanes warning motorists of their use by 
pedestrians, cyclists, horse riders etc and with 15 
or 20 MPH limits. One of the most avoided 
connecting lanes is Haggs Lane which 
immediately after the village boundary becomes 
60MPH zone with blind bends made worse by 
unmanaged overhanging hedges. 

 
AC7 and AC6 must tie in together to manage 
safety risks. 

 

AC8 NO: we think the wording of this policy may 
not be as you aimed for - it reads to us that the 
PC will “support” ie say yes to all new 
developments within the village boundaries so 
long as there is a level of affordable housing. Turn 
the policy wording around and drop the use of the 
word “support” to simply state that developers 
must provide the prescribed level of affordable 
houses in this development proposal. 
The wording is so weak in this policy. Be bold. 

 
“Developers must…” 
Also add: “Developers must not trade off 
affordable housing levels between developments 
in other locations”. 
“Developers must not attempt to reduce the ratio 
of affordable housing on scurrilous grounds once 
plans have been approved citing site issues which 
could reasonably have been identified at time of 
purchase”. 

 
 
 
 

Comments noted 

Comment noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Not appropriate 

 
 

No appropriate 

 
 
 

Comments noted 

 
 
 
 
 

 
This policy has been adopted 
elsewhere and is enforceable 

 
 
 
 

 
No change 

No change 

 
 

No change 

 
 
 
 

 
No change 

 
 

No change 

 
 
 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 
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    There seems a gap in the provision of local 
housing for short term rentals. Especially relevant 
for transitory hospitality trade employees, the vast 
majority travel in individually by car exacerbating 
the parking and level of traffic problems further. 
This isn’t covered in the design document but 
seems to be a community challenge… 

 

Comments noted. 

 
 

Policy wording amended 

 
 
 
 

Amended accordingly 

AC9 YES: can this be enforced? What about at 
point of resale? 

  

AC10 YES: Objective 9 refers to containment and 
size of parks. AC10 policy statement only talks to 
screening…. 
There is evidence of screening being imposed as 
a condition to planning consent being later 
removed to enable further lodge development. 
Screening should include native evergreen 
species for effective screening in winter months. 
AC10 wording should equally apply to all new 
housing developments. 

 
Comments noted. Planning 
policies cannot be overly 
restrictive 

 

 
No change 

AC11 YES: re technology link - care - some 
developers meet this requirement by installing 
technology which subsequently becomes 
prohibitive to switching and upgrades. 
Be bold - “Developers must show they have 
considered and acted to ensure that there is no 
adverse impact on the infrastructure” - this is 
weak. 

  

Well done, thanks for your work. 
  

19 Allithwaite 
resident 

 Comment I write to make comments on the Plan. 
I have had several attempts to wade through all 
the information in the notes and am very 
impressed by the time that has been spent 
preparing it and the attention to detail but have 

Comments noted and agreed No change 
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    found it too complicated and confusing to tie my 
comments to the Policy points (AC1, AC”, etc) 

 

Particularly I have not been able to locate the plan 
of the proposed sites suggested for development 
of housing, though I think I have a fair idea of the 
fields suggested. 

 
As background I would explain that I was born in 
Allithwaite and attended Allithwaite School and St 
Mary’s Church. From the age of 11 I have lived 
and farmed on the Winder Moor Plain , always 
within the Allithwaite parish boundary so have 
witnessed all the developments over the past 70+ 
years. 

 
Although I have no desire to preserve the parish 
in aspic I see the gradual erosion of the essence 
of what makes Allithwaite such a special place. 

 

The narrow roads and lanes are already 
overburdened with traffic, much of which is 
generated by it being the main link to Flookburgh 
and the huge caravan site and industrial units and 
lodge parks and additional houses in that parish. 

 
In Allithwaite village there are now so many more 
people and many more cars that it seems to have 
become quite a problem travelling through and 
gaining access to various areas, with parking on 
the roadside the only option for many is to park on 
the roadside or pavement. 

 
In essence: 
The narrow roads and lanes do not lend 
themselves to coping with any more traffic. 
The village no longer has a general store or Post 
Office so everyone has to travel (usually by car) to 
Grange or beyond for provisions 

 
 

The Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Plan does not 
seek to allocate sites for housing. 
The review of the SLDC Land 
allocations will take account of 
this. 

 



69  

 



70  

Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

     

The present bus service is inadequate for people 
who do not drive or are older and no longer drive. 
Low rise properties in smaller groups for local 
young people and older people wishing to down- 
size would be good and less obtrusive. 

 
The retention of green spaces within the village 
(some of which have already been lost) are a vital 
part of its attraction. Definitely not more Lodge 
parks or caravan sites. (The narrow lane past 
Wraysholme Tower is increasingly used as a rat- 
run by people avoiding Flookburgh Square). 

 
Holiday home owners put a huge burden on the 
infrastructure. In fact if the infrastructure could be 
retained as it is it would be 
a good limitation to what is allowed. 

 
I could go on and on! I am not against changes in 
the right places and the right proportions but much 
of what I have read makes me very uneasy about 
the future of our beautiful area. I see that the 
committee have put an enormous amount of effort 
and thought into preserving the essence of 
Allithwaite and the surrounding area but past 
experience has shown me that planning laws and 
planners have a propensity to find ways around 
unacceptable propositions and that planning 
appeals are often passed by inspectors with no 
connection to the area. This causes huge 
disappointment and makes people feel there is no 
point in objecting to any planning applications. 

 
I do wish you well with what you are trying to do. 

  

18-1 Bourne 
Leisure 

 Comment Background 
By way of background, Bourne Leisure operates 
more than 50 holiday sites across Great Britain in 
the form of holiday parks, family entertainment 

Comments noted No change 
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    venues and hotels. These sites are operated 
under the Haven Holidays, Warner Leisure Hotels 
and Butlins brands. Bourne Leisure is therefore a 
significant contributor to the national tourist 
economy, as well as local visitor economies. 
Within the proposed neighbourhood plan area, 
Bourne Leisure operates the Lakeland Holiday 
Park under its Haven brand. 

Wider Policy Context 
As you will be aware, the Local Plan for the area 
includes the South Lakeland Core Strategy 
[SLCS], which was adopted 20 October 2010, the 
Land Allocations Development Plan Document 
[DPD], Development Management Policies DPD 
and the Arnside and Silverdale Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty [AONB] DPD. The 
Core Strategy and DPDs are subject to ongoing 
review. The Local Plan Review will review and 
combine the Core Strategy, Land Allocations and 
Development Management Policies DPDs into a 
single Local Plan. 

 
The review will include district-wide policies 
relating to the AONB, but will not review the 
AONB DPD itself. This emerging new Local Plan 
is at the Issues and Options stage which is taking 
places alongside a Call for Sites inviting 
suggestions for site allocations. The Council is 
currently consulting on this stage until 29 October. 
On behalf of Bourne Leisure, Lichfields is 
submitting representations to that consultation. It 
is vital that the emerging NP, which if supported 
by a referendum, becomes an effective part of the 
development plan and not one that stymies 
sustainable development in line with wider 
planning policies. In our view it would be prudent 
to await the new Local Plan and then the NP can 
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    be prepared in full knowledge of the Authority 
wide policies and strategy. 

 

Representations 
The proposed policies within the draft ACNP are 
considered in the context of the requirements of 
the Localism Act 2011, Neighbourhood Planning 
Regulations 2012 [the regulations], the National 
Planning Policy Framework 2021 [the 
Framework], and South Lakeland District 
Council’s [SLDC] current statutory development 
plan given the early stage of progress of the 
Review. Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 states the 
basic conditions that a NP must meet to be put to 
a local referendum: 
a Have regard to national polices and advice 
contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 
State; 
b Have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving any listed building or its setting; 
c Have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of any conservation area; 
d Contribute to the achievement of sustainable 
development; 
e Be in general conformity with the strategic 
policies of the development plan for the area; 
f Be compatible with European Union [EU] 
obligations; and, 
g Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the 
order and prescribed matters have been complied 
with in connection with the proposal for the order. 
Consideration is given to the following polices in 
respect of the above requirements. 

  

18-2 Bourne 
Leisure 

 Comment Draft Policy AC10 (Caravan and Chalet Parks)   
 

No change 
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    Draft Policy AC10 forms part of the emerging plan 
that deals with residential development. The Park 
is listed in Figure 5 under a section of the draft 
plan named ‘second homes’. Whilst some caravan 
parks are for residential use, Lakeland Holiday 
Park is for holiday-use only and should not be 
categorised as forming part of the residential 
housing land supply, or its challenges, within the 
area. Whilst there will indeed be some overlap in 
the case of self- catering holiday accommodation 
in dwellings, this does not apply to holiday parks. 
The NP should be clear about the differences 
between housing and holiday parks. This needs to 
be corrected as the emerging Plan does not make 
this distinction. Interestingly, however, whilst 
paragraph 2.4.9 seeks a framework that provides 
homes for local needs, there is no recognition that 
the Holiday Park is actually helping to ensure that 
people who want to visit the area do not purchase 
dwellings that would otherwise form part of the 
local housing supply. This should be recognised 
and welcomed by the emerging plan. 
Turning to the emerging detail, Draft Policy AC10 
states: “The provision of new, or extensions to 
existing, caravan or chalet parks will only be 
supported where: 

 

A. There would be no harm to the character 
of the countryside, and they are well contained 
within the landscape such that 
they are not visually intrusive both from immediate 
views and from surrounding distant fells. 

 

B. Effective screening by the planting of local 
native species must be well established and 
maintained around the edges of the site where it 
is not contained within a landscape form. Internal 
planting must be provided to break up roof 
massing when viewed from a distant high land. 

Comments noted. Figure 5 is a 
table containing information on 
each caravan park in the parish. 

 

This has been placed under the 
section on chalets and holiday 
parks rather than second homes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 
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C. The layout of such units will be required to 
avoid a rigid pattern which would not be in 
keeping with the surroundings and the space 
between each unit must be maintained and 
agreed at the planning stage. 

 
D. The design, height and colour of future 
units shall have regard to the surrounding 
landform, long distance views and landscaping 
and be within an agreed range of colours”. In the 
explanatory text to Draft Policy AC10 it is 
acknowledged that “Allithwaite and Cartmel is a 
popular tourist and visitor destination” but then 
goes on to advocate for “restrictive” policy. At 

 
2.4.14 it states: “This policy takes account of 
existing provision and takes a restrictive approach 
to new development” (our emphasis). Taking a 
“restrictive approach” to new development is in 
conflict with SLCS Policy CS4 (Cartmel 
Peninsula) which seeks to “maintain and enhance 
the strength of tourism across the area” and CS 
Policy CS7.6 (Tourism Development) which seeks 
to create, enhance and expand tourist attractions 
and infrastructure. The emerging NP also 
contradicts strategic policies CS1, CS7.4 and 
CS7.6 that are broadly supportive of rural 
development and tourism development outside 
key service centres, recognising the contribution it 
makes to the economy. It is also in contrary to the 
Framework’s paragraph 16(b) which states that 
plans should be prepared positively. It is 
considered the “restrictive approach” of NP Policy 
AC10 does not meet basic conditions a and e as it 
is at odds with strategic policies of the SLCS and 
has not had regard to the Framework in this 
respect. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments noted. Policy AC10 
now AC9 seeks to set a list 
criteria in which extension to 
existing facilities and the provision 
of new facilities are acceptable. 
The policy is supportive of 
development of the parks and 
chalets providing it is appropriate 
in its setting. 

 
This is in general conformity with 
the SLDC policies and meets the 
Basic Conditions as detailed in 
the attached Basic Conditions 
statement. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Comments noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 
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    The emerging policy fails to take into account and, 
indeed, appears to disregard the valuable and 
essential contribution caravan and holiday parks 
make to the rural economy and economy 
generally. Visitor and tourism spend in the local 
area, contributing to the sustainability of a number 
of local businesses. Some of these businesses 
will rely on such spend in the peak season to 
survive. Further, because of the boundary of the 
emerging NP, there is no recognition of the 
functional economic relationship of the Holiday 
Park with Flookborough. Guests from the park, 
use the pubs, shops, post office and other 
facilities of this village. 

 

As by far the largest employer in the NP area, it is 
surprising that the importance of Lakeland Holiday 
Park in terms of economic and social effects is not 
covered in the draft document. There are several 
important aspects of the park’s operation that 
ought to be taken into account in framing local 
policies. By way of example, a considerable 
number of the team live in the local area and the 
park is a particularly strong employer of younger 
people. Guests to the park spend in the local area 
as well of course as the team who live locally. 

 
Haven also uses local suppliers wherever 
possible, and Lakeland Holiday Park is no 
different. Clearly the park is vital as local 
employers and to local businesses. Restrictions 
on the ability for the park to respond to the needs 
of guests’ changing demands will have significant 
impacts upon the medium and long-term 
sustainability of the businesses in the area and 
should not be thwarted by restrictive policies that 
are not evidenced or consistent with national and 
local policy. The reason for a restrictive policy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments noted 
A sentence has been included in 
relation to the economic benefits 
of the larger holiday parks 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comment noted 

 
The policy will not impact on the 
park’s needs to respond to the 
needs of guests, it will ensure that 
any new development is in 
keeping with the context of its 
setting 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amended accordingly 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amended accordingly 
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    position appears to be based on concerns over 
apparent pressure on GP services. 

 

The plan is not supported by evidence that such 
services are under pressure as a direct result of 
users of the caravan and chalet parks in the area. 
The reason for introducing a restrictive policy such 
as this should be evidenced. This part of the 
emerging plan uses wording that is 
uncharacteristic of NPs and should be removed 
particularly as there is no criterion in the emerging 
policy that links to these concerns. Any intentions 
to unnecessarily restrict the enhancement of 
caravan parks, such as Lakeland Holiday Park, in 
response to changing market demands will impact 
upon the NP area and local communities beyond. 
Rather the policy should be framed in a 
constructive way that looks for ways to respond to 
the opportunities, to enhance existing provision 
and to support new provision. Should there be 
adverse impacts then mitigating should be 
encouraged. Looking at the policy wording in 
detail, Part A requires proposals to result in “no 
harm to the character of the countryside”, be “well 
contained within the landscape” and “not visually 
intrusive” from immediate and wider viewpoints. 
The Draft Policy should be re-worded to take into 
account the existing context of the site and 
provide a framework for the inclusion of 
mitigation-if required- as part of the development 
proposal. The policy should reflect national policy, 
and specifically paragraph 84c of the Framework, 
which requires policies and decisions to respect 
the character of the Countryside, and in so doing 
would provide a more positively planned approach 
to development. 

 
Part B refers to the requirement for screening of 
development and states this must be “well 

Comment noted. The policy 
wording has been revised to 
reflect comments received. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comment noted. The policy 
wording has been revised to 
reflect comments received. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Amended accordingly 

As above 
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    established”. Bourne Leisure requests clarification 
on this requirement. Planting can take some time 
to establish. Detailed landscaping is a common 
condition of any planning approval that can 
effectively control and ensure the adequate 
screening of approved developments over the 
medium to long term. On this basis the term ‘well 
established’ should be removed or the draft 
criterion amended so that a comprehensive 
landscape masterplan is submitted with the 
planning application to ensure the acceptability of 
the proposed development. Full details can then 
be agreed following the grant of planning 
permission. The ability to make development 
acceptable through the use of conditions is 
supported by paragraph 55 of the Framework. 

 

Part C refers to the layout of sites and states 
“units will be required to avoid a rigid pattern”. 
Bourne Leisure requests clarification on what is 
meant by a “rigid pattern”. Notwithstanding this, it 
is unclear what the objective of this section of the 
policy is trying to achieve. This part of the policy 
also seeks to fix the spacing between “units”. It is 
within the powers of the local planning authority in 
approving development to require it to be built out 
in accordance with an approved site layout. A site 
licence, required to be held by a park operator, 
sets minimum distances between caravans. There 
is no need for the spacing to be fixed through 
policy. An effective approach to ensuring an 
appropriate layout is to control the total number of 
units on the grant of the planning permission by 
way of condition. The requirements of Part D may 
not be necessary for every proposal, but this 
criterion allows for flexibility to be applied by the 
decision-maker; this would be a pragmatic 
approach. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment noted. The policy 
wording has been revised to 
reflect comments received. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment noted. The policy 
wording has been revised to 
reflect comments received. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amended accordingly 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amended accordingly 
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    Overall, Bourne Leisure considers the intent and 
language used in Draft Policy AC10 contradicts 
SLCS Policies CS7.4 (Rural Economy) and CS7.6 
(Tourism Development) that are positively 
prepared and supportive of tourism and rural 
development. It is also not in accordance with the 
Framework paragraph 16 for plan-making. 

  

18-3 Bourne 
Leisure 

 Comment Draft Policy AC3 (Protecting and Enhancing 
Landscape Character around Allithwaite and 
Cartmel) 
Paragraph ‘B’ under Draft Policy AC3 seeks to 
“promote high quality residential design that 
respects local townscape and landscape 
character and is inspired by local vernacular 
building styles, building forms, layouts and 
materials”. Bourne Leisure requests that this 
policy is clarified to refer only to residential 
dwellings. We noted above that elsewhere in the 
draft NP identifies the park is considered to be 
providing ‘homes’. This is not the case as we 
explain above. It is considered unreasonable to 
require static caravans to be measured under the 
same guidelines as residential dwellings and this 
should be clarified in the NP. 

Comments noted 

 
 

Paragraph B of Policy AC3 has 
been removed from 
Policy AC3 and included within 
Policy AC1. 

Amend accordingly 

18-4 Bourne 
Leisure 

 Comment Draft Policy AC5 (Protecting and Enhancing 
Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity) 
Policy AC5 states: 
“A. Demonstrate how the design has taken into 
account its potential impact on local habitats and 
species and ensure no adverse impact either 
directly or indirectly, on international, national, or 
locally designated sites. 
B. Incorporate existing green infrastructure, 
Protect, and enhance wildlife corridors by 
retaining existing hedgerows and dry-stone walls. 
Recognises the importance of and protects the 
existing network of country lanes. 
C. Demonstrate that developments protect and 
enhance biodiversity and important wildlife 

Comments noted.  
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    habitats. These may include for instance use of 
swift bricks, bat, and owl boxes, and ensuring that 
new and converted buildings provide nesting and 
roosting spaces for bats and birds. A mixture of 
native species typical of this locality should be 
incorporated in landscaping schemes which 
should aim to use appropriate native species trees 
to break up roof massing”. 

 

Bourne Leisure considers that the wording of 
paragraph ‘A’ of Draft Policy AC5 does not align 
with the SLCS. Policy CS8.4 (Biodiversity and 
Geodiversity) of the SLCS states that 
development proposals that would have adverse 
impacts should only be permitted where “the 
benefits of the development clearly outweigh the 
impacts on the features of the site and the wider 
network or natural habitats” and “prevention, 
mitigation and compensation measures are 
provided”. Bourne Leisure therefore considers the 
policy would need to be revised to align with the 
SLCS. However, given that the draft NP need not 
simply repeat policy within the SLCS it is our view 
that Section A of Policy AC5 should be removed. 
Further, locally designated sites should not be 
given equal protection to those that are 
internationally or nationally designated as set out 
in paragraph 180 of the Framework. Again, we 
suggest Section A of this policy is removed as it is 
not consistent with national policy and there is no 
need for it to simply be worded in a way that 
repeats national policy. 

 

It is unjustified for locally designated sites to be 
afforded the same weight as international 
designations. The Framework states a site’s 
designation may be “devalued” if not justified. The 
NP should consider whether in fact the reverse 
may be the case that by suggesting a local site 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The Policy wording has been 
amended to bring it in line with 
current guidelines on net gain and 
ensure it is fully in general 
conformity with Policy CS8.4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Locally designated sites are given 
the same protection in the SLDC 
policies 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Amended accordingly 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 
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    has the same level of protection as internationally 
recognised sites may diminish the credibility of 
international and national designations. The 
provision of mitigation is the appropriate response 
in situations where adverse impacts may arise. 
This is set out in the SLCS, Policy CS8.4 which 
states; “Prevention, mitigation and compensation 
measures are provided” and the Framework 
paragraph 32 which states “where significant 
adverse impacts are unavoidable, suitable 
mitigation measures should be proposed”. 

  

18-5 Bourne 
Leisure 

 Comment Draft Policy AC1 (Design Principles) 
Policy AC1 states: “All new development will be 
supported when it meets the following criteria: 

 
A. Has taken account of the Allithwaite and 
Cartmel Parish Design Code; and 
B. Makes a positive contribution to local 
identity, and sense of place; and 
C. Is suitable in terms of the overall design 
and appearance of the proposed development 
(including materials, size, scale, density, 
relationship to the public realm, layout, access) 
when assessed in relationship with the best 
features of the context within which the 
development is located; and 
D. Demonstrates that consideration has 
been given to the amenities of occupiers of 
neighbouring properties and does not result in the 
loss of an area or view which makes a 
contribution to public amenity by virtue of its open 
space character, appearance, and function;…” 
Part A refers to the Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish 
Design Code. 

 

The Design Code is yet to be adopted. Bourne 
Leisure consider only limited weight can therefore 
be afforded to the Design Code. All the policies 
need to be effective, unambiguous, set 

Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The NPPF promotes and gives 
weight to Design Codes in Local 
and Neighbourhood Plans. The 
Design Code is an evidence 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change 
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    requirements that are appropriate in terms of 
planning law and policy, comply with the basic 
conditions and will not undermine the approach to 
achieving sustainable development and the vision 
of the SLCS. 

 

Bourne Leisure expect to make more detailed 
comments when SLDC re-consult on the draft 
ACNP in due course. 

 
Draft Policy AC6 (Dark Skies) The objective of this 
policy is to reduce unnecessary lighting outside to 
maintain views of the night-time sky. Bourne 
Leisure supports protecting the night-time sky 
from light pollution. However, Bourne Leisure 
consider the requirements of this policy can be 
conditioned and do not need to form part of the 
planning application. 

document that forms part of the 
Neighbourhood plan. The NPPF 
specifically states that they can be 
produced as part of a 
neighbourhood plan. 

 
 
 
 

Comments noted. It is expected 
that the assessment will form part 
of an application with the detail 
being conditioned. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
No change 

18-6 Bourne 
Leisure 

 Comment Draft Objectives 
At 2.4 Draft Objective 9 states: Caravan and 
Chalet parks are well contained in the landscape 
and remain proportional to the size of the 
residential villages and hamlets. This objective is 
set under the general heading of residential 
development and for the reasons set out above 
we consider that caravan parks should not be 
confused with residential development. 
Accordingly (9) should be deleted. In any event 
this Draft Objective is potentially too restrictive on 
development, contradicting the SLCS and the 
Framework in that it does not recognise the key 
contribution holiday parks and specifically 
Lakeland Leisure Park makes to the local 
economy. Overall, the NP should be more 
supportive of the caravan and chalet parks which 
serve the important tourist economy and are a 
significant employer in the area. The scale and 
extent of a caravan park should be determined on 

Comment noted 
 

The section heading as been 
amended as has the policy 

 
 
 
 

 
See comment in relation to Policy 
AC10 above 

 
 

Amended accordingly 
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    its own merits and without reference to a village or 
a hamlet. 

  

18-7 Bourne 
Leisure 

 Comment At 2.6 Draft Objective 11 states: 
The tourist economy grows in a way which 
supports and enhances the environment and does 
not adversely impact on traffic and parking issues. 
On the whole, Bourne Leisure endorses this 
objective in that it is one of the only references 
within the emerging ACNP that actively seeks to 
encourage and positively plan for the tourist 
economy. The reference and approach to traffic 
and parking can be refined to align with national 
guidance. All new development that is likely to 
have a material increase on vehicle movement is 
assessed in terms of highways impact. The 
threshold for refusing development is “severe” 
impact as set out at paragraph 111 of the 
Framework. This objective within the emerging 
ACNP should be consistent with national policy. 
Further, as set out elsewhere in these 
representations, the plan should be positively 
prepared and not focused on a restrictive 
approach. Objectives should be aspirational but 
realistic. Taking a positive approach would help 
the NP look for opportunities to improve traffic and 
parking issues rather than simply focusing on the 
negatives. For example, where proposals look to 
replace touring with static pitches, and thus 
removing touring vehicles off the country roads in 
the area, this could be explicitly supported through 
policy in the emerging NP. 

Comment noted No change 

18-8 Bourne 
Leisure 

 Comment Summary 
Bourne Leisure welcomes the consultation on the 
ACNP. However, there are a number of changes 
needed to ensure the document meets the basic 
requirements of the Localism Act 2011 [the Act]. 
Overall, the draft ACNP does not yet meet the 
basic requirements for Neighbourhood Plans set 

Comment noted See responses to individual 
sections above 
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    out in the Act. In turn this directly affects our 
client’s interests. 

 

From our review, we have identified that the NP 
fails to reflect through its objectives or policies the 
important contribution the tourist and visitor 
sectors contribute to the local economy. The 
policies are, by the ACNP’s own admission, 
“restrictive” towards such development. We have 
been unable to identify the necessary evidence to 
substantiate this position. This threatens the long- 
term sustainability of such developments by the 
lack of positive planning policy. As explained 
above this is at odds with both local and national 
policy. Further it is at odds with the requirements 
of the Act to prepare positive and unambiguous 
policy that does not conflict with existing strategic 
policy. The ACNP needs to be reviewed to ensure 
it is compliant with NP requirements set out in the 
Act. 

 
We trust that this consultation response will be 
taken into account and contribute to the further 
development of the NP. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have any queries on the 
comments made in this letter. 

 
We would also be grateful if you would keep us 
updated on the progress of the NP. 

  

19 Allithwaite 
Resident 

Page 9 
para 1 

Comment There is no policy in the Neighbourhood Plan to 
ensure better public transport and accessibility to 
local services essential for people without access 
to cars. 
The bus service for Allithwaite is woeful. It must 
be among the worst in the UK. One bus, five days 
a week, and at times the preclude essential 
shopping trips. 

Comments noted. A 
Neighbourhood Plan is a land use 
plan and cannot influence 
decision made on public transport 
and infrastructure 

No change 
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    This policy very much linked to encouraging 
accessibility and Allithwaite and Cartmel being 
inclusive places to live. 
I have an appreciation of how difficult it has 
become to influence bus services since they were 
broken up/privatised. But councils do have 
influence and should be using it. 

  

20 Allithwaite 
resident 

AC11 Comment Objective 5 speaks to pedestrian and cycle, the 
road surfaces for car travel are very 
poor/damaging/dangerous. 
Let's fix what is essential before worrying about 
cyclists. 
Neither objectives or policies mention digital, if we 
want to be sustainable we have to influence the 
advent of fibre, we are too slow as it is, not just 
businesses but homes. 

 

AC11 only speaks to new, what about existing? 
Thanks to the NPG for their work on our behalf. I 
support the plan with the commentary on road 
surfaces and 
digital enhancements to existing infrastructure. 

Objective 5 relates to more 
sustainable forms of transport 
than the private car 

 
 

Policy AC11 relates to broadband 
provision in new development. 

 
 
 

Planning polices cannot influence 
existing provision 

No change 

21-1 Resident AC10 Support No comment made  No change 

21-2  AC9 Support Very important to stop holiday homes taking over 
the village 

Comment noted No change 

21-3  AC8 Support Affordable homes is most important for locals. Comment noted No change 

22 Resdent  Object I object strongly against all further building on 
green field sites. It is ruining what's special about 
this area. 

Comment noted No change 

23 Resident  Object Not really sure how this form is different from the 
other form that I have already made comments 
on? Only one form provided. 
AC1 - Add in areas designated to absorb water 
protection and original land use 
AC2 - Remove exceptional circumstances, too 
vague and used to developers advantage 
AC5 - Need to consult specialist habitats 
protection professionals as none in developers or 
councils. Use Field Studies Council 

Comment noted 

 
 

Included 
 

No reference in this policy 
 
SLDC commented on policy, and 
amended accordingly 

No change 
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    AC6 - Use reflectors such as cats eyes to 
safeguard life and environment 
AC8 - Should be made legally binding and 
conditional to rest of site development 
AC10 - Consultation with businesses about their 
ability take back staff. Already under tremendous 
strain with what is here now. Not for developer to 
decide. Electricians, pubs, leisure, cleaning, 
police, doctors, hospitals, shops. 
AC11 - Should not be up to developers to worm 
their way out of with spurious comments. 
Consultation publicly with all local services police, 
road traffic, doctors, hospitals, gas/water, binmen. 
Already enough strain and accidents/roadworks 
issues on services. 

Noted 
 

This would make the policy too 
restrictive 

 

Noted 

 
 

Noted 

 

24 Resident AC11 Comment The introduction of speed limits is essential before 
any development is allowed, eg: Cartmel to Cark 
and Haggs Lane. 
People in Cartmel with no parking should be 
allocated a parking area (principal residents) 

Comment noted. This would be 
addressed if an application was 
submitted in a response made by 
the highway authority 

No change 

25 Resident  Support Ni comments made Comment noted No change 

26-1 Resident Pg 15 Comment Would like to see educational requirements 
specifically included in infrastructure 

Comment noted No change 

26-2  AC10 Comment It must be demonstrated that the road system can 
support any additional traffic without 
compromising safety and that access from 
caravan and chalet parks is safe 

Comment noted. Amend accordingly 

27 Resident AC8 Support Except for affordable housing or refurbishment of 
an existing property 

Comment noted No change 

28 Resident  Comment More facilities and accessibility need looking at to 
cater for lesser able/disabled people visiting 
Cartmel. 
New housing needs to focus on being both 
affordable and primarily for local families. 
All existing and new amenities must sustain the 
higher demand. 

Comment noted No change 

29 Cartmel 
Methodist 
church 

 Comment None of the Chapel members live in Cartmel, 
however, would like a new toilet block in Ford 
Road, as the Port-a-loos on race days, prevent us 

Comment noted No change 
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    parking by the Chapel. The racecourse car park 
was good for local use, not anymore. 

  

30 Resident  Object After reading the Public Consultation (Regulation 
14) Pre-submission Summary Document, I would 
prefer to see the Neighbourhood Plan scrapped 
altogether. I think it is time to put a stop to all the 
so called 'development' in Allithwaite. I don't call it 
development, I call it destruction. Destruction and 
loss of yet another green space. 

 
We have had proposals and consultation before, 
with regards Greendales, Whinfield Gardens and 
Jack Hill. Many objections were made to these so 
called developments, but obviously all were, not 
surprisingly, over-ruled and the destruction (sorry 
- development) of these green spaces was 
allowed to happen. In the case of Greendales an 
ancient burial site was obliterated! 

 

This leads me to ask the question - are residents 
objections really looked at, discussed, and 
considered, taking people’s feelings, concerns 
and mental well-being into account? I think 
perhaps not. 

 
The proposed building development on the field 
behind 12 to 16 Greendales, and behind Church 
Road, will mean the loss of yet another green 
space in Allithwaite in addition to the three 
mentioned above. This obviously has an impact 
on the mental health and well-being of existing 
residents who would be affected by the proposal 
and who, therefore, will once again be strongly 
objecting to yet another development. (Most likely 
to no avail). 

 

The second objective of the Neighbourhood Plan 
2021-2029 is to protect significant green spaces. I 
say that ALL green spaces are significant with the 

Comment noted. The 
Neighbourhood Plan does not 
seek to allocate any sites for 
housing, however, this does not 
stop developers putting 
applications forward to SLDC for 
consideration 

No change 
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    added current pressure with regards to Climate 
Change! Not just Allithwaite Community Orchard, 
the King George V Playing Fields, Allithwaite 
Community Playing Fields, Allithwaite Quarry and 
Allithwaite Allotments but all green spaces. 

 

This latest development proposal is inappropriate 
and unnecessary. Where are all the people who 
will come to live in these houses? Will they be 
locals? It's doubtful, as the provision for local 
seems inadequate (one block of flats at 
Greendales for instance) compared with those 
properties offered on the free market, where, let's 
not beat about the bush, the profits are made. 

 
If this housing development should go ahead 
there would be problems for young children going 
to school as I believe the primary school is 
already full. Roadside parking at the primary 
school is already very difficult at school times. 

 
Then there's the travel involved for parents who 
need to work. Where would they go? Kendal, 
Barrow, Lancaster? There's not a lot of 
employment opportunities in the immediate 
vicinity, therefore considerable travel would be 
involved. As there is a limited bus service, this 
would mean many more cars (which seem to be 
getting wider and larger) travelling on the already 
narrow village roads. Again, are we conscious of 
carbon footprints and climate change or not! 

 
Finally, how can a site, which is outside the 
current development boundary, even be 
considered for development? I hope a political 
aspect is not creeping into this issue. 

  

31 Resident 2.6.10  The lack of parking outside the village needs 
addressing urgently. The vast number of vehicles 
driving through Cartmel square detracts from the 

Comment noted. A 
Neighbourhood Plan is a land use 
plan and cannot influence 

No change 
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    whole character of the village and is dangerous 
for pedestrians who aimlessly wander obliviously 
around. 

 

This has been an issue for years and still little has 
been done. This year the problem has been 
particularly bad, constant gridlock especially when 
deliveries are being made. 

 

Accessible car parking before vehicles enter the 
village is essential. 

decision made on existing traffic 
and highway/parking matters. 

 

32 Resident AC8 Object Speeding is a big issue here and using the old 
Institute Road as a fast, rat run is very concerning 
and should be somehow residents only. 

 

We feel that Allithwaite is a lovely, but very small 
village to extend with new housing. These little 
roads are already busy and couldn't manage more 
traffic, etc. We already don't feel that Allithwaite's 
roads are safe, more traffic and people could not 
fit in Allithwaite. 

 
Allithwaite also has no amenities for extra 
housing/development. The roads are too small. 

Comments noted No change 

33 Resident AC8 & 
9 

Object It is important the Neighbourhood Plan maintains 
a strong position on limiting new housing, except 
where there is a proven need and also that the 
Parish Council continues to lobby to restrict other 
than 'Principal Main Residence' in the Parish. 

Comments noted No change 

34 Resident  Support Hoping things work out for others Comment noted No change 

35 Resident  Support No comments made  No change 

36 Resident AC5  Boarbank Lane Allithwaite, Green Lane and 
Templand Park. You have removed all the 
Hawthorn Hedges, they say it's never to late, well 
it is in this case, like closing the gate after the 
horse has bolted. I am very upset the Hawthorn 
Hedges have been taken out/pulled out/removed 
where do our Blackbirds nest? They have 
nowhere to nest. Our latest development 

Comment noted. The 
neighbourhood plan includes 
policies to protect and enhance 
the biodiversity of the area 

No change 
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    on/between Green Lane and Boarbank Lane, plus 
Templand Park. I've got no birds in the garden, 
the feeders are hanging about, no Badgers either. 
I've got apple and damson trees plenty for them to 
eat. 

 

There would be plenty of houses for local people 
to live in, it's all down to greed. Greedy people 
who have loads of money buying houses in the 
local area and letting them off. Here's your answer 
to everything. They should pay twice as much for 
council tax, they should not be allowed to do it 
(Greedy people). 

  

37 Resident AC7 Comment Children walk from Kirkhead Road to Allithwaite 
Parish Church/Playgroup/School and it is 
exceedingly dangerous when the road is hardly 
wide enough for two cars and there is no visibility 
of oncoming traffic. 

Comment noted No change 

38 Resident General  I'm in agreement with the principles of the plan 
and the 12 objectives. Although these plans are a 
framework it would be good to see some 
examples. For example under AC7 there needs to 
be a pedestrian route from Cartmel to Allithwaite 
that avoids the main road. For example under 
AC8 how many dwellings for residents are there, 
how many do there need to be, how can you 
ensure new builds do not become second 
homes/holiday dwellings? 

Comment noted. 
 

The number of new homes in the 
parish will come forward through 
the review of the LDC Local Plan. 

No change 

39 Resident General Comment As an elderly non-car owner I would like to have 
seen some reference to a better bus service and 
village shop. 

Comment noted. A 
Neighbourhood Plan is a land use 
plan and cannot influence 
decisions made on public 
transport matters. 

No change 

40 Resident AC8 Object Land adjoining Tally HO adjacent to Greendales 
off Church Road. 

 

The access to this land is unsuitable. The idea 
was rejected only recently and should be again as 
nothing has changed. There are unsold, over 

Comment noted. The 
Neighbourhood Plan does not 
seek to allocate any sites for 
housing, however, this does not 
stop developers putting 

No change 
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    many months, larger plots of far more suitable 
land with direct road access at Cartmel , on 
Allithwaite Road at Flookborough and between 
Allithwaite and Kents bank. As no work has 
started or in some cases no sale of the land to 
developers, it demonstrates that there is neither 
need or point in trying to develop smaller sites 
with poor drainage, and dangerous access 

applications forward to SLDC for 
consideration 

 

41 Resident  Support No comments Comment noted No change 

42-1 Resident 1.2  There is no village shop in Allithwaite, there are 
mini-libraries in Allithwaite and Cartmel. 

Comment noted No change 

42-2  AC3  The significant views list does not match the 
photos, photos are not all listed 

Comment noted No change 

43 Resident AC8  I strongly support the requirement that developers 
should provide the required number of affordable 
homes. 

 

I also think that more homes, particularly 
affordable homes, should be built so that local 
people priced out of the housing 

Comment noted No change 

44 Cartmel 
Racecourse 

 Comment Could we have more clarity around 'traditional 
initiates. 
2.6.4.- Seasonal traffic flow - could we request 
further detail as to the meaning in this paragraph? 

 
 
 
 

2.6.5. - Have the local businesses been tasked 
with any car sharing or 'bike-to-work' project to 
alleviate issues with their vehicles and parking. 
2.6.7 - Has a signage plan been prepared to 
alleviate the issues referred to in this paragraph? 
2.6.8 - The survey work already carried out 
around the Pig and Whistle and Londis for the 
average length of stay and have any additional 
traffic management mitigations been considered 
to alleviate issues at this junction? 

Comment noted 
 

Due to the nature and location of 
the village, there is significantly 
more traffic in the spring and 
summer months than in winter. In 
addition, there is also additional 
traffic during racing and other 
events at the racecourse. 
A future issue to look at. 

 
 

A future issue to look at 

A future issue to look at 

No change 
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    Parish Aspiration 2 - provision of an additional car 
park in Cartmel. How have the continued 
commercial interest of the Holker Group been 
taken into account with regards to an additional 
car park for the village? 

Commercial interests and market 
competition are not an issue that 
would influence a neighbourhood 
plan. 

 

45 Resident AC4 Comment The closing of Allithwaite Quarry to the public. I 
disagree with this decision 

Comment noted No change 

46 Resident AC7 Comment Most of the public footpaths in or near Allithwaite 
have tall stiles on them, some horrendously high! 
This precludes their use by the more elderly as 
well younger people with young children, not just 
disabled people. 
Good examples of footpaths which are unusable 
by a large number of residents are 1 Locker Lane 
to Applebury Hill 
2. Templand to Birkby Hall 
3. Cartmel Road to Wartbarrow Lane (south) 
4. Wartbarrow Lane (south) to Wartbarrow 
Lane (north) 

 

These and many others pass all the legal 
requirements for public footpaths, but this only 
means that they are suitable for Ramblers; they 
are not assessed for suitability of use by the 
inhabitants of an area. This is a shame; I am 
pleased that one of the aims of your document is 
to improve access to existing footpaths in this 
area. Please ensure ease of access for all when 

Comment noted No change 

47 Resident AC8 Comment Before I make my main point: I am really 
impressed by the care and consideration for the 
environment of the whole plan. Obviously, a huge 
amount of thought and work has gone into it, for 
which I am really grateful. 

 

I greatly appreciate the aim of preventing new 
second homes and providing 'affordable' housing. 
My question is about 'affordable'. Obviously it is 
better for new houses to be occupied by e.g. 
incoming pensioners who will live there than by 

Comment noted. This is the aim 
of the principal residence policy 

No change 
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    occasional second home owners. But the age 
profiles of the area suggests that it is not possible 
for most people employed in the area to live here. 
At the same time, there are enormous shortages 
in people willing to work in the care and hospitality 
jobs that are available. New houses need to be 
affordable by carers, cleaners, waiters, cooks, 
shop assistants and teachers, in proportion to the 
availability of those jobs. (The new Russell Armer 
estate in Allithwaite has 6 'affordable' houses and 
more than twice as many unaffordable ones, and 
is boasting about this on its display board!) At 
present, most of our staff at Boarbank need to 
commute (which is not helpful for either the local 
or the global environment), and we are still 
struggling to appoint enough people. Increasing 
the non-working resident population will only 
exacerbate the shortage of working people to 
cater to their needs. 
I think this next point may be out of the remit of 
the plan, but it is really important. There should be 
a complete ban on change of use from resident to 
holiday accommodation or second home 
ownership. (We even know of working people 
whose tenancies have been terminated to provide 
for holiday makers, so that they have become 
homeless.) Ideally there should be regulation 
requiring all house sales to be made to people 
who will be resident, or even to people who will be 
working, in the area. 

  

48 Resident  Support No comments Comment noted No change 

49 Resident 1.12 Comment The ‘Vision’ at Page 6 of the online draft plan is 
completely different to the ‘Vision’ on page 7 of 
the paper booklet delivered through house mail- 
boxes. Therefore it is unclear which is the 
intended Vision ? This may also have confused 
residents who have relied on the vision sent to 
them in the paper booklet version. Therefore this 
may undermine the consultation. 

Comment noted. The vision 
within the Neighbourhood Plan 
will be the vision for the area in 
2021 

No change 
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    My comments on the online draft Plan Vision are: 
I object to the statement: “In Allithwaite the village 
will be enhanced by a number of developments”. I 
do not see the need to include a firm vision of 
further developments in Allithwaite. I believe that 
the majority of residents in Allithwaite would rather 
see very limited further developments, and in 
particular, no further housing developments. 
I object to the Vision including ‘a number of 
developments’ in Allithwaite, whist there is no 
mention of developments in Cartmel. This is unfair 
on Allithwaite and appears to present a vision of 
protecting Cartmel at Allithwaite’s expense. 
The Cartmel paragraph refers to protecting 
Cartmel. I would like to see the Allithwaite 
paragraph also including a statement on 
protecting Allithwaite, and in particular protecting 
the current quiet, rural aspects, views and 
character of the village. 

Have reviewed the comments the 
PC considers that the vision 
should remain as it is 

 

49-2 Resident 1.2 Object Paragraph 1.20 is incorrect and misleading. 
Allithwaite does not have a Post Office or a shop. 
Whilst there is a very limited outreach Post Office 
service, this is for only 4 hours per week. The 
previous Post Office (which para 1.20 may be 
referring to) closed in early 2019, along with the 
associated shop. As the (small) charity shop is 
mentioned separately, reference to a Shop and 
Post Office should be removed from this 
paragraph. Therefore it is also clear that it is 
misleading to state that “Allithwaite has a wide 
range of ….. community facilities”. This should be 
removed or replaced with “Allithwaite has a limited 
number of community facilities. 

Comment noted Amend accordingly 

49-3 Resident AC1 & 
2 

Comment Section 2.1 is dominated by consideration of 
Cartmel, whilst Allithwaite does not appear to be 
considered or represented here. I suggest that 
many of the considerations here should also apply 
to Allithwaite, noting the Objective 1 states “To 
protect the built environment both in the 

Comments noted. The first 
section of 2.1 relates to design of 
the whole parish. The second 
section relates specifically to 
Cartmel conservation area. 

No change 



103  

Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    villages….”. In Section 2.1, there is only one 
mention of Allithwaite, whereas Cartmel is 
mentioned 26 times. 

  

49-4 Resident AC8 Comment With regards to Allithwaite, I do not agree that 
Objectives 6 and 7 are adequate, recognising the 
number of additional homes that have already 
been built in Allithwaite in the last 10 years (over 
50), with another 30 intended at Barn Hey. 
I propose rewording Objective 6 to read “To 
minimise further housing development whilst also 
ensuring housing stock meets local affordable 
needs and enables people of all ages to continue 
to reside within the local area.” 

Comments noted. The objectives 
are retained to link to the Parish 
Aspirations. However, the policy 
as it has been removed as future 
housing in the parish will be 
addressed through the SLDC 
Local Plan review process 

No change 

49-5 Resident AC8 Comment I disagree with Paragraph 1.21. Your statement 
that “Its main problem is that it is divided by the 
B5277 road” is very subjective and many will 
disagree that this is Allithwaite’s ‘main problem’. I 
disagree. Whilst I agree that traffic speed on this 
road is a problem, my view is that the village’s 
main problem is the number of new housing 
developments. In the past 10 years, there have 
been at least 50 new houses build in Allithwaite, 
with another 30 intended for the Barn Hey site. 
This is already more than excessive for the 
village. 

Comments noted. Wording 
revised 

Amended accordingly 

50 Resident AC7, 
8, 9 

Comment Sometimes developers seek to reduce the 
number of affordable housing after planning has 
been approved and construction begun - this has 
to be resisted. 

 

As there are no or very limited footways, a lower 
speed limit should be enforced through most of 
the village of Allithwaite. 

Comment noted No change 

51-1 Resident  Comment General 
I found making my contribution to this exercise 
difficult and I am glad I had the time and 
resources to be able to do so. It is unfortunate for 
those people of our neighbourhood who do not 
have these means at their disposal. 

Comment noted No change 
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I tried to respond online using the electronic 
system provided but I found this restrictive and 
difficult not to mention very time consuming 
providing a form for each response, which then 
left me, so far as I could tell without a copy of 
what I had said. In consequence have responding 
by providing my cumulated written comments both 
on line and in hard copy. I hope these are 
acceptable to you. 

  

 

Page Number:4 
Comment: LINE List 
I am not sure how representative this steering 
group is of local residents? 

The Steering group is made up of 
both residents and Parish 
Councillors 

No change 

 

Page Number:6 Paragraph Number:1.8 
Comment: LINE 1 
What was the outcome of the analysis, where did 
it go, what effect did it have? 

It informed the next stage in the 
process 

No change 

 Comments noted No change 

Page Number:6 Paragraph Number:1.10 
Comment: LINE 1 
“plan positively to promote local development” 
This does not mean that increased housing 
development is the only positive way forward. 
Local development can mean maintaining, 
conserving, and enhancing. 

  

 

Page Number:6 Paragraph Number:1.12 
Comment: LINE Vision 
By 2029 the impact of increased housing 
development can only be of detriment to the 
quality of the landscape. 
Currently the pedestrian circulation and traffic 
management is dreadful, mainly non existent and 
at times this makes for real danger. How can this 
change so dramatically by 2029? 

Comments noted. This is a vision 
of what the future may look like. 

No change 
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    Page Number:7 
Paragraph Number:1.14 Comment: LINE 
Objectives I would support all of these 

Comments noted No change 

 

Page Number:8 Paragraph Number:1.20 
Comment: LINE para 
There is no post office or shop 

Remove reference to a post office 
and shop 

Amend accordingly 

 Comments noted No change 

Page Number:15 Paragraph Number: Policy 
Number:AC1 
Comment: LINE 
Agree with design principles 

  

 Comments notes No change 

Page Number:18 
Paragraph Number: 
Policy Number:AC2 Comment: LINE General 

  

I have not commented on the policies that are just 
relevant to Cartmel as I do not live in Cartmel 

  

51-2 Resident AC3 Comment Page Number:22 
Paragraph Number: 
Policy Number:AC3 
Comment: LINE Protecting and Enhancing 
Landscape Character around Allithwaite and 
Cartmel 

 

I am unsure how agricultural fields are dealt with 
in this policy. Are they included in the term 
Landscape? If not they should be as they 
contribute significantly to the character of the 
area. Without these the area would just not be as 
attractive or of the same character. Some terms 
like “Landscape character” “Local Green Spaces” 
and “Green Infrastructure” are almost 
interchangeable and could be confused. The 
agricultural fields make up the greater proportion 

Comment noted 

 
 
 
 

 
The fields are the landscape that 
provides the setting for the 
villages, and the wider landscape 
of the area. This is protected in 
the NDP 

No change 

 
 
 
 

 
No change 
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Object / 
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Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    of the landscape and they are under threat but do 
not feature significantly enough in these policies. 

 

Farming is under great pressure and in 
consequence some of the agricultural fields are 
sold off by the farmers in order to survive. The 
consequence is that some of these are not sold 
into continuing agricultural use but are bought by 
speculators who intend to develop them for 
housing or similar development in the future. This 
has happened on at least two major sites in 
Allithwaite and as consequence because it has 
not been possible to gain any assurance from the 
Local Authority that these fields can be protected 
from building development then neighbouring 
residents have banded together and bought these 
fields themselves. I am a director of one of these 
community organisations. Wart Barrow Holdings 
and now own and manage 12 acres of the Fell 
above Allithwaite which is viewed for many miles 
by the Allithwaite residents and far beyond. This 
land is massively significant to the character and 
attractiveness of the area but the only way we 
could safeguard it for the future was by taking 
private action. This should never happen is this 
country where hitherto the well being and interests 
of the community and its residents were protected 
and to a great extent assured by Local Authorities 
acting on behalf of communities. This is a break 
down in the structure of society and in democracy. 
Yet it is happening today in Allithwaite. Those 
elected to positions to represent communities and 
people in a village, town or greater body should 
be very concerned that this is happening at a time 
when they are in control, responsible and 
accountable 

 
Significant Views 

 
 

Comments noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments, the list of views are 
those seen as being significant 
from publicly accessible areas 

 
 

No change 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A map will be provided 
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    I cannot see the point of listing just a selection of 
views. There are significant views all around 
dependent upon where you look and where from. 
The first view in Photo 1 (View from Church Road 
towards Wartbarrow Lane) shows two now 
privately owned fields and the Wart Barrow Fell 
which I referred to above. How can the plan take 
any ownership or credit for these views when it is 
private individuals who now provide and 
safeguard them? 

 

Hedgerows and Dry Stone Walls 
Yes please. Help those who are responsible (the 
land owners and farmers) for these hedgerows 
and dry stone walls to preserve and enhance 
them 

  

51-3 Resident  Comment Page Number:27 
Policy Number:AC4 
Comment: LINE PROTECT LOCAL GREEN 
SPACES 
Include within this definition and designation all 
those green spaces that are significant to 
residents and to the nature and character of the 
area. Including agricultural fields that impact upon 
peoples lives and the life of the community 

Comment noted No change 

   
Page Number:30 
Policy Number:AC5 
Comment: LINE Protecting and Enhancing Green 
Infrastructure and Biodiversity 
This policy should not just be for any new 
development but for all existing developments and 
infrastructure 

  

   
Page Number:31 
Policy Number:AC6 Comment: LINE Dark Skies 

  

    
Planning policy cannot impact 
existing development 
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    Why just proposed development? This should 
also be the policy for all existing development or 
else it will just not work. 

 

Page Number:32 
Policy Number:AC7 
Comment: LINE Improving pedestrian movement. 
Traffic management is almost non existent, 
Church road at evenings and weekends is an 
accident waiting to happen, very often cars are 
forced onto the pavement just below the school 
entrance 
There are no pedestrian or cycle routes in the 
village except the Church road footpaths and 
below the wood yard, to walk to the main road is 
exceedingly dangerous with no traffic 
management or warnings to beware of 
pedestrians 

 

There is a need also to improve footpaths and 
cycle ways between the villages and between 
village amenities. There should be a protected 
footpath, cycle route from Allithwaite to Cartmel, 
and also from Allithwaite to the Pheasant public 
house, and the Wart Barrow lane should be 
designated a quiet lane in accordance with 
regulations. Quiet Lanes are designated minor 
rural roads intended to pay special attention to the 
needs of walkers, cyclists, horse riders and the 
mobility- impaired. They are designed to enable 
users to enjoy country lanes in greater safety and 
encourage car drivers to respect more vulnerable 
road users. 

 
I would also advocate to you that we use the 
resources and guidance from Sustrans in their 
healthy streets initiative 
https://www.healthystreets.com/what-is-healthy- 
streets 

  

http://www.healthystreets.com/what-is-healthy-
http://www.healthystreets.com/what-is-healthy-
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Page Number:33 
Policy Number:AC8 
Comment: LINE New Housing in Allithwaite and 
Cartmel 

 

I cannot envisage how there can be any new 
housing development given compliance with the 
12 draft objectives stated earlier on page 7 

 
Nor do believe that there should be any new 
developments without the consent of the residents 
of the neighbourhood. A strategy which I believe 
the government is current considering 

 
Page Number:36 
Policy Number:AC9 
Comment: LINE Principal Residence Requirement 
If this policy ensures that there are no more 
holiday accommodation development or second 
homes then I agree with it. 

 

Page Number:37 
Policy Number:AC10 
Comment: LINE Caravan and Chalet Parks 

 

Allithwaite and Cartmel have an over provision of 
caravan and chalet parks, the existing 
infrastructure in all of its senses cannot 
accommodate what we have now. There must be 
no more. 

 
Page Number:40 
Policy Number:AC11 
Comment: LINE Maintaining and Enhancing 
Community facilities and Infrastructure. 
This should mean that any development should 
only bring improvement to the existing facilities 
and infrastructure. This goes far beyond 
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    broadband to include many of the subjects 
already covered including, roads, pavements, 
access routes, footpaths, cycle ways, designated 
quiet lanes, community facilities, shops, chemists, 
doctors, flood protection, services supply, sewers 
and septic tanks, lighting, traffic management, 
schools, public safety and group energy schemes. 
Etc 

  

52 Resident AC11  New housing should have parking space, off road Comment noted No change 

53 Resident  Comment I am in support of the plans - however the PC 
have limited control over new developments and 
caravan parks. Both villages are in danger of 
being over developed without proper 
infrastructure. It's a shame a village the size of 
Allithwaite is serviced by only one bus to and from 
Kendal once a day Monday - Friday and also does 
not have a shop, isolating those without cars and 
the elderly who are more likely to require these 
services. 

 

There needs to be speed restrictions on country 
lanes, more speed controls in the villages and 
discouraging residents parking on pavements 
which causes problems for pedestrians. It would 
be a help to have more paths for safety but I fully 
understand the difficulties. 

Comment noted No change 

54 Resident AC7 Comment Comment Comment noted No change 

55 Resident AC9  I feel strongly that new housing is only built to 
meet local needs and is priced accordingly. An 
effective mechanism needs to ensure that new 
housing is 'affordable' and unavailable to 
speculative second home owners/landlords. 

Comment noted No change 

56 Resident AC1, 
3, 5 

Object With reference to the A & C Draft Neighbourhood 
plan public consultation 6/9/21-29/10/21 including 
local green spaces and the Design documents. 
The following is our "Opinion" on the process of 
how land in Allithwaite was designated as 
Important Open Space 1997, Amenity Open 

Comment noted. 
 
The Parish Council have no remit 
to change this as it is included in 
a designation in the SLDC 
policies. As and when it is 

No change 
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    Space with no Public access, adopted in the Local 
Plan 2013 and then shown in "error"! in the 
current A & C draft NP, on page 18 of the Design 
Code as "Amenity Open Space", which SLDC 
have asked A & C PC to change, we are now 
offering our thoughts and asking for 
reconsideration in removing these designations so 
this can be brought forward both within the 
Neighbourhood plan and the emerging local Plan. 
We were first made aware of these designations 
back in 2019, this relates to a plot of land at the 
Northern part of The Ridgeway, Allithwaite also 
the field to the west of the plot which at that point 
was in a designation as Amenity Open Space with 
no public access without any consultation or 
permission from the landowner. Since then we 
have had intense dialogue with LAPC, ACPC and 
SLDC, also in- depth research of documents on 
websites with many conflicting and unanswered 
questions, no one seems to be taking 
responsibility, of land value stealing and 
democratic use of private land, through a land 
designation without permission. We do have 
evidence from 2008-09 Linear development on 
both the mentioned pieces of land on a SLDC 
Map(RN80 & RN81) was considered but then 
didn't receive further consideration, taken aside 
for perhaps more favourable larger sites. In a 
document it said that smaller open spaces were 
discussed between the Parish/town council and 
SLDC, but no evidence provided for the land in 
question. We believe now is the opportunity for 
smaller sites to be considered in the 
Neighbourhood plan either in rounding off or infill 
as they could play an important role in Allithwaite 
in providing potential Self Builds for local builders 
and local craftsmen providing income into the 
community and self satisfaction of a legacy of 
having that opportunity to build. As there are very 

amended in the higher level 
policies it will be refected in the 
Neighbourhood Plan 
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    few infill sites available these two areas are ideal. 
It was put forward by the different working groups 
that smaller sites were more in keeping of the 
character of the village, i question why "now" are 
they not more supportive of these smaller sites. 
There has been no evidence provided with proof 
of the criteria required, when these two areas 
were assessed for amenity open space, so we are 
now asking through the Neighbourhood plan and 
the current emerging Local plan that this land is 
reinstated and the designation of Amenity Open 
Space(With no public access) be removed, as we 
believe it will not jeopardise the character of the 
area, but could be developed as previously 
approved in a new era and enhance the existing 
character and landscape quality. The designation 
of this land without any contact or permission of 
the owners is against the Human Rights Act 1998. 
SLDC has confirmed that the owners should have 
been contacted. It is a fact that the 
Neighbourhood plans must also comply with the 
Human Rights Law. If there is no existing 
evidence of contact or permission with the owners 
and had been designated in the adopted Local 
plan of 2013, further evidence is required because 
of the fact that there is no existing evidence 
available. 

  

57 Resident  Object THERE DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE A POLICY 
TO PROTECT THE CURRENT GREEN GAP 
BETWEEN KENTS BANK/GRANGE OVER 
SANDS 

Comment noted. Policy is 
included in the SLDC Land 
allocations DPD 

No change 

58 Resident All Comment my main concerns and wishes relate to the need 
to maintain the area of Allithwaite pretty much as 
it is but this also includes my beliefs and wishes 
for ALL villages wherever they are, and most 
certainly include the area of Cartmel which is also 
covered by the plan. I have been brought up in 
village life for most of my life and respect the type 

Comment noted No change 
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    of life it encourages me and others to live. I 
believe in village life and therefore the village 
character and green surroundings are 
fundamental to good physical and mental health 
for all. I worry about expansion as it often reduces 
the green surroundings and ends up in residential 
conurbations, loses character, atmosphere and 
has a detrimental effect on the whole community. 
It is most important in my view that green areas 
are preserved and new build should be kept to the 
absolute minimum but will sustain the local 
community at a reasonable level. 

  

59 Resident  Comment Generally in support of the plan, especially the 
retention of the 'green' spaces. Especially pleased 
that the amenity land between Holme Lane, Jack 
Hill and the B5277 retains its status in the light of 
recent pressure from developers. 
The allocation of 60 more dwellings within the 
borders of Allithwaite is more than enough for this 
small village. Any further building would inevitably 
detract from the essential character of the small, 
rural village and would not be in line with 
Objective 2 - to protect locally significant green 
spaces and views . . . 

Comment noted No change 

60 Resident  Comment As I see nothing in the document that gives me 
cause for concern I must accept the committees 
wisdom and therefore support thei 

Comment noted No change 

61 Resident   There needs to be a policy to protect the green 
gap between Allithwaite and Kents Bank. This is 
especially important now, given the recent 
publicity on benefits to mental health of being able 
to enjoy countryside/wooded areas. Please 
protect the green gap rather than filling it with 
even more houses. 

Comment noted. Policy is 
included in the SLDC Land 
allocations DPD 

No change 

62 Resident  Comment It is important that the local plan for Cartmel 
excludes inappropriate sites for development in 
the "Lakeland call for sites 2021" at an early 
stage. Flooding events are happening with 
increasing frequency nationally due to climate 

Comment noted No change 
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    change and the Green fields surrounding the 
village of Cartmel which are currently used for 
agriculture and animal grazing located on the 
slopes of Hampsfell offer an invaluable water 
filtration and drainage system which slows the 
runoff of water to the village and reduces the 
additional risk of flooding to those further 
downstream, who are already in high flood risk 
areas. Some of the sites listed in the "call for 
sites" would plainly interfere with the above and 
speed up the runoff of water into the village 
whatever measures are put in place within the site 
boundaries. 

  

63-1 Resident AC5 Comment Delighted you are planning to help walkers and 
cyclists. Would it be possible to have a cycle link 
between Grange and Allithwaite that goes around 
the side of Risedale rather than over the top of it? 

Comment noted No change 

64 Resident  Object The Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan 
does not include a policy to protect south 
Allithwaite from coalescence with Kents 
Bank/Grange-over-Sands. This is a serious 
omission because SLDC has already given 
planning permission for 87 homes south of 
Allithwaite Road (SL 2018 0897) that will reduce 
the gap between Allithwaite and Kents Bank to 
200 metres on the southern side of Allithwaite 
Road. The Neighbourhood Plan needs to include 
policies that will protect the green gap on the 
northern side of Allithwaite Road and policies to 
mitigate the harm that is has already been 
sanctioned on the southern side of Allithwaite 
Road. Policy LA3.2 in SLDC's current Local Plan 
required an open space in the NW area of the 
allocated land south of Allithwaite Road. SLDC 
granted planning permission without insisting that 
this policy was implemented. No-one from 
Allithwaite & Cartmel Parish Council registered 
any concerns that there will be no meaningful 
green gap between Kents Bank/Grange-over- 

Comment noted. Policy is 
included in the SLDC Land 
allocations DPD 

No change 
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    Sands and Allithwaite after this development has 
been built. Does the Parish Council really want to 
see Allithwaite become a suburb of Grange-over- 
Sands? 

  

65 Resident AC10 
& 11 

Comment "The tourist economy grows in a way which 
supports and enhances the environment and does 
not adversely impact on traffic and parking 
issues." For this to happen, a tourism levy will 
need to be raised either through businesses or a 
bed tax, otherwise it is just words, sadly. 2.5.5 is a 
great idea and should be implemented and is 
along the same lines. The "polluter pays" principle 
is likely to be the only way to ensure water 
supplies, drainage, road infrastructure etc can be 
adequately serviced to avoid the negative impacts 
to residents brought by tourism. 

Comment noted No change 

66 Resident AC9 Comment This policy must be implemented Comment noted No change 

66-2  AC6, 
7, 8, 9 

 All future residential development must take 
account of the needs of existing residents and 
those who will live in the new houses. Doctors, 
school places, road capacity, bus services, 
drainage, light pollution should all be considered 
before a development is given the go ahead. All 
new development must meet green building 
standards and include solar, ground source heat, 
insulation, grey/waste water systems. Developers 
must be expected to incorporate these features 
into their designs if we are to meet the climate 
challenges of the future. 

Comment noted No change 

66-3  AC7  Improved traffic management in Allithwaite is 
essential. Pedestrians and cyclists need more and 
safe routes. Both on and off- road paths must be 
added. This policy needs more clear outcomes, 
"where appropriate, all new development should" 
is very easy to get around. Traffic management to 
reduce reliance on petrol cars is probably the 
single biggest issue to be resolved. Electric car 
charge points and car share scheme, community 
electric bus, new permissive routes to allow safe 

Comment noted No change 
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    pedestrian and cycle access to link to railway 
stations and X6 bus connections. 

  

66-4  AC4  Please add Site Ref: 2020-CfS-79 Land adjoining 
Tally Ho, adjacent to Greendales off Church 
Road, Allithwaite to the list of designated local 
green spaces and protected from development. 

Comment noted. It is not 
appropriate to add in further LGS 
at this point. 

No change 

67 Resident 1.2 Comment 1.20 references Allithwaite shop (I assume it 
closed after the original draft was written). I don't 
know if the neighbourhood plan is the place for it, 
but I wonder if there is anything that can be done 
to encourage another small business venture so 
we can have a shop again in future. It was very 
helpful to have one in the village. 

Comments noted Amend accordingly 

68 Resident 1.2 Comment Allithwaite shop (I assume it closed after the 
original draft was written). I don't know if the 
neighbourhood plan is the place for it, but I 
wonder if there is anything that can be done to 
encourage another small business venture so we 
can have a shop again 

Comments noted Amend accordingly 

69 Resident AC10, 
11 & 

12 

 "The tourist economy grows in a way which 
supports and enhances the environment and does 
not adversely impact on traffic and parking 
issues." For this to happen, a tourism levy will 
need to be raised either through businesses or a 
bed tax, otherwise it is just words, sadly. 2.5.5 is a 
great idea and should be implemented and is 
along the same lines. The "polluter pays" principle 
is likely to be the only way to ensure water 
supplies, drainage, road infrastructure etc can be 
adequately serviced to avoid the negative impacts 
to residents brought by tourism. 

Comment noted No change 

70-1 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

 Comment 1. Thank you for consulting Cumbria County 
Council on the Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Neighbourhood Plan 2021 - 2029 
Regulation 14 Draft, dated September 2021. We 
support the work being undertaken to prepare this 
plan and we hope that you will find these 
comments to be helpful. 

Comment noted Sections amended as 
below 
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    2. The following comments constitute the 
County Council’s response based on its interests 
as the Highway Authority, Lead Local Flood 
Authority, infrastructure and service provider and 
its strategic interest in securing inclusive growth 
(including the provision of housing that is 
accessible to people working in the County), 
digital connectivity and addressing climate 
change. 

 

3. It is noted the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) 
must plan positively to promote local 
development. It must also support the strategic 
development needs set out in the adopted South 
Lakeland District Local Plan and be in general 
conformity with that Plan, as well as taking into 
account the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF). Regard has been had to these in 
providing this response. 

 

4. The County Council also notes that at the 
screening stage it was concluded by South 
Lakeland District Council that a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and Habitats 
Regulations Assessment was not required, and 
that this conclusion has been endorsed by the 
statutory consultees (Environment Agency, 
Historic England and Natural England). 

 
5. The current South Lakeland District 
Council Local Plan runs to 2025 with a review of 
Local Plan currently being undertaken to extend 
the plan horizon to 2040. Consultation has been 
undertaken on the Issues and Options stage. As 
the Neighbourhood Plan continues to be 
developed, regard should be had to any relevant 
matters from the Local Plan Review as far as is 
practicable (noting that the timing for preparation 
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    of the Neighbourhood Plan is ‘running ahead’ of 
the Local Plan Review). 

 

Evidence Base 
 

6. It is noted that the NP has been informed 
by an evidence base using national, County 
Council, South Lakeland District Council and Lake 
District National Park Authority sources and local 
assessments. Any updates to the evidence base 
should be considered by the Parish Council in 
continuing to progress preparation of the NP. 

 
7. Notwithstanding 5 above, parts of the 
evidence base may be out-of-date and further 
consideration should be given to whether this 
needs to be reviewed and updated where 
possible. For example, in paragraphs 1.12 and 
1.14 the NP sets a draft vision for the area that 
reflects the thoughts of the local communities 
identified in the preparation of the Community 
Plan in 2012/13. The responses received to the 
current consultation on the NP may assist in 
assessing whether the views and priorities of the 
community have changed since that time. 

 
8. In paragraph 3.5 of the NP it states that 
‘At some time in the future there will be a need to 
formally review the NP and roll it forward to look 
beyond 2025’. The Census 2021 results will be 
released between May and June 2022 and as 
noted in 5. above, South Lakeland District Council 
are undertaking a review of their Local Plan. It is 
suggested that an early review of the 
Neighbourhood Plan should be commenced at a 
time that allows for the new Census information 
and updated South Lakeland Local Plan to be 
taken into account. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments noted. Text amended 
to reflect the more recent 
consultation responses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comments noted. Text to be 
removed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amend accordingly 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Text removed 
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70-2 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

Vision  9. The draft NP includes a vision for 2029 
that reflects Allithwaite and Cartmel being 
separate villages with different characteristics. In 
respect to transport, the Vision states that 
pedestrian circulation would be significantly 
enhanced in Allithwaite, with traffic management 
resulting in a quieter, safer village. In Cartmel, 
traffic and parking management schemes would 
improve access to the many businesses; and 
residents and visitors would benefit from improved 
traffic circulation. 

 

10. The County Council supports the Vision’s 
focus on integrating development through 
provision of walking and cycling links and the use 
of traffic and parking management measures to 
the benefit of businesses, residents and visitors. 
However, the Vision would benefit from 
consideration of positive statements being 
included in respect to maintaining and enhancing 
the vibrancy and sustainability of the villages 
through supporting business activities and growth 
and housing developments that meet the needs of 
the community (and particularly that are 
accessible to people of a working age), reflecting 
the role of the villages as Local Service Centres 
as identified through the South Lakeland Local 
Plan. This would also create a better ‘line of sight’ 
between the Vision, Objectives and Policies. 

Comment noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments noted. The vision was 
drafted using residents 
responses. The Parish Council 
consider that it reflects the 
responses of the community as it 
stands. 

No change 

70-3 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

Objecti 
ves 

 11. In respect of the County Council’s 
interests as the statutory Highways Authority and 
Lead Local Flood Authority, Objectives 4 and 5 
are relevant. Objective 1 is also relevant in so far 
as the related Policy (AC1) addresses active 
travel and drainage matters. These Objectives are 
generally supported although Objective 1 could be 
reworded to better reflect the matters that are 
covered in the associated Policies, perhaps by 
introducing the concept of sustainable design 

Comments noted No change 
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    principles as well as focussing on the protection of 
the built and rural environment and ensuring the 
character and heritage values of the Cartmel 
Conservation Area is considered. It is also noted 
Objective 1 has relevance in relation to the 
supporting text to Draft Policy 2 which makes 
reference to the use of materials, double yellow 
lines and signage. 

 

12. In respect to the County Council’s 
strategic interests (refer to Paragraph 2. above), 
Objectives 6, 8, 10, 11 and 12 are relevant. 
Objective 1 is also relevant in so far as the related 
Policy (AC1) addresses matters relating to climate 
responsive design, on-site renewable energy and 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) in 
new developments. These Objectives are 
generally supported although again consideration 
should be given to rewording Objective 1 (refer to 
Paragraph 11. above). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comments noted. The objectives 
were developed using the 
community responses and it is 
considered that they reflect the 
views of the community 

 

70-4 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

AC1  13. Draft Policy AC1 includes a number of 
policy provisions that relate to the design of new 
developments, with criterion A. requiring regard to 
be had to the Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish 
Design Code. On review of the Design Code (and 
the Neighbourhood Plan), it is unclear as to how 
consideration has been given to relevant County 
Council Design Guidance and specifically the 
Cumbria Development Design Guide. In 
assessing development applications (and also in 
designing and delivering infrastructure schemes), 
the County Council will apply the provisions in the 
Cumbria Development Design Guide. It is 
therefore important that in preparing the 
Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Design Code that it 
aligns with the County Council’s Code where 
relevant, and preferably should not duplicate 
those matters set out in the County Code but 

Comment noted 

 
 

An additional paragraph has been 
included in the supporting text 
refereeing to the Cumbria 
Development Design Guide with a 
link to the webpage. 

Amend accordingly 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    rather should express the requirements at the 
local level. In further developing the NP and 
Allithwaite and Cartmel Design Code, regard 
should be had to the relevant County Council 
Codes and Guidelines (refer also to the 
information provided in regard to Appendix 3) 

  

14. It is noted that criterion E. seeks 
measures to improve pedestrian and cycle 
linkages between and within the villages and is 
supported in-principle (refer also to comments 
made in respect to Policy AC7). 

 

15. It is also noted that the draft NP proposes 
to apply the National Planning Policy Framework 
‘surface discharge order priority’ (paragraph 2.1.5 
in the NP) through criterion G. This approach is 
considered to align with the policy approach set 
out in Development Management Policy 6 in the 
South Lakeland Local Plan and also with the 
adopted approach of the County Council. 
However, it is suggested that a stronger link and 
emphasis could be included between the design 
and delivery of SUDS being integrated with 
greenspace and green links (green infrastructure) 
planning and design and the opportunity that such 
an approach can play in meeting the ‘10% net 
gain in biodiversity’ for new developments that is 
expected to be introduced though the 
Environment Bill when enacted. 

Comments noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
An extra paragraph has been 
included in the supporting text to 
Policy AC1 

70-5 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

AC2  16. Draft Policy AC2 (clause 4) requires that 
new hard landscaping should enhance the 
Cartmel conservation area by using local 
materials such as cobbles and natural paving and 
avoid visual and physical clutter in the street 
scene. It is noted that in paragraph 2.1.14 
concerns are raised about the traffic management 
measures introduced following the Cartmel 

Comment noted 

 
 

Paragraph 2.1.9 has been 
amended to include reference to 
consultation with Cumbria County 
Council 

 
 
 

Amend accordingly 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    Township Initiative including double yellow lines, 
the marking of car parking bays and signage 
having an intrusive visual impact. In paragraph 
2.1.4 it is also stated “Vehicular areas, including 
the two squares and side roads, are laid with 
tarmacadam; there may be potential to reduce 
areas of tarmacadam and introduce more areas of 
traditional materials as part of future improvement 
schemes”. 

 

17. When new developments are to be 
constructed and part of the new development is to 
be adopted by Cumbria County Council as public 
highway, the construction of the adopted areas 
needs to be consistent with the County Council’s 
highways standards and policies. The County 
Council highways standards and policies have 
been developed taking into account best practice 
and relevant legislation and will take precedence 
over the policies within Neighbourhood Plan. 
Notwithstanding, in assessing each new 
development consideration can be given to 
different surface materials providing they meet the 
County Council highways standards and policies. 
If any ‘approved enhanced materials’ are agreed 
as part of an adoption associated with a new 
development, consideration will also need to be 
given to a commuted sum being deposited by 
developers to meet the future additional 
maintenance costs of any approved enhanced 
materials. 

 
18. It should also be noted that generally the 
County Council will not use non-standard highway 
materials. Any use of non-standard materials / 
enhancement scheme affecting the public 
highway would need to be agreed in advance by 
the County Council and fully funded by the 
developer. 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

     

19. In respect to the use of double yellow 
lines, bay markings and signage, for parking 
restrictions to be legally enforceable some 
physical measures on the ground such as signs 
and lines are required. However, the County 
Council will continue to work with the Parish 
Council on parking issues in the village although it 
should be noted that all measures that are 
introduced (or altered) will need to accord with the 
national legislation. 

 
20. In respect to street furniture, the placing 
of essential highway street furniture so that it does 
not cause an obstruction is supported. However, it 
should also be noted that other items of street 
furniture, such as benches, are not highway 
assets but if they are placed on the highway, they 
will need approval for the proposed location. 

  

70-6 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

AC7  21. Draft Policy AC7 is titled ‘Improving 
pedestrian movement’. It is suggested that the 
policy should be re-titled to ‘Improving pedestrian 
and cycling movement’ to recognise that the 
policy content also includes cycling. 

 

22. To encourage cycling and walking, the 
County Council has established a Cycling and 
Walking programme with the ambition being for 
walking and cycling to be the natural choice for 
everyday short trips. The County Council is 
therefore supportive of the recognition of the 
importance of active travel in Draft Policy AC7 and 
the need for both new developments to contribute 
towards, and the Parish Council undertake work 
to support increasing connectivity, including 
through the use of the Community Infrastructure 
Levy to improve the experience of all residents in 
moving around and between villages. The use of 
the Community Infrastructure Levy in an 

 
 

Comments noted 

 
 

Amend accordingly 
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Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    evidenced and co-ordinated way to support 
delivery of improved walking and cycling 
connections will help ensure a fully integrated 
approach is delivered that maximises benefits and 
opportunities. 

 

23. It is, however, noted that there is a lack of 
clarity in the current draft policy when it states “to 
improve the experience [our emphasis] of all 
residents in moving around and between villages.” 
The NP would benefit from further supporting 
commentary about how the experience might be 
improved (for example, through provision of more 
direct routes, off-road routes, enhanced facilities 
and infrastructure etc.). Additionally, consideration 
should be given to expanding the policy to 
reference visitors as well as residents. It is also 
suggested for clarity that the second sentence of 
the policy is amended to read, “The Parish council 
will seek to use the Community Infrastructure 
Levy to improve the walking and cycling 
experience of all residents in moving around and 
between villages”. 

 
24. In further developing active travel routes, 
consideration should be given to other planning 
and strategies relating to walking and cycling. The 
County Council would be happy to provide 
information about active travel schemes and 
proposals that the NP should take into 
consideration. For example, the Cumbria Cycling 
Strategy 2017 – 22 (see link to the Strategy in the 
comments on Appendix 3 below), amongst other 
themes, seeks to improve cycling infrastructure 
with a focus placed on the identification of 
strategic routes. The Southern Cumbria Cycling 
Map identifies Allithwaite and Cartmel as being 
located on the Strategic Network and the Lakes 
and Dales Loop, which should be considered in 

 
 
 
 

Comments noted 

 
 

A paragraph has been inserted 
reflecting this comment. 

 
 
 
 

Amend accordingly 
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Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    developing the walking and cycling network for the 
villages. 

  

70-7 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

AC8  25. It is noted draft Policy AC8 B. (and 
Objective 7, paragraphs 2.4 and 2.41) refers to 
“small scale” in respect of housing development. 
What constitutes “small scale” is unclear and 
uncertain. The County Council considers that any 
terminology used should be consistent with that 
used in the South Lakeland Local Plan. This 
would avoid any ambiguity / inconsistency arising 
between the Local Plan and NP in the 
assessment of development applications. Clarity 
on the above is still required, but to help the policy 
read more clearly, it is suggested that criterion B. 
is amended to say, “Demonstrate how the amenity 
(including visual) of existing properties has been 
considered, that the development is small scale 
reflecting the roles and functions of the villages, 
relates well to traditional layouts and has 
maximised solar gain.” 

Comments noted Policy AC8 deleted 

70-8 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

AC9  26. A ‘principal residence’ is indicated in the 
NP as being the primary location that a person 
inhabits. It is also referred to as a person’s 
primary or main residence. The principal 
residence restriction appears to be based on 
evidence for Cartmel (paragraph 2.4.5 suggests 
that second home ownership and housing used 
for holiday lets is relatively high in Cartmel at 
21.3%, but with no percentage specifically being 
evidenced for Allithwaite). 

 

27. It is considered that the appropriate use of 
the principal residence clause would assist in 
restricting the use of new houses for second 
homes or holiday lets and thereby help bring 
greater balance and mixture to the local housing 
market and to create new opportunities for people 

Comments noted See response to South 
Lakeland District Council 
above 
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Policy 
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Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    to live and work in Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish. 
However, it is considered that for this policy to be 
justifiable in both villages, it will need to be 
demonstrated that there is a substantial issue in 
both Allithwaite and Cartmel with second home 
ownership and holiday lettings. If the evidence is 
not available for Allithwaite, the principal 
residence restriction should only be further 
considered for Cartmel. 

  

70-9 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

AC11  28. The inclusion of a specific clause relating 
to the provision of broadband is supported. 
However, it is not clear whether the draft Policy is 
intended to align with Policy DM8 in the South 
Lakeland Local Plan, which requires new 
residential development of 2 or more dwellings 
and commercial development to demonstrate how 
future occupiers will be provided with sufficient 
broadband connectivity. Further consideration 
should be given to this and clarification provided 
in the NP as necessary. 

 

29. Additionally, to conform with the County 
Council’s Digital Infrastructure Strategy and UK 
Government policy, it is suggested that the policy 
should be amended as follows to: 
• require developers to engage with 
network suppliers to ensure that gigabit capable 
connectivity (typically full fibre) is available at new 
developments and property conversions; 
• refer to the work planned under Project 
Gigabit to expand access to gigabit capable 
broadband therefore making it less onerous to 
require developers to work with network suppliers 
on making this provision; and 
• refer to 4G mobile infrastructure and the 
need for 5G readiness. 

 

30. The Digital Information Strategy 2020- 
2025 prepared by the County Council may assist 

Comments noted Amend accordingly 
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Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 

Comments received (verbatim) Parish Council Comments Amendments to NP 

    in the further development of the NP (see link to 
Strategy in comments on Appendix 3 below). 

  

70-10 Cumbria 
County 
Council 

Appen 
dix 

 Appendices 
Appendix 1 
A1 The latest revision of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is 20 July 
2021, which replaces the previous version 
published in March 2012, revised in July 2018, 
and updated in February 2019. 

Comment noted Amend accordingly 

   
Appendix 2 
A2 No comments. 

  

   
Appendix 3 
A3 There are a number of Cumbria County 
Council Strategies and Guidelines that should be 
considered in further developing the 
Neighbourhood Plan and included in Appendix 3: 
Digital Information Strategy 2020-2025: 
https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Inter 
net/536/6487/44147115119.pdf" 
Cumbria County Council Planning Obligation 
Policy: 
https://cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/53 
8/755/1599/41590142248.PDF 
Cumbria Cycling Strategy: 
https://councilportal.cumbria.gov.uk/documents/s6 
6323/App%201%20Cumbria%20Cycling%20Strat 
egy.pdf 

  

   
Cumbria Development Design Guide and 
appendices: 
• Cumbria Development Design Guide 
(PDF 2.7kb) 
• Appendix 1 - Parking (PDF 670kb) 
• Appendix 2 - Development Management 
Fees (PDF 273kb) 
• Appendix 3 - Criteria for traffic 
assessment (PDF 427kb) 

  

http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Inter
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Inter
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Inter


143  

Ref. 

No. 

Consultee 
Name 

Page/ 
Para/ 
Policy 

Support / 

Object / 

Comment 
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    • Appendix 4 - Highway Design Guidance - 
Residential (PDF 637kb) 
• Appendix 5 - Greenfield Site Calculations 
(to calculate APC bond) (PDF 251kb) 
• Appendix 6 - SuDs components (PDF 
893kb) 
• Appendix 7 - Drainage Checklist (PDF 
642kb) 
• Appendix 8 - Highway agreements / 
obligations (PDF 305kb) 
• Appendix 9 - Public Rights of Way 
Considerations (PDF 213kb) 
• Appendix 10 - Road Lighting Specification 
and Checklist (PDF 494kb) 
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Table 3 – Allithwaite and Cartmel Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Responses to SEA/HRA 
 

Consultation Body Response 

Natural England Thank you for your consultation on the above, dated and received by 
Natural England on 18 March 2021. 

 

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory 
purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
Our remit includes protected sites and landscapes, biodiversity, 
geodiversity, soils, protected species, landscape character, green 
infrastructure and access to and enjoyment of nature. 

 
Based on the information provided, Natural England agree with the 
conclusions reached through the South Lakeland District Council’s 
Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening Opinion, 
Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Assessment. 

 
Should the Neighbourhood Plan be amended in a way which 
significantly affects its impact on the natural environment, then, 
please consult Natural England again. 

Environment Agency Thank you for referring the SEA, SA and HRA Screening Opinion 
Report which have been prepared for the Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Development Plan. We received your consultation 
request on 18 March 2021 and following review of the documents 
received, we can comment as follows: 

 

We support your conclusions. These reflect the fact the draft plan is 
underpinned by SEA/HRA and SA of higher-tier level plans, and 
given it is not allocating sites, or it is considered sensitive 
environmental assets may be directly affected by the policies and 
proposals in the plan, and is not likely to have significant 
environmental effects not already addressed through the SA of the 
Local Plan. 
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Consultation Body Response 

Historic England We write in response to your e-mail of 18 March 2021, seeking a 
screening opinion from Historic England as to whether SEA, HRA 
and SA are required for Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish 
Neighbourhood Development Plan. As the public body that advises 
on England’s historic environment, we are pleased to offer our view. 
In relation to the SEA screening, for the purposes of this consultation, 
Historic England will confine the advice given to the question, “is it 
likely to have a significant effect on the environment?” in respect to 
our area of concern, cultural heritage. Our comments are based on 
the information supplied at this time within the Screening Opinions 
and accompanying draft plan. 

 

The Neighbourhood Plan area includes a significant number of 
designated heritage assets including Grade I listed Cartmel Priory, a 
small number of Grade II* listed structures and Cartmel Conservation 
Area. There are also likely to be other features of local historic, 
architectural or archaeological value and consideration should also 
be given to the wider historic landscape. 

 
In the context of the criteria set out in Schedule 1 of the 
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 
2004 [Annex II of SEA Directive], and on the basis of the information 
supplied, it is considered that the plan appears to propose no site 
allocations or policies that would have significant environmental 
effects upon the historic environment, and so we are of the opinion 
that in relation to our interests (cultural heritage), that there are 
unlikely to be any significant environment effects arising from 
Allithwaite and Cartmel’s Neighbourhood Plan. So we would not 
require Strategic Environmental Assessment of the plan. 

 
We would like to stress that this opinion is based on the information 
made available. To avoid any doubt, this decision does not preclude 
Historic England providing further advice on later stages of the SEA 
process, should this be required, nor objecting to specific proposals 
that may subsequently arise (either as a result of this consultation or 
in later versions of the plan/guidance), where we consider that these 
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Consultation Body Response 

 would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment. The 
views of all statutory consultation bodies should be taken into 
account before the overall decision on the need for SEA is made. 

 

In relation to HRA and SA, we concur with your conclusions. 
 
Historic England advises the plan makers that the conservation and 
archaeological staff of South Lakeland District Council and Cumbria 
County Council should also be closely involved throughout the 
preparation of the plan and its assessment. They are best placed to 
advise on: local historic environment issues and priorities, including 
access to data held in the HER (formerly SMR); how policies or 
proposals can be tailored to minimise potential adverse impacts on 
the historic environment; the nature and design of any required 
mitigation measures; and opportunities for securing wider benefits for 
the future conservation and management of heritage assets. 
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5. Further amendments to the Design Code 

 
5.1 Following the appointment of a Conservation Officer at SLDC, further 

concerns were raised in relation to the Design Code produced by Aecom 
funded by Locality. In addition, the document was not in an accessible 
format. 

 
5.2 The Parish Council agreed to strip the text and maps out of the Design Code 

and reproduce in an accessible format taking into account the comments by 
Cumbria County Council at Regulation 14, SLDC at Regulation 14 and the 
comments of the Conservation Officer below. It was agreed that the Design 
Code would be amended accordingly. 

 
5.3 This is a combination of 

 original SLDC comments made at Draft Plan stage 

 specific SLDC conservation officer comments 

 additional SLDC general comments 

Table 4: Further comments on Design Code 
 

Section Comments 

General Reference to July 2020 date – should this not be September 2021? 
Should now be 2022 

 

Timespan of the plan – check these refer to 2029.. page 6 reference to 
2026. 

 
A proof read is required, checking typos for example Page 23 ‘circuitous’ 
needs amending. 

 

References to AECOM – may wish to reflect on – page 6 for example 

General In its current form, the design guide appears to promote less positive 
design which would be in direct conflict with Policy DM3 of the DPD – 
Historic Environment, and would fail the statutory obligations contained 
at sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, which require the local planning authority 
to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the significance of 
listed buildings, their settings, and conservation areas. It would also 
conflict with the draft Cartmel CAMP and Policy DM2 of the DPD – 
Achieving Sustainable High Quality Design. 

 
Cumbria Vernacular Buildings Group (cvbg.co.uk) may be a useful 
resource for the consultant, along with Brunskill’s Traditional Buildings of 
Cumbria (2002). 

 

It would also be beneficial to seek the views of the Cartmel Village 
Society, and if they are able to provide any comments on traditional/local 
features that should be encouraged and included in the document. 

http://www.cvbg.co.uk/
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National 
Planning 
Policy 

Ensure references as appropriate reflect updated NPPF 2021. Ensure 
Sections 12 and 16 are included. 

Title page The photo is a grey painted listed building which is not traditional, 
another listed building painted stark white with darker cills, not 
traditional, and a further LB with exposed rubble. All these features are 
harmful. Recommend replacing image 

Page 4 The photo shows what appears to be a historic building with traditional 
dash finish removed exposing rubble walling. It is most likely rubble 
walling was not intended to be seen but would have received a wet 
dash/harling finish which would then be limewashed 

 

The window design in the photo on page 4 should be avoided as this is 
not a traditional construction, the glazing bars are flat to the frame, and 
the opening casements do not sit flush within the frame. Recommend 
replacing image. 

Page 6 Reference to Lower and Upper Birkby – remove these are not located in 
the Parish area 

Page 15 There is reference to updating Figure 3 village settlement boundaries – 
is this still planned, if so, need to emphasise in key what the boundaries 
denote i.e. current South Lakeland Local Plan 2003-2025 development 
boundaries – note these are shown in Figures 4 and 5 so probably not 
necessary 

Page 16 Key – need to say South Lakeland Local Plan development boundary – 
rather than Settlement boundary 

Page 17 Cartmel “Previously known as Church Town” where is this noted? – 
reference the Cartmel Conservation Area Character Appraisal p15 

 
Figure 5 as with figure 4 need to refer to South Lakeland Local Plan 
development boundary 

Figure 6 Page 
18 

The map requires changes to ensure it is accurate in its cross reference 
to the current Local Plan policies map. It is requested the designations 
shown in the accompanying key to the Local Plan policies map are 
included on the map and referenced accordingly in the key, and a 
clearer distinction made between the colours used to denote the 
proposed Local Green Spaces and those for other green spaces, The 
Quarry for example appears to be an outdoor sport facility or public open 
space – colour is not clear, and it is neither. 

 
Area to the north of Jack Hill and west of Holme Lane and East of 
Church Road all shows as Amenity Open Space should be covered by 
Amenity Open Space with no public access designation. 

 
Area to the north of Primary School and St Marys Church should be 
shown as Amenity Open Space with no public access 

 
Area to the west of Allithwaite Community Orchard should be shown as 
Amenity Open Space with no public access 

 
Omission – include area if land to the west of St Marys Church as 
amenity open space with no public access. 
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Figure 7 Page 
19 

The map requires changes to ensure it is accurate in its cross reference 

to the current Local Plan policies map. It is requested the designations 

shown in the accompanying key to the Local Plan policies map are 

included on the map and referenced accordingly in the key: 

 

 
Omission – land to the south of the cemetery needs to be shown as 

public open space. 

Page 19 Update reference to CAMP, should be 2022 

Figure 8/9 
Page 20/21 

Helpful to include source of information and date, caveat as information 
at a point in time. 

Page 26 Photo shows building painted green, and render removed on another 
building- to be avoided - use a different image 

Page 28 Reference to character areas as ‘suburban’ – these are small villages in 
rural areas and have no suburban characteristics or context. Please 
change the reference to something more reflective of the area – or 
simply Cartmel remainder? – not sure 

 
Reference to Allithwaite as a ‘dormitory’ village – inappropriate, remove 
this reference it is a distinct village in its own right and has a range of 
facilities. 

Page 30 References to ‘Church Town’ and ‘New Town’ – good to explain the 
source is from the Cartmel Conservation Area Character Appraisal. 
These are not defined areas, and the boundaries are indicative. 

Page 31 Remove photo showing cottages along Priest Lane with varying altered 
windows and satellite dish 

Page 33 Photo and caption- commercial “units” enliven space- but there are 
several A boards which are discouraged (rightly) elsewhere in the 
document. 

Page 34 The feature referred to is a gate not a fence. This is a positive feature 
but it should be renamed gate. 

 

Page 40 states ‘whilst the presence of high level fencing does little for 
the environmental quality of the area 
Agree with this statement but do not think grassed lawn is a boundary 
treatment. 

 
Are those steps historic or modern? 

Figure 41 
 

Land South of 
Green Lane 

Land South of Green Lane – this has planning permission, suggest this 
is deleted. 

Page 37 Painting of render in varying colours, including the dark grey colour on 
page 37 (Figure 18), which is not a feature traditional of the conservation 
area, should be discouraged. This is highlighted as a positive feature, 
alongside the painting of cills in a different colour to the wall (page 37), 
which should also be discouraged, as this is not traditional. 

 
Recommend including the below: 

 
Traditionally, many buildings in Cartmel would have been rendered, 
which would have been applied by hand. This may have received a 



107  

 limewash coating or left to weather naturally. In order to reflect this 
traditional appearance, the following colours are suggested to assist 
those wishing to paint their property, to avoid an overly stark, bright 
white, which is not traditional, or a dark colour which can appear severe. 
Overly bright white, and very dark shades are considered harmful to the 
character and appearance of the conservation area. 

 
Paint finish is also important, and a matt finish is recommended. 

 
Natural tones that replicate unpainted or limewashed render may include 
colours such as: 

 

RAL 1013 Oyster White 
RAL 9002 Grey White 
RAL 9001 Cream 
RAL 7044 Silk Grey 
RAL 7032 Pebble Grey 

 
This photo also identifies “simple porches” but the feature referred to 
would be more accurately described as a door canopy. 

 

Recommend reference to Brunskill’s studies of Lakes vernacular for 
slate names. 

 

Statement “There is slight overhang of the eaves of the buildings, and 
coloured eave timber brackets [bargeboards is correct name] add 
decoration where they 
are present” while this is sometimes the case on later, taller buildings, 
some have exposed purlins with no bargeboards and smaller and earlier 
cottages do not have any overhang and the slates finish at the junction 
of the top of the gable wall with no detailing. 

Page 38 Positive Aspects: 
“The attractiveness of the streetscape is 
achieved through a rich variety of different building finishes 
and renders” should be amended to the attractiveness of the street 
scape is achieved through uniform use of render. Where this has been 
lost or painted in bright, non-traditional colours this has had a detrimental 
impact on the character and appearance of the CA. 

 
Different coloured render does not add to local character, there may 
have been subtle differences in tone but it may never have been 
painted- especially not dark blue-grey. 

 

Porch referred to in the picture is a door canopy not a porch. Porches 
should be discouraged. 

 

It is not traditional to paint cills (what are the headers referring to?) a 
different colour to the walls. 
“The recurring presence of chimneys, eave 
brackets and porches adds momentum to 
the streetscape;” 
Eave brackets should be changed to bargeboards and porches should 
be changed to canopy. 
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 “A number of the listed buildings could benefit from improvements and 
maintenance.” This is inconsistent with the CAMP which only identified 
one building at risk. 
It would be helpful to add a comment on the importance of traditional 
render either left unpainted or painted in a neutral tone. Emphasise that 
removal is damaging. There are some useful photos here 
https://www.francisfrith.com/cartmel/cartmel-cavendish-street- 
1914_67406 showing how the buildings should look. There is uniformity 
in the use of render rather than variety in surface finishes which is not 
positive. 

Page 40 “The regular breaks between buildings, considerable set back from the 
street, and lack of continuous building line creates a spacious feel at 
odds with the intimate 
enclosure of the Conservation Area.” This is at odds with the 
assessment of New Town area in the CAA. This should be referenced. 

 

“Whilst incongruity of styles is typical of post-war development across 
the country, the strength of character within the Cartmel Conservation 
Area means this lack of 
consistency feels particularly stark.” The buildings along Aynsome Road 
are in much larger plots and all different- this is in the CA and the 
character is very different to the area to the West. 

 
“The adoption of white painted render does 
work well, but the application of this on-mass within a parcel of 
development does not reflect the variation and texture exhibited within 
the Conservation Area, where a street would showcase a rich variety of 
finishes.” The use of render on mass is a positive feature. A rich variety 
of finishes is not a positive feature of the CA. 

Page 41 Reference to ‘risk that continued expansion could jeopardise the 
nucleated nature of the village’ – there is a site allocated at Haggs Lane 
and this statement suggests development here may cause issues – 
suggest deleting 

 

Parking at Orchard Close should not be used as a positive example of 
parking. 

 

The village is not all nucleated-some is linear- amend. 

Pge 48 Update reference to Cartmel CAMP – update to 2022 Draft, also 
reference to Neighbourhood Plan should refer to Draft version 2021 

Page 50-51 Check the coding references are correct in the remainder of the 
document, for example on Page 78 Cartmel Materiality is referenced as 
BM3 

Page 53 Describes the nucleated settlement of Cartmel and “Development within 
Cartmel Conservation Area should respect the medieval street pattern 
and adopt a layout which is complementary to this existing blueprint.” 
The layout is considered partially linear as well as nucleated around the 
church. Suggest reference to Cartmel conservation area appraisal. 

Page 52 Reference to ‘large scale’ estates – what is this defined as? 
 

References to the Cartmel CAMP – should be acknowledgement of the 
more updated CAMP (2022 consultation) 

https://www.francisfrith.com/cartmel/cartmel-cavendish-street-1914_67406
https://www.francisfrith.com/cartmel/cartmel-cavendish-street-1914_67406
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Page 53 “Code SL2 Nucleated Cartmel 
• Cartmel is a nucleated settlement. Proposals should seek to retain this 
nucleated structure.” While the medieval section of the CA is nucleated, 
how would this be achieved? What would settlement be focused 
around? The priory is surrounded by scheduled areas and important 
open spaces. 
“Code SL3 Conservation Area Layout 
• Development within Cartmel Conservation Area should respect the 
medieval street 
pattern and adopt a layout which is complementary to this existing 
blueprint.” How would this be interpreted and achieved? 

Page 54 Wayside Row not mentioned in CAMP- not sure what this refers to? – 
remove 

 

“There are considerable areas of open green and recreational spaces in 
both villages, which buildings should also seek to overlook.” There may 
be issues with setting to consider- should not encourage buildings too 
close to important open spaces or scheduled areas. 

 
“Proposals should seek to reflect the identity of the local setting in terms 
of height and scale of buildings.” Should be amended to something like 
“Proposals should consider the surrounding built form in terms of height 
and scale with careful consideration to the setting of listed and positive 
buildings in order to avoid overpowering them.” 

Page 58 Reference to a Design Guide 2018 – what is this? 

Page 69 The planning history is too long to assess whether this benefits from 
consent but it is not the best fenestration and shouldn’t be highlighted. 
Sign and light may have PP but not sympathetic. Suggest change 
image. Cannot see any advert consent for sign. 

 

Not sure what is meant by “Shop frontages should be designed to show 
the relationship of the shopfront to the upper floors and adjoining 
buildings.” 

 

“Historic shop fronts should be retained, repaired or rei-instated where 
possible” implies shopfronts can be removed without consent. 

 
“Shop display windows should be 
well-proportioned to the building and also seek to be comparable to any 
which they exist alongside or in proximity to.” Should be amended to 
“Shop display windows should be well-proportioned to the host building.” 

Page 70 “Panelled fencing detracts from the streetscape and should be avoided 
to the front of properties, or where the plot meets the street” should 
include “or where this adjoins open countryside.” 

Page 72 Appears a contradiction – reference to cluttering the street scene with 
unnecessary features should be avoided, but reference in photograph to 
increasing pedestrian dwell time with active frontages is encouraged 

Page 76 Reference to natural stone and white render complement each other well 
- This should be removed, statement and photo. 

 

References to the villages exhibiting Lake District style – the stone is a 
mix including limestone not greatly synonomous with Lake District. 
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 Agree. “stone with white render” should be amended to slate roofs with 
rendered walls. 

 

Reference to render painted white or left in its natural colour –Should be 
a neutral shade to imitate unpainted historic render or a natural, neutral 
limewash colour but not white. 

 
Roofing: “Alternatives could include artificial stone with diminishing 
coursing” should be removed. 

Page 77 Photograph of tiled roof with caption red pantile roof. This is not pantile 
but looks like a red clay tile and is likely a replacement of slate. 
Remove all reference to pantile. 

Page 78 “There are brick buildings interspersed within the core of the villages, 
therefore, limited use of red brick will 
be acceptable within new development(s).” This should be omitted. 
“Lead and zinc are allowed only in exceptional circumstances.” What is 
the basis for this statement? 
“red pantile roofing is appropriate along Church Road in Allithwaite”- this 
is red clay tile not pantile 
“Future development should consider doorways emphasised by porches” 
should be omitted. 
Photo and caption: rubble not high quality stonework, contradicts 
statement about removal of render. 

 

“white or cream colours are preferred” should be replaced with “natural 
tones that replicate unpainted or limewashed render are preferred.” – in 
Cartmel 

Page 79 There is a photo and a caption “Timber sash windows are encouraged 
instead of PVC” . The photo illustrates what appears to be a modern 
casement not flush within the frame, which is not a sash window and is a 
poor design feature which should be avoided. This photo shows nine 
windows which are all considered inappropriate in design terms, as they 
are modern casements with projecting opening casements, some with 
top hung casements, which should be avoided. The window design in 
the photo on page 4 should be avoided as this is not a traditional 
construction, the glazing bars are flat to the frame, and the opening 
casements do not sit flush within the frame. 

 
Here is a photo of how it should look, which highlights all the 
inappropriate modern additions especially window alterations. Given the 
changes this is not a positive image to use. It would be useful to illustrate 
all the negative piecemeal changes that have taken place. 
https://www.francisfrith.com/cartmel/cartmel-priest-lane-1929_82788 

Page 80 Identifies a seemingly modern porch as an attractive feature. On page 
78 the guide states “Future development should consider doorways 
emphasised by porches. In general, porches should be slate roofed. 
Incongruous porches which are of an inappropriate scale or materiality 
should be avoided.” Whilst the guidance states incongruous porches 
should be avoided, the CAMP recommends the making of an Article 4 to 
prevent addition of porches without consent. This contradicts the CAMP 
and there does not appear to be a positive precedent for this advice 

 

https://www.francisfrith.com/cartmel/cartmel-priest-lane-1929_82788
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Page 81 The dormers are historic so perhaps a better example can be found? 

Page 82 Not happy with reference to these in Cartmel, Would not encourage use 
of exposed stone and render especially not on the same building. All 
examples of exposed stone. As highlighted slate walling is generally a 
Lake district feature. 

Page 83 Do not consider the bin stores attractive. Preferable to build in bin stores 
into the development rather than stand alone which has less visual 
impact and clutter if designed well. 

 

These statements “Retro-fitting renewable technologies to heritage 
buildings should be done with care to protect the character of the 
existing building.” And “Solar panels on historic buildings and within the 
Cartmel Conservation Area should not detract 
from the appearance of the building, or its historic vernacular” should be 
amended to make clear that retrofitting a listed building may require 
listed building consent and works to buildings in conservation areas may 
require planning permission. 

Page 84 Photo of a roof with dormer window with modern casements not flush in 
frame with trickle vents- not appropriate. 

Page 85 Is this a photo of traditional materials or C20 render? 

Figure 42 Land to the South of Green Lane has planning permission 
(SL/2018/0814) - delete 

Page 88 This should be updated to reflect latest version of the Neighbourhood 
Plan – reference to smaller sites.. 

Figure 89 Check status of Land at Haggs Lane – no longer has permission? – 
outcome of appeal against non-determination (sl-2017-0732), had 
permission subject to S106 signature 

Page 90 Reference to the Land Allocations DPD – it does not suggest any of 
these things, it states in para 4.26 – This 0.4 ha site can accommodate 
around 11 dwellings, Access is the key issue along with a need for the 
style and layout of new development to respect that of existing 
properties adjoining the site 

 
*Note the owner no longer intends to develop the site and request it is 
de-allocated through the Local Plan Review 

Page 92 *Note the owner has requested the site is de-allocated in the Local Plan 
Review not available 

Page 93 Need to ensure not all elements are suggested in the Land Allocations 
DPD – make distinction between those that are and are not – cross 
reference para 4.22 of DPD 

Page 94 Note status of Land at Haggs Lane –– outcome of appeal against non- 
determination (sl-2017-0732), had permission subject to S106 signature. 
Planning appeal dismissed, and scheme resubmitted Jan 2022 

 
As above make a distinction between elements that are specified in DPD 
and those that are not – para 4.29 of DPD 

 
Quaker’s Meeting House is now grade II listed- no reference to this in 
guidance. 

Page 95 Should be cross reference to Land Allocations DPD para 4.30 
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6. Conclusion 

6.1 This consultation statement for the Allithwaite and Cartmel NDP sets out the 

various informal and formal consultation processes which have been 

undertaken throughout the preparation of the NDP. 

6.2 It demonstrates that the Parish Council has been inclusive and open in the 

preparation of its Neighbourhood Plan and that the wider community has been 

kept fully informed of what has been proposed, has been able to make their 

views known throughout the process, has had opportunities to be actively 

involved in shaping the emerging Neighbourhood Plan and has been made 

aware of how their views have informed the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

6.3 The Allithwaite and Cartmel NDP has given the local community the power to 

develop a shared vision for their area. It provides a local planning framework 

which has been truly community led, and which should help to protect and 

enhance those assets which are highly valued by residents, whilst supporting 

appropriate sensitive and sustainable development in the future. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report analyses the comments made in response to the formal community and statutory 
organisation consultations carried out on the Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Development 

Plan under Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Plan Regulations from 6th September to 29th October 
2021. 

 

It also records the Steering Group responses to those comments and sets out the modifications to the 

Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Development Plan that are proposed to be made in preparing 

the submission version of the Plan. 

 

Following the closure of the consultation and to comply with the new General Data Protection 

Guidelines (GDPR), the identity of individuals making comments have been removed. 

 

2. SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS 

The response to the draft Allithwaite and Cartmel NDP was generally supportive of its vision, 

objectives and framework of policies, subject to detailed comments on wording and format. Many 

believed that the NDP should go further in its approach to protecting the natural and built environment 

and should more explicitly deal with the issue of climate change. 

 

3. SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

The consultation under Regulation 14 was undertaken from 6th September 2021 to 29th October 2021 

with an achieved response rate 14.1%. 
 

3.1 A vision for Allithwaite and Cartmel 

 

 Most responses were in agreement with the draft vision.

 Comments on community stressed the need for affordable housing to meet local needs, 
linked to jobs and infrastructure such as broadband.

 For the economy, a balance was needed between business and the environment.

 Protection and enhancement of the environment was sought, with sustainability considered 
as an over-arching requirement.

 

3.2 Housing 

 

 The preference was for new housing to be provided as single dwellings, followed by smaller 
schemes each of several dwellings.

 Most respondents wanted to see new housing provided as 2- or 3-bedroom homes, rather 
than as larger houses.

 In other comments, there was a recognition that more affordable housing was needed to help 
meet the needs of those young people and families who wished to stay in the area.

 

3.3 Traffic, transport and access 

 

 Top priority for improvement was road, hedge, ditch and drain maintenance.

 Road safety for all users was also an area for improvement, with support for schemes to 
“calm” traffic and reduce speed.

 There was support for further provision for walkers and to a lesser extent for cyclists and 
horse riders.

 Comments emphasised issues around road maintenance, with many references to potholes.
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 There were concerns also over traffic speeds and the use made of the rural roads by heavy 

goods vehicles, tractors and farm equipment.

 
3.4 Jobs and the local economy 

 

 Favoured types of employment were agriculture, closely followed by tourism, leisure and 
crafts, reflecting the nature of the area.

 In providing for jobs, replies supported broadband improvements, home working, live/work 

premises, extending existing businesses and converting rural buildings.

 Other comments sought to promote the local economy, to provide jobs for young people and 

to support small businesses
 

3.5 Protecting our environment 

 

 Almost all wanted to see traffic from new development to be compatible with local roads, to 
be in keeping with its surroundings and to avoid noise and light pollution.

 The most important ways to protect the local environment were to protect the character of 

the landscape, followed by protecting local green spaces.

 Many landscape and wildlife features and attributes were identified for protection.

 Solar panels, provision in new buildings and ground/air source heat pumps were favoured as 
acceptable ways of generating renewable energy.

 

3.6 Community Services 

 

 Broadband was seen as the most important community service, followed by mobile phone 
reception and the village halls; the parish churches were the least important.

 Comments on the need for additional leisure and recreational facilities referred to making 

best and wider use of the village halls, and to other forms of community provision, including 

the non-worship use of the churches. A requirement for play facilities in various forms was 

also highlighted.

 

4. HOW WE CONSULTED 

The consultation period was published on the web sites: www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk and 

www.allithwaiteandcartmel.co.uk and in the local press (Grange Now and Westmorland Gazette) 

before and during the consultation period. 
 

The Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan 2021-2029 was published on the Parish Councils web sites. 

Leaflets and questionnaires were also available to download, and the questionnaire and response 

forms were available to complete online. Hard copies were available at Grange Library, the Priory 

and St Mary’s Churches, Cartmel Village Hall and Allithwaite Community Centre, with the Design 

Guide, could be viewed. 

 

The Parish newsletter and Grange Now had articles on the Neighbourhood Plan. This outlined the 
purpose of the Neighbourhood Plan and why it is important to contribute to the process. 

 

An A5 booklet ‘Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan 2021-2029’ (Appendix A) was 

designed and published by the Parish Council and sent to all households and businesses. 

http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk/
http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel.co.uk/
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The booklet summarised how Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (SG) on 

behalf of the Parish Council, wrote the NDP and included a map of the neighbourhood plan area and a 

list of the proposed policies. The booklet also communicated where people could view the plan and 

provided details where people could obtain more information. 

 
A copy of the booklet can be found at Appendix A. South Lakeland District Council provided the 

Steering Group with the list of statutory and non- statutory consultees. This is attached as Appendix 

B. They were consulted by email and given an opportunity to provide comments in writing. 

 

4.1 QUESTIONNAIRES 

A questionnaire was prepared for people to complete at each of the neighbourhood plan consultation 

venues held in 2016 and 2019 and were also available to download from the website. The 

questionnaire was also publishedon the Parish Council’s website for people to complete online. A total 

of 154 questionnaires and response forms were completed. The questionnaire findings are summarised 

in Appendices C. 

 

4.2 FUNDING AND RESOURCES 

The Neighbourhood Plan was funded by Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Council and Neighbourhood 
Planning Grants via. Locality (Groundworks). 

 

5. WHO WE CONSULTED? 

5.1 STATUTORY CONSULTEES 

A list of statutory, and non-statutory, consultees supplied by South Lakeland District Council were 

directly consulted on the Neighbourhood Plan via email on or before 6th September 2021 is attached 
as Appendix B. 

 
This list includes, amongst others, Natural England, the Environment Agency (EA), Historic England 
and neighbouring local authorities and their parish councils. They were requested to respond by the 

29th October 2021. 

 

5.2 NON-STATUTORY CONSULTEES 

A list of non-statutory consultees who were directly consulted on the Plan is also set out in Appendix 

B to this report. This list includes local amenity and business groups such as local schools, health 

centres etc. 

 

5.3 RESPONDENTS 

We received 7 responses to the online questionnaire, 93 to the postal questionnaire, 61 to the response 

form and 19 email comments were received in the written representations as can be seen in Figure 
one. 

 
A copy of the results of the questionnaire is attached at Appendix C. Appendix D is the responses 

from the Statutory and Non-Statutory Consultees, Appendix E are the responses from residents using 

e-mail. 

 
South Lakeland District Council and Cumbria County Council both provided detailed comments on 
the Plan. 
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Figure 1 - Number of Responses 

 

6. SURVEY METHOD, RESPONSE AND PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 

6.1 METHOD AND RESPONSE 

The Steering Group developed the questionnaire to give a basis for the further preparation of the Plan, 

taking account of issues raised at the four “drop in” events held in 2016 and 2019. Key themes were 

identified for the surveyaround housing, including rural exception housing; traffic, transport and 

access; jobs and the local economy; the environment; and community services. 

 

The consultation pack included a covering letter, explaining the background to the Neighbourhood 

Plan process more generally, a map of the Neighbourhood Area, and the questionnaire response form. 

Completion and return instructions were included as part of the questionnaire which included a pre- 

paid addressed envelope. 
 

A total of 1,273 consultation letters were mailed to residents in Allithwaite and Cartmel on the 3rd 

September 2021 prior to the start of the consultation, we had 68 undelivered due to Unknown address, 

no such address and addressee gone away. 
 

All residents aged 16 and over were invited to participate in the survey. Completed questionnaires 

and/or response forms, could be mailed, delivered by hand or sent by email. Overall, 154 completed 

questionnaires/response forms were returned, a response rate of 14.1%. 

 

6.2 PRESENTATION OF THE RESULTS 

This report analyses the responses to each of the questions. A variety of open and closed questions 

were used in the questionnaire. For the latter, the responses for each of the option categories are given, 

with percentages based on the number of completed questionnaires (93). This aids comparison of 

results overall and across questions by utilising a consistent base. Each table confirms the percentage 

base. Percentages are rounded to two decimal places. Table rows are presented in the same order as 

in the questions. Note that respondents did not necessarily give answers to all the options which were 

available to them in the closed questions. 

 

The free-write comments given in response to the open questions have been summarised thematically 

to identify the key topics raised. Since individual responses may raise more than one topic, the total 

number of comments made to an open question may exceed the number of respondents to that 

question. A full set of all the comments made is also available. 

1500 1000 500 0 

1273 Questionnaires/Forms 

93 Questionnaire returned 

61 Response Forms returned 

Number online responses 7 

Number email responses 19 

68 Mail undelivered 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES 
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6.3 A VISION FOR ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL 

The draft Neighbourhood Plan is a vision to provide for the future of the area by protecting and 

enhancing its essential qualities, features and facilities whilst allowing careful and limited change: 

 

 A home for thriving and distinct local communities, where the needs of all ages for housing 

and other local services are met;

 A location which supports successful farming enterprises and other small businesses, 
providing local employment; and

 A sustainable rural environment whose landscape, wildlife and historic heritage are 
protected and enhanced, providing an attractive and peaceful countryside for all to enjoy.

 

7. FINDINGS 

The results of the consultation. This section reviews the results of the consultation, online and paper 

questionnaires and statutory and non-statutory consultee comments. 
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7.1 ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL – QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS - 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 
 

 
I would like to see changes to the plan 

 

 

 
AC3 Protecting and Enhancing Landscape Character around Allithwaite and Cartmel 

 
AC4 Protecting Local Green Space. If possible, please indicate on a map. 

 
AC5 Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity 93 0 

 

 

 
AC8 New Housing in Allithwaite and Cartmel 

 
AC9 Principal Residence Requirement 

 

 
 

87 6 

1273  

93 
61 

 

 
68 

Policy No Policy Name 
 I am generally in favour of the plan 

 

YES NO 
90 3 

 

AC1 Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Design Guide 

 
89 4 

 
AC2 Development within Cartmel Conservation Area and its setting. 

 
87 6 

 

AC6 Dark Skies 

 
90 3 

 
AC7 Improving pedestrian movement. 

 
92 1 

 

AC10 Caravan and Chalet Parks 

 
84 9 

 

14 79 
 

AC11 Maintaining and Enhancing Community facilities and Infrastructure. 

Number of Questionnaire/Response forms sent out: 

Number of Questionnaire forms returned: 

Number of Response forms returned 
Number of envelopes not delivered: 

 Unknown address / No such address / Addressee gone away 

 

91 2 

 

91 2 

 

79 14 

 

87 6 
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Respondents in Favour of the Plan 

120 
 

100 
96.77% 

90 

80 
 

60 
 

40 
 

20 
3 3.23% 

0 

7.2 Online questionnaire results 

All residents were sent an information pack which included a questionnaire and Response Form and were 
asked to complete and return in the pre-paid addressed envelope. The pack also included a A5 Booklet 
outlining the policies and objectives. 

 

7.3 The Vision and Mission for the Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan 

Vision: To be one of the most desirable parishes in which to live, learn, work, play and visit. 

Mission: To create a stimulating, attractive, healthy, safe and sustainable environment through well 

considered and balanced development that respects the Parish’s unique heritage and rural location, while 

embracing creativity, technology and innovation, for the community to thrive in a sustainable 

environment. 

 

7.4 In favour of the plan. 

The draft vision was to provide for the future of the area by protecting and enhancing its essential qualities, 
features and facilities whilst allowing careful and limited change: 

 

 A home for thriving and distinct local communities, where the needs of all ages for housing and 

other local services are met:

 A location which supports successful farming enterprises and other small businesses, providing 

local employment; and

 A sustainable rural environment whose landscape, wildlife and historic heritage are protected and 

enhanced, providing an attractive and peaceful countryside for all to enjoy.
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 YES NO 

Responses 90 3 

Percentage 96.77 3.23 

Figure 2 – Respondents in Favour of the Plan 

 

7.5 I would like changes to the plan. 
 

 Comments on focused on housing to meet local needs, including for affordable homes, linked to 

job opportunities: “there needs to be a particular focus on encouraging young people with local 

employment to be able to live in the area”. Infrastructure of all kinds - broadband, transport, 

health, local services - should be made available to support new development.
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 On economy, several comments suggested there was a conflict between supporting larger scale 
agribusiness and protecting the environment: “farming and businesses should only be supported 
if it can be shown to be environmentally sustainable”.

 

 Comments on the environment supported its overall protection and enhancement, with new 

development in keeping with local character. There were suggestions that sustainability should 

form an over-arching separate point, to include reference to balancing competing economic and 

environmental interests.
 

Figure 3 – Changes to the Plan 

 
7.6 AC1 - Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Design Guide. 

All new development will be expected to respond positively to the key attributes of the parishand local design 

features of the villages. Development will not be supported where it has a detrimental impact on the character 

of the area in which it is located. 

 

The intention of the Parish Design Guide is to ensure new development fits in with its surroundings and is 

in keeping with local character. 

 

All new development will be supported when it takes into account the Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Design 

Code;and makes a positive contribution to local identity, and sense of place. 

NO 

79 

84.95 

YES 

14 

15.05 

0 

Total responses 

Percentage 

14 15.05% 

60 

40 

20 

84.95% 
79 

120 

100 

80 

Changes to the Plan 
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AC2 - Development within Cartmel Conservation 
Area and its setting. 

120 

100 87 
93.55% 

80 

60 

40 

20 6 6.45% 

0 

Responses Percentage 

AC1 - Design Guide - in favour 
120 
 

100 89 
95.70% 

80 
 

60 
 

40 
 

20 
4 4.30% 

0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 YES NO 

Total responses 89 4 

Percentage 95.70 4.30 
 

Figure 4 – Design Guide 

 

7.7 AC2 – Development within Cartmel Conservation Area 

All new development within the Cartmel Conservation Area (Map 2) or within its setting will be expected to 

maintain and where possible enhance the character of the Conservation Area and it’s setting as defined in 

South Lakeland District Council’s Cartmel Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2009). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 YES NO 

Responses 87 6 

Percentage 93.55 6.45 

 

 
Figure 5 – Development within Cartmel Conservation Area and its Setting. 

 

There are no exceptional circumstances or causes that should permit building on protected areas. 
 

7.8 AC3 - Protecting and Enhancing Landscape Character around Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Development proposals should protect and enhance local landscape character by using locally appropriate 

materials, landscaping schemes and boundary treatments. 
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Proposals should demonstrate how siting and design have taken into consideration local landscape character. 
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Total responses 91 2 

Percentage 97.85 2.15 

 

 
Figure 6 – Protecting and Enhancing Landscape Character around Allithwaite and Cartmel 

 

Outside the village, the Parish’s dispersed settlement pattern should be maintained, and any new rural 
buildings should be located on sheltered sites below the skyline. 

 

7.9 AC4 - Protecting Local Green Space. If possible, please indicate on a map. 
New development which impacts adversely on the openness of these sites, or any of the special qualities 

that make these spaces significant will not be permitted, except in very special circumstances. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 YES NO 

Total responses 91 2 

Percentage 97.85 2.15 

 

 

Figure 7 – Protecting Local Green Spaces 

 

Biodiversity was considered to be important. A few responders felt that use of green spaces was unimportant 

however this was greatly outweighed by those that felt it was very important 
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7.10 AC5 - Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity 

Proposals for new development will be required to demonstrate how the design has taken into account 
its potential impact on local habitats and species and ensure no adverse impact either directly or 

indirectly, on international, national, or locally designated sites. 

 

The public open spaces and amenity spaces identified on the policies map will be safeguarded from 

development and, where possible, managed to enhance their visual, cultural, historic, environmental, 

informal recreation and biodiversity significance both in themselves and as part of green infrastructure 

network. 
 

Figure 8 – Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity. 

 

7.11 AC6 – Dark Skies 

In a rural community, a sense of tranquillity is provided by relatively low light pollution. 

 
The problem of light pollution is noted in the recent NPPF 2021 (Paragraph 180 c) with reference to 

tranquillity and dark landscape. Low night light levels are important for nocturnal wildlife as well as for 

people, and in particular for nocturnal species including bats and their invertebrate prey. In addition, low 

light levels will reduce carbon emissions. 

 

To minimise light pollution and to maintain the views of our night-time skies, planning proposals that 

include external lighting and significant openings that would allow internal lighting to be seen externally 

will have to demonstrate they have undertaken an assessment of the need for lighting and can demonstrate 

need; and the nature of the proposed lighting is appropriate for its use and location. 

 

The Institution of Lighting Professionals (ILP) has provided guidance on acceptable levels of 

illumination for specific areas. 
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Figure 9 – Dark Skies. 

 

Developers will be required to assess the need for lighting, whether the benefits of the lighting outweigh any 

harm caused and any alternative measures available. It is recognised that many traditional buildings may 

have ‘significant openings’ where internal lighting will be a natural consequence. 

 

7.12 AC7 – Improving Pedestrian Movement 

The Parish Council will work with residents, landowners, and statutory bodies to identify potential new 

routes for public footpaths. 
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Total responses 92 1 

Percentage 98.92 1.08 

 

Figure 10 – Improving Pedestrian Movement. 
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7.13 AC8 – New Housing in Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Over the Neighbourhood Development Plan period, within the defined settlement boundaries for Allithwaite 

and Cartmel, as defined on the SLDC Proposals map, proposals for new housing development will be 

supported where Developers are expected to demonstrate that they can provide the required number of 

affordable homes in accordance with the relevant district wide Local Plan policy requirements. 

 

Figure 11 – New Housing in Allithwaite and Cartmel. 

 

Proposals should seek to enhance the villages reflecting the priorities identified in the Design Code. 
 

They should not feature the generic designs associated with suburban developments. They should displaythe 

locally distinctive character of the area, typically this should include a variety of style and house types 

including variations in roof style and building finish to more accurately reflect the diversity and traditional 

growth found in villages. 

 

7.14 AC9 – Principal Resident Requirement 

Due to the impact upon the local housing market of the continued uncontrolled growth of dwellings used for 

holiday accommodation (as second or holiday homes) new open market housing, excluding replacement 

dwellings, will only be supported where there is a restriction to ensure its occupancy as a Principal Residence. 
 

Sufficient guarantee must be provided of such occupancy restriction through the imposition of a planning 

condition or legal agreement. New unrestricted second homes will not be supported at any time. Principal 

Residences are defined as those occupied as the residents’ sole or main residence, where the residents spend 

the majority of their time when not working away from home. 
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AC9 - Principal Resident Requirement 
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Figure 12 – Principal Resident Requirement. 

 
7.15 AC10 – Caravan and Chalet Parks 

The provision of new, or extensions to existing, caravan or chalet parks will only be supported where there 

would be no harm to the character of the countryside, and they are well contained within the landscape such 

that they are not visually intrusive both from Immediate views and from surrounding distant. 
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Figure 13 – Caravan and Chalet Parks. 

 

 
 

The design, height and colour of future units shall have regards to the surrounding land, form long  distance 

views and landscaping and be within an agreed range of colours. 
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AC11 - Maintaining and Enhancing Community 
facilities and Infrastructure 
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7.16 AC11 - Maintaining and Enhancing Community facilities and Infrastructure. 

Developers expected to provide best available broadband and digital communications links to all new 

properties in order to support start-up businesses and people working from home. 
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Responses 87 6 

Percentage 93.55 6.45 

 

 
 

Figure 14 – Maintaining and Enhancing Community Facilities and Infrastructure. 

 

Developers must show that they have considered and acted to ensure that there is no adverse impact on 
the infrastructure – including Utilities, Highways, Schools and Healthcare. 

 

8. ONLINE AND PAPER QUESTIONNAIRE OPEN ENDED QUESTIONS 

Comments received on both the online and paper questionnaire were very similar or repeated and so both 

of the open-ended question responses have been analysed together. There are comments in the open- 

ended questions that are not relevant to the topic being discussed. Only relevant comments have been 

summarised in this section. 

 

8.1 Vision and Mission 

Comments referred to the Parish having a sustainable focus based on transport, travel and commuting, 

environmental issues such as climate change and biodiversity as well as ensuring that the Parish focuses 

on social infrastructure needs and the need to be self-sustaining. 

 

8.2 AC1 - Design Principles 

Comments such as ‘I wish!’ and ‘What an excellent chance to build sustainable green housingthat is 

varied, well designed and uses good materials in keeping with the Parish’ gave exemplary praise of the 

guide. However, others were more sceptical that the guide was enforceable at planning stage. 

 

Sustainability and the environment were considered important and believed to be the priority bysome at 

the top of this list rather than the last section. Innovation in building design and materials in a way that 

supports local distinctiveness in a sustainable manner. 
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Buildings should be designed with the future in mind, eg: Electric car charging points built in, solar 

energy, heating from geothermal heat pumps, rainwater, harvesting, recycling area, cycle paths, swift 

bricks. 

 
8.3 AC2 - Development within Cartmel Conservation Area and its setting 

Some feel the policy does not address the issue of traffic which simply goes straight through the village 

rather than to or from it. It is felt that this needs discouraging. Concerns that Traffic along this route 

will endanger pedestrians and cyclists and could cause long delays at busy times. 
 

Electric vehicle charging points were an option for some. A requirement for an accessible carpark and 

support and consideration for disabled access and manoeuvrability and disabled parking. 

 

One resident felt that there were no exceptional circumstances or causes that permit building on 

protected land, also, development should not be intrusive. 
 

8.4 AC3 - Protecting and Enhancing Landscape Character around Allithwaite andCartmel 

Environmental impact of the provision of a scheme should be assessed for its impact on wildlife. 

Trees also came up in comments, seeking to ensure that hedgerows and trees were retained. Further 

tree planting and a community orchard were suggested as was a dog walking area. Planting was 

suggested to be native, and trees protected by covenant or Tree PreservationOrder. 

 

Residents felt that it was excellent to see reference to local landscape character, adverse impacts on 

views and protecting field boundaries, also working more closely and considerately with locals 

whose lives they upset with access / toilets / traffic and habitats/hedges, etc 

 

The impact of the development in terms of noise and light pollution were cited as an existing 

problem. With concerns raised over intensifying the use of the site. Concerns were also raised over 

traffic and resulting noise and air pollution. Parking was considered important particularlyfor 

disabled people. 

 

8.5 AC4 - Protecting Local Green Spaces 

Overall, it was felt to be incredibly important for health and wellbeing and great to walk traffic free 

around the Parish, promoting greener activities and active travel. Others siting it is one of the most 

effective ways to reduce carbon emissions, as well as supporting well-being. 

 

8.6 AC5 - Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity 

Responders commented on the biodiversity conservation techniques mentioned in the policy. The results 

show that all were considered to be very important. However, the majority felt the retention of existing 

significant hedgerows and trees was the most significant method. 

 

Some thought the plan did not address the issue of climate change sufficiently and working more closely 

and considerately with locals with access / toilets / traffic and habitats/hedges, etc 

 

Adverse impact on views, existing field boundaries, dry stone walls and lane banks are important features 
and should be protected. 
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8.7 AC6 - Dark Skies 

The impact of developments in terms of noise and light pollution were cited as an existing problem. 

Proposals for development will be supported where it is demonstrated that, if external lighting is 

required, it protects the night sky from light pollution. 

 

8.8 AC7 – Improving Pedestrian Movement 

Really important to improve existing network, especially with off road paths from the villages to 

Cartmel and Allithwaite schools so pupils can walk/bike to school (healthy living and saving 

money for CCC, no need for buses. 

 

There is a lack of pavements everywhere making it difficult and dangerous trying to walk a dog or 

children in the area. Grange have a field where dogs can be exercised why hasn't Allithwaite? 

 

The roads of the Peninsula are not safe for pedestrians and cyclists. More slowdown and be patient 

signs should be distributed. All lanes should be 20mph and double yellow lines shouldbe painted 

on Church Road Allithwaite to ensure the safe passage of emergency vehicles. 

 

Double parking and vehicle chicanes are becoming common place in the Peninsula with little if any 

room for emergency vehicles to pass, should they need to. This is most notable on Grange main 

street where even the ambulance station is blocked by inconsiderate parking. Church Road, 

Allithwaite has become, at best, a single-track road and at time impassable and dangerousfor 

pedestrians due to pavement parking and parking at junctions. 

 

8.9 AC8 - New Housing in Allithwaite and Cartmel. 

Critical that developers do actually build affordable homes as part of developments as believe they 

can argue not financially viable to do so. Developers have a knack of promising more and moving 

the goalposts. This should be legally binding and done first and rest of contract deniedif not 

fulfilled. 

 

Sustainability was mentioned requiring that houses are built on brownfield sites. Others going further 

requiring that all new development should be built to be eco-friendly, low-carbon, energy and water 

efficient and climate resilient from sustainable materials. 

 

Affordability came up as a concern for many with some stating that it is important to have more 

community housing. There was a desire to have a balanced mix of housing types for existing residents 

plus range to attract new people including families, bungalows for elderly population. Concerns were 

raised over young people to be able to afford to move onto property ladder and for new professionals 

bringing business and opportunities into the Parish. 

 

Sufficient parking was cited as a concern with at least 2 cars needed for family housing. Wide tree 

lines streets with grassed areas were suggested with additional parking areas. Road widths that allow 

emergency vehicles through were an important standard to maintain. Parked cars on roads blocking 

passages were difficult and dangerous. 
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8.10 AC9 – Principal Resident Requirement 

Knowing that more houses will probably be built, how can you guarantee that they will be as 

principal residences. How can a check be made on the continued use of a property? The impact on 

congestion and environmental degradation will be significant as will the impact on facilities in 

Allithwaite as the communities will be effectively joined. 

 

Think this should be ringed fenced and not allowing people / landlords to buy up as holiday 

homes, or for Airbnb either as growing trend or greed. A must, even introduce 2nd home levy, 

including holiday lets, best part of the plan, essential. 

 

8.11 AC10 – Caravan and Chalet Parks 

There are too many already in the Cartmel Peninsula acting as permanent residences, I don't live in 

my house 51 weeks/year. Fields are being bought up in the area as 'park and stay' sites. I know of 3 

fields in Allithwaite that are used as such, how is this new population to be containedwithin the plan? 
 

It must be demonstrated that the road system can support any additional traffic without compromising 

safety and that access from caravan and chalet parks is safe. I really think consultation should be 

done with local businesses about their ability to cope with strain. Know of electricians who cannot 

get staff and caravans cause strain with residents / cleaning jobs / hospitality strain. 

 

8.12 AC11 - Maintaining and Enhancing Community facilities and Infrastructure. 

How can we be sure and ensure that developers will do as stated? Greendales, for example, was 

originally planned for bungalows we ended up with houses, some of which are three stories. 

Plus, the pathetic local occupancy flats on the left of the entrance. 
 

Infrastructure proposal is weak. Pedestrian and cycle ways are limited already and non-existent in 

many places. Increased traffic gives increased risk to pedestrians and cyclists. Add traffic calming 

measurers on straight populated slopes. Mobility and accessibility for those who are isolated is key. 

Not adequately covered in plan. 

 

Residents think direct consultation with doctors / carers / hospitality and emergency services should 

be sought and not left to developers to bend to their interpretation. Already strained and breaking with 

Covid. Add more floods and problems with high development and increased population too fast with 

too much on all ready flagging system. 

 

9. HAVE WE MISSED ANYTHING? 

Respondents took the opportunity to expand on the various issues which had been broached in earlier 

questions and on their responses to them: 

 

 Encourage young people and families to live in area, with affordable rent or to buy housing, 
transport, and jobs. 

 
 Rural areas need same level of services as urban, including broadband for private and business 

use Heavy farm traffic on unsuitable rural roads. 

 

 “Modernisation, adding to our parish’s roots by encompassing it with technology, to create a 
parish that respects wildlife and tradition but is not afraid of the future”. 
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 Lack of affordable homes and for local needs; supporting first home buyers, encouraging self- 
build and live/work units. 

 

 The Parish being exploited by new developments: “the character of our parish is changing rather 

than being enhanced, the emphasis being on money making rather than on need or environmental 

sensitivity”. Provide/expand education in tandem with new housing. 

 

 Care in the community needed for older population. 

 

 Affordable housing needs to be approached outside open market. 

 

 Keep the dark skies – no street lighting. 

 

 Look at demographic change in the future and growing areas of need, age care, sheltered 
accommodation for independent but ageing population. 

 

 Thanks for giving us the chance to voice our opinions and frustrations. I know it won’t be easy 
to meet everyone’s. 



23  

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK 



 

APPENDIX A 

ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL PARISH COUNCIL 

 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION (REGULATION 14) 

PRE-SUBMISSION 

SUMMARy DOCUMENT 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

2021 – 2029 



 

 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

This Booklet is a Summary of the DRAFT Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Neighbourhood Plan – a very important document which we encourage you 

to read and comment on as part of a public consultation open until 12pm on 

the 29th October 2021. Once further tested and confirmed by a local 

referendum it will become a statutory planning document that will affect 

Allithwaite and 

Cartmel and influence planning decisions for many years. Neighbourhood 

Planning is a new concept introduced by the Localism Act 2011 to allow 

communities, such as Allithwaite and Cartmel, to shape and influence 

development in their areas through the production of a Neighbourhood Plan. 
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This is a community initiative sponsored by Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Parish Council with additional funding made available by Government. 

A dozen or so residents volunteered and formed a Neighbourhood Plan 

Group and under the Chairmanship of Councillor Mike Lamb have 

worked to develop the Draft Plan with the technical support of 

consultants. As always new volunteers are welcome to join the group to 

help progress the Plan through its next stages. 
 

Responses from this consultation for Allithwaite and Cartmel will be used to 

refine the Draft Plan which will then be submitted to South Lakeland District 

Council (SLDC) for a further consultation and an independent examination. 

Before adoption by SLDC, it is put to a referendum of the local community. 

If approved by them, the final Plan will govern how development within the 

Neighbourhood Plan Area is managed. In short, all planning applications 

within the Parish will have to comply with our Neighbourhood Plan. 

The Vision, Objectives and Policies developed in the Draft Plan are derived 

from the views and aspirations of our residents and local businesses analysed 

and gleaned from household surveys and open community events. 
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At the core lies the question about how the community wishes to see 

Allithwaite and Cartmel develop to meet the challenges ahead whilst 

sustaining and enhancing those aspects that we cherish such as our 

countryside, heritage and tranquility. We ask you all please to scrutinise the 

Draft Plan and make your views known to the Neighbourhood Plan Group. 

The more responses we have to this consultation, the greater will be our 

confidence that it has the input and support of the whole community. 
 

 

 
How To Respond - The Consultation is open until 12pm on the 29th 

October 2021 
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We are delivering a copy of this Summary Plan Booklet to every household 

and business in the Parish. Everyone in a household of whatever age is most 

welcome to respond either individually or together with others. It also goes 

to landowners and statutory bodies to comment on. 

 

To give us your views on the Draft Plan you can either: 

a) Respond Online 

You can find a questionnaire along with the full Draft Plan 

document which can be completed online at 

http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk; or 
 

b) Fill in a Paper Copy 

You can complete the paper questionnaire and return it by post 

to: Mike Lamb, 6 Hazelgarth, Allithwaite, Cumbria LA11 7RS in 

the pre-paid envelope provided. 

 

There are a limited number of printed copies of the full plan and Design 

Guide available in Allithwaite Community Centre, Cartmel Village Hall, 

the Priory and St Mary’s Churches and Grange Library. If you are unable to 

go on-line and would like a printed copy, please contact the Parish Clerk: 

acpc.clerk@gmail.com. 

mailto:acpc.clerk@gmail.com
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You may find it helpful to bear in mind some of these questions when 

reading through: 

• Does the Draft Plan paint a true representation of Allithwaite and 

Cartmel and its surroundings? 

• Have any important features or aspects been overlooked? 

• Will the draft policies secure our objectives, or would you like to see 

additions and or amendments? 

• Have you any comments on this and are there any projects you would 

like to see added? 
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The Vision 

Through our Neighbourhood Plan we aim to safeguard Allithwaite and 

Cartmel as a welcoming and inclusive place to live, work, learn and play. 

Our aim is to preserve and protect the character and tranquility of our rural 

environment and community assets, whilst ensuring that development is 

sustainable and that infrastructure, services, business and transport 

support and promote wellbeing for the benefit of our community. 
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The Vision, Objectives and Policies developed in the Plan are derived from 

the aspirations of our community looking to how they wish to see Allithwaite 

and Cartmel develop and to sustain and enhance those aspects that we cherish 

whilst meeting the challenges ahead. 

 

The draft Plan initially sets the context of the framework for developing the 

Neighbourhood Plan and describes the village and its surroundings. 

It then sets out the community engagement and consultation process we 

followed including a household survey, a housing needs survey and 

Community Events held in Allithwaite and Cartmel in 2016 and 2019. The 

responses were collated, analysed and used to identify the issues that shape 

and support the Plan. 
 

It is clear that residents place great value on the rural nature of our 
surroundings and the associated tranquillity, green space and wildlife. 



32  

On the downside the chief bugbears concerned traffic through the village and 

on the lanes – heavy vehicles and speeding vehicles – creating danger. Road 

safety emerges as the highest priority for investment. The lack of public 

transport is also seen as a drawback to living in Allithwaite and Cartmel. 

In order to meet the housing needs of local people, bring greater balance and 

mixture to the local housing market and create new opportunities for people 

to live and work here, to strengthen our community and the local economy 

the Allithwaite and Cartmel NDP supports the provision of full-time principal 

residence housing. This is new housing which has to be used as the principal 

residence of the household living in it but does not have the price controls 

that affordable housing does, or any local connection requirement. 
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Due to the impact upon the local housing market of the continued 

uncontrolled growth of dwellings used for holiday accommodation (as 

second or holiday homes) new open market housing, excluding replacement 

dwellings, will only be supported where there is a restriction to ensure its 

occupancy as a Principal Residence. 

 

Objectives 

Several key objectives have been identified reflecting the views of the 
community as follows: 

1. To protect the built environment both in the villages and in the wider 

countryside and raise awareness of Cartmel’s Conservation Area. 

2. To protect locally significant green spaces and views both within the 

villages and in the surrounding countryside from inappropriate 

development. 

3. To protect and enhance the locally, nationally, and internationally 
recognised natural environments. 

4. To protect and enhance existing levels of access to the local 

countryside. 

5. To promote safer use of the wider road network, to ensure safer 

pedestrian and cycle access within the Parish, improve and enhance 

the cycle network, and improve disabled access to the footpath 

network. 

6. To ensure housing stock meets local affordable needs and enables 

people of all ages to continue to resident within the local area. 

7. To ensure new housing developments are of a scale, design and 

density that reflects the character of the surrounding area. 

8. To ensure the proportion of permanent dwellings to holiday homes 
remains at a level that supports a sustainable local community. 

9. To ensure caravan and chalet parks are well contained in the 

landscape and remain proportional to the size of the residential 

villages and hamlets. 
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10. To ensure a range of local businesses thrive and are well supported 
by broad band connections. 

11. To ensure the tourist economy grows in a way which supports and 

enhances the environment and does not adversely impact on traffic 

and parking issues. 

12. To ensure community facilities support and enhance the wellbeing of 

residents of all ages. 
 

 

 
Draft Policies 

The Neighbourhood Plan Group, working with its consultants, has drawn all 

the evidence together and drafted a set of Policies implementing these 

objectives. They fall into the following categories: 
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Draft Policy AC1 – Design Principles 

All new development will be expected to respond positively to the key 

attributes of the parish and local design features of the villages. Development 

will not be supported where it has a detrimental impact on the character of 

the area in which it is located. All new development will be supported when 

they have taken into account the Allithwaite and Cartmel Design Code. 

 

Draft Policy AC2 – Development within Cartmel Conservation Area and 

its setting. 

All new development within the Cartmel Conservation Area or within its 

setting will be expected to maintain and where possible enhance the character 

of the Conservation Area and it’s setting as defined in South Lakeland 

District Council’s Cartmel Conservation Area Character Appraisal(2009). 

 

Development should not be intrusive nor harm significant views of 

Cartmel Conservation Area and its setting. 

 

Draft Policy AC3 - Protecting and Enhancing Landscape Character 

around Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Development proposals should protect and enhance local landscape character 

by using locally appropriate materials, landscaping schemes and boundary 

treatments. Proposals should demonstrate how siting and design have taken 

into consideration local landscape character. 

 

All new development should demonstrate that it takes account of the 

landscape features and setting of Allithwaite and Cartmel Design Code. 

 

Developments should take into consideration any adverse impacts on these 

views through landscape appraisals and impact studies. Existing field 

boundaries such as hedgerows, dry stone walls and lane banks are important 

local landscape features and should be protected. 
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Draft Policy AC4 - Protecting Local Green Spaces 

The following sites shown on Maps 5 and 6 are designated as Local Green 

Spaces: 

 

Allithwaite 

1. Allithwaite Community Playing Fields 

2. King George V Playing Fields 

3. Allithwaite Community Orchard 

4. Allithwaite Quarry 

5. Allithwaite Allotments 
 

Cartmel 

6. Cartmel Park / Cricket Ground 

7. Cartmel Children’s Play Area 

8. Cartmel Allotments 
 

New development which impacts adversely on the openness of these sites,or 
any of the special qualities that make these spaces significant will not be 

permitted, except in very special circumstances. 

 

Draft Policy AC5 - Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure and 

Biodiversity 

Proposals for new development will be required to demonstrate how the 

design has taken into account its potential impact on local habitats and 

species and ensure no adverse impact either directly or indirectly, on 

international, national, or locally designated sites. 

 

Incorporate existing green infrastructure, Protect, and enhance wildlife 

corridors by retaining existing hedgerows and dry-stonewalls. Recognises 

the importance of and protects the existing network of country lanes. 
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Draft Policy AC6 - Dark Skies 

To minimise light pollution and to maintain the views of our night-time skies, 

planning proposals that include external lighting and significant openings 

that would allow internal lighting to be seen externally will have to 

demonstrate that they have undertaken an assessment of the need for lighting 

and can demonstrate need; and the nature of the proposed lighting is 

appropriate for its use and location. 

 

Draft Policy AC7 – Improving pedestrian movement. 

Proposals for the enhancement and improvement of the existing 

footpath/cycleway network, and the provision of new links, will be supported. 

 

The Parish council will seek to use the Community Infrastructure levy to 

improve the experience of all residents in moving around and between 
villages. 

 

Draft Policy AC8 – New Housing in Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Over the Neighbourhood Development Plan period, within the defined 

settlement boundaries for Allithwaite and Cartmel, (as defined on the SLDC 

Proposals map), proposals for new housing development will be supported 

where developers will be expected to demonstrate that they can provide the 

required number of affordable homes in accordance with the relevant district 

wide Local Plan policy requirements. 

 

Draft Policy AC9 – Principal Residence Requirement 

Due to the impact upon the local housing market of the continued 

uncontrolled growth of dwellings used for holiday accommodation (as 

second or holiday homes) new open market housing, excluding replacement 

dwellings, will only be supported where there is a restriction to ensure its 

occupancy as a Principal Residence. 
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Draft Policy AC10– Caravan and Chalet Parks 

The provision of new, or extensions to existing, caravan or chalet parks will 

only be supported where there would be no harm to the character of the 

countryside, and they are well contained within the landscape such that they 

are not visually intrusive both from immediate views and from surrounding 

distant fells. 

 

Effective screening by the planting of local native species must be well 

established and maintained around the edges of the site where it is not 

contained within a landscape form. Internal planting must be provided to 

break up roof massing when viewed from a distant high land. 

 

Draft Policy AC11 - Maintaining and Enhancing Community Facilities 

and Infrastructure. 

Developers expected to provide best available technology link to all new 

properties in order to support start-up businesses and people working from 

home. 

 

Developers must show that they have considered and acted to ensure that 

there is no adverse impact on the infrastructure – including Utilities, 

Highways and Healthcare. 

 

The Parish Council would like to acknowledge the very significant input 

from the people of the Parish who have contributed in a number of ways to 

the formulation of this plan, including those who completed the parish 

questionnaire, attended events, and provided geographical and historic 

knowledge, information dissemination and collection; also to those who 

participated in and contributed to the main Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group and the various sub-groups and teams formed to develop particular 

elements of this Plan. 

 
As a reminder, the closing date and how to respond to the consultation can 
be found on Pages 4 and 5. 
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The Neighbourhood Planning Group thank you for taking the time to read 

this booklet and welcome the views and responses you would like to make 

to the Draft Plan consultation. 

 

WHERE CAN I FIND FURTHER INFORMATION? 

If you have further questions or would like more information, please email 
either acpc.clerk@gmail.com or mikelamb34th@yahoo.com 

 

The Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan with the questionnaire and 

response form is available on the parish website: 
 

www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk. 

mailto:acpc.clerk@gmail.com
mailto:mikelamb34th@yahoo.com
http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk/


 

 

ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN – 2021 -2029 
APPENDIX B

 
List of Statutory and Non-statutory 
Consultees 

 
 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - NEIGHBOURING PARISHES 

1 Cartmel Fell 

2 Grange-over-Sands 

3 Levens 

4 Lindale and Newton-in-Cartmel 

5 Lower Holker 

6 Staveley-in-Cartmel 

7 Witherslack 

 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION – COUNTY/BOROUGH COUNCILS 

8 Barrow Borough 

9 Lancaster City Council 

10 Copeland Borough 

11 N Yorkshire County Council 

12 Lancashire CC 

13 Eden Borough 

 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION – GP SURGERIES 

14 Cartmel Surgery 

15 Haverthwaite Surgery 

16 James Cochrane Practice 

17 Nutwood Medical Practice 

18 Pensinsula Medical Practice 
 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION – SCHOOLS 

19 Allithwaite CE Primary School 

20 Cartmel CE Primary School 

21 Cartmel Priory CE School 

40 
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22 Grange CE Primary School 

23 Heversham Primary School 

 
 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION – LIBRARIES 

24 Grange-over-Sands 

 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - STATUTORY CONSULTEES 

25 British Gas 

26 Cadent Gas / National Grid 

27 Civil Aviation Authority 

28 The Coal Authority 

29 Cumbria Constabulary / Police and Crime Commissioner 

30 Cumbria County Council 

31 Cumbria County Council 

32 Cumbria County Council 

33 Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership 

34 Electricity North West 

35 Electricity North West 

36 Electricity North West Ltd 

37 Environment Agency 

38 Health & Safety Executive (HSE) 

39 Highways England 

40 Historic England 

41 Homes and Communities Agency 

42 Homes England 

43 Lake District National Park Authority 

44 Lancashire and South Cumbria Care Foundation Trust 

45 Marine Management Organisation 

46 Marine Management Organisation - Consultations 

47 Morcambe Bay Clinical Commissioning Group - MBCG 

48 NATS LTD 

49 NATS plc - Nerl Safeguarding 

50 National Grid (c/o Avison Young) 
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51 Natural England - Consultations 

52 Natural England 

53 NHS England (North West) 

54 NHS Property Services 

55 Office of Rail and Road 

56 Network Rail 

57 Open Reach (BT) 

58 South Lakes District Council 

59 United Utilities Group plc 

 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - OTHER CONSULTEES 

60 Action with Communities in Cumbria 

61 Age UK South Lakeland 

62 Arnside and Silverdale AONB 

63 Canal and River Trust 

64 Cumbria Association of Local Councils 

65 Cumbria Bridleways Society 

66 Cumbria County Fire Service 

67 Cumbria Equalities Group 

68 Cumbria Geo Conservation 

69 Cumbria Interfaith Forum 

70 Cumbria Local Nature Partnership 

71 Cumbria Rural Housing Trust 

72 Cumbria Tourism 

73 Disability Action 

74 Holker Estate Office 

75 Inland Waterways Association 

76 Invest in Cumbria 

77 Lancaster Canal Trust 

78 Levens Estate 

79 Morecambe Bay Partnership 

80 National Farmers Union 

81 North West Ambulance Service 

82 South Lakeland CVS 
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83 South Lakes Housing 

84 Stagecoach Cumbria and North Lancashire 

85 Sustrans 

86 The Woodland Trust 

87 Tim Farron MP 

 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - GENERAL CONSULTEES 

88 AWAZ 

89 CAFs 

90 Cartmel Priory 

91 Cartmel Village Society 

92 Cumbria Chamber of Commerce 

93 Cumbria Housing Supply Group 

94 Cumbria Rural Housing Trust 

95 Cumbria Wildlife Trust 

96 Cumbria Youth Alliance 

97 Federation of Small Business 

98 National Trust 

99 Sport England 

100 South Lakes Equality and Diversity Partnership 

101 South Lakes Action on Climate Change 

102 Theatres Trust 

 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - MISCELLANEOUS 

103 BT Group 

104 Vodafone & O2 

105 Friends of the Lake District 
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APPENDIX C 

ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 

IN FAVOUR OF THE PLAN YES – 96.77% 

NO – 3.23% 
 

No COMMENTS 

1 Comprehensive and succinct. Well-crafted with lots of policies for different aspects of the environment. 

2 An excellent idea which gives the community a say more on the green agenda 

3 Excellent idea. At last, a little say to what happens in our Parish 

4 Thanks to the NPG for their work on our behalf. I support the plan with the community on road surfaces and digital enhancement 

to existing infrastructure (through whatever influence we have on providers/Openreach) 

 

5 

I think the plan is very good, however, I would like to see dwelling numbers restricted for the safety on the roads and strain on the 

services and to protect the land from flooding. I would also like to see the introduction of wild flower meadows and trees 

incorporated into developers to control the strain on the countryside. I would also like to see speed slowing signs and 

mirrors/warnings on the road. 

6 A good idea, with more bight than at present with good key objectives. 

7 A positive document 

8 Fits with priorities for protection of villages, landscape and communities 

9 Although not part of the plan, it is essential that local roads are regularly maintained, eg: addressing potholes immediately they appear 

10 Suggest there is a 30mph speed limit from Allithwaite to Cartmel. The road is very narrow and bendy and it is very difficult to avoid 

collisions 

11 The plan has taken into account the residents and environment of the local area in commendable detail. I can't think of anything to 

improve it 

12 100% in favour 

13 Whilst the plan is comprehensive, I would like to see more conservation of the traffic and pedestrian issues on the approaches to the 

villages 

14 Good idea for the community 

15 Draft policy AC10. As an operator of the Pastures Lodge Park approx 24 acres (density 2 lodges per acre) hardly over development 

the term ‘no harm’ is encouraging negativity. 

16 We are a large employer (The Pastures) and rarely get support from the PC, all development has to be balanced 

17 Excellent policy that will protect our beautiful area, fully support this save comments on AC10 (The Pastures) 

18 Hoping is stay calm and nice quiet village. No more extra in the area 
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19 Covers main areas of interest but could better recognise the need for essential public services, particularly bus services which are 

essential for people living on their own 

20 Allithwaite has one bus a day, 5 days a week, this isolates people 

21 We would like to see an improvement to the access to the Racecourse, not only to take the traffic off the narrow lanes but also the 

heavy vehicles using them both before and after race days. 

22 Thank you to all the people who have taken so much time and trouble to produce this excellently presented and balanced plan 

23 A good idea for the local community 

24 Concerns: Drains, Cars, Schools and GP's. Affordable homes are needed, but need to be built not on greenbelt land 

25 We are happy with all the draft policies put forward and we feel though that Allithwaite should not be extended with extra 

Housing developments. 

26 Please review parking/pedestrians’ restrictions. The Causeway, Aynsome Road Junction, cars regularly park on double-yellow lines 

outside Cockles convenience store, sight lines and school children is dangerous. 

27 We could just do with some local shops in Allithwaite. The area of new housing and new people brought to Allithwaite, has caused a 

bottle neck. Why take all the Hawthorn Hedges out. Climate change and flooding on Boarbank Lane, has brought more cars into our 

area. The new people have filled the place up so now we need more lighting and people to cut their speed. 20 in the village is plenty. 

 

28 
I'm in agreement with the principles of the plan and the 12 objectives. Although these plans are a framework it would be goodto 

see some examples. For example, under AC7 there needs to be a pedestrian route from Cartmel to Allithwaite that avoids the 

main road. For example, under AC8 how many dwellings for residents are there, how many there need to be, how can youensure 

new builds do not become second homes/holiday dwellings? 

29 Very well thought out. A credit to all your hard work. 

30 All new development must be resisted. Green credentials must be paramount. The environment is king, no point in supporting 

new housing, which create more problems - pollution, extra traffic, lack of safe walking areas. 

31 Very thorough and probably thankless but much appreciated as it's important to plan for the future assault on the villages and 

countryside. 

32 The plan needs to make more allowance for affordable housing, so local people, especially young people, can stay in the area 

 
 

33 

Responding to the plan could hardly have been made more difficult. Several errors are contained within it: 

1. There is no village shop in Allithwaite, there is a mini-library. 

2. The photos detailing 'views' do not match the listed significant views 

eg: 2.2.5 is not listed. 

Additional points: 

1. There seems to be a clear imbalance between resources designated to Cartmel against those for Allithwaite 
2. The plan seems skewed to serving the needs of 2nd home owners and tourists. 
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34 Some aspects make sense in maintaining and improving life in the area. I do have concerns regarding availability of affordable/social 

housing 

35 increasing levels of traffic on narrow/restricted roads and having safe footways and cycle paths, 

 
 

36 

The plan does not look at amenities and resources required to support housing proposals and 'lodge parks'.. Currently we see water 

tankers 'topping-up' the areas reservoirs with no solution to solving this problem. This and other amenities are the 'rate limiting' factors 

that impact on proposed increases in the residential and seasonal population of this area. Many of the caravan and lodge parks have 

permanent residents (constrained by the 51-week living T&C's), thereby giving a greater population in the area than is accounted 

for. Whilst tourism is a necessary evil, we must ensure to maintain the local economy it shouldnot allow for oversight of such when 

residential planning is being considered. Cark airfield has a greater population than Cartmel in semi-permanent residence! 

37 Think the plan is good at protecting present situation. We do need more local housing ie: for locals, affordable and a discouragement 

of people buying 'seconds homes' that they hardly use! 

 

38 

Broadly covers all aspects. The devil will be in the detail when it gets down to specifics. Lots of consultation will be important. 

Allithwaite suffers from lack of services, facilities, transport, poor roads, increasing second homes and the threat of more building on 

green field sites. 

39 I would wish to bring to your attention other proposed development on the fringe of Allithwaite and Cartmel which will also have a 

substantial impact on the area. I enclose for your knowledge a copy of the response I have submitted to Development Plans SLDC, 

Kendal. 

40 The plan covers many areas and I'm only loosely in favour of the plan as I believe villages should remain as villages both in character 

and size. Allithwaite is my main concern as I live here and the fundamental reason for me staying here is the rurality and greenness of 
the village. I seriously hope that this character is maintained and attempts to prevent it being too large or urbanated are mitigated. 

41 I think that this is an excellent plan designed to protect and enhance the environment in which we live. Many thanks to all those 

who have given their time and energy to produce it on our behalf 

 

42 

An excellent and well thought out plan. The plan does not address the current parking issues in Cartmel. We need a system that gives 

preference to residents over holiday homes (who should park in the car park if there is no parking at the property). People who work 

in the village should also have preference over holiday let's on parking, being local. I am concerned that there is a possibility of the 

recent review undertaken by CCC being swept under the carpet! 

43 All points are well documented, clearly presented. Well done 

44 I agree with the overall vision – protecting the quality of the landscape from intrusive developments. I agree with the vision for 
Allithwaite – well integrated developments, linked to the village, significantly enhanced pedestrian circulation, and traffic managed 
to result in a quieter, safer village, though this will be a challenge to achieve. *For suggested changes, please see the comments on 
policies AC3, AC6, 

45 Stronger enforcement of the neighbourhood plan decisions to ensure the character and tranquillity of the area is preserved for future 
Generations. 

46 Error in SLDC Conservation Appraisal P52 – Greenfield House is incorrectly labelled as Greenfield Lodge on the plan. The lodge is 
the building to the north of Greenfield house. ACPC should consider having a check list when considering planning applications are 
considered to ensure all points of Design Principles in the policies are complied with and comment appropriately on any divergences. 
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47 A good plan 

 
 

48 

All green spaces should be protected from housing development including those areas identified as being of importance in terms 

of the views of the priory. 

Also do not agree with additional parking on land to the rear of priest lane and introduction of road to connect Aynsome road and 

the stables. 

This will result in the village being overcrowded in peak times (holidays). 

The race course offers ample parking during the majority of the year and could be expanded further. 

If required a park and ride arrangement could be developed by the Holker estate on race days. 

 

49 

I agree wholeheartedly with the objectives on the plan although I think greater emphasis should be placed on adhering to the existing 

development boundaries to prevent building on green field sites at the edge of the village and there or two other changes made or 
added. 

 

50 

The public are cautious of just how much control the Neighbourhood plan may have over the villages, are decisions to be over-ruled 

by the District Council, is it members of the Local Parish Councils that make decisions, or separate members formed to make a 

neighbourhood plan committee. These are questions that i have been asked. Requesting reports for different aspects all add to the 

costings of developments. 

51 The plan generally is very good. The Cartmel housing situation must be improved with controlled developments to meet the needs of 

local residents. Over-development must be avoided and local-occupancy conditions applied. 

52 I am supportive of the commitments to protect green spaces, the landscape character and dark skies. 

 

53 

The plan is a commendable attempt to address many of the pressures being felt in our local community. However, certain policies 
seem slightly to sidestep some fundamental issues and here and there wording could perhaps be more unequivocal so as to deny 

potential developers so much wriggle room. 

 

54 

I would like to have seen more emphasis on the support for carbon neutrality in the NP. Climate change is the most important issue at 

present. I acknowledge there were references to eco-friendly. To reduce car pollution then footpaths, cycle ways and better public 

transport is needed. To support biodiversity the landowners need to be supported to reduce their chemical fertilisers and rewild for 

instance. A new development in Allithwaite is not eco-friendly, this has to be radically changed in the housing sector. 

55 As climate change is the most important issue for the planet and therefore our area at this moment in time, I would have liked to see 

more focus on attempting to be a more carbon neutral area. The latest new build in Allithwaite is not eco-friendly, can the NP ensure 

all new builds attempt to be carbon neutral? More cycle paths, footpaths to reduce car usage and increase public transport. Encourage 

and support landowners in becoming carbon neutral. This is a great opportunity to do our bit for the environment. I acknowledge it is 
mentioned but maybe more emphasis. 

56 Good focus on enhancing the existing features - space, views - but also highlights the need to create space for community use and 

features that enhance community life, address traffic issues and facilitate safer movement. Change will inevitably have impact and 

not everyone will support/like the changes proposed - but the plan appears to seek the appropriate balance. 

57 It appears sensible and well balanced. 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 

I WOULD LIKE CHANGES TO THE PLAN YES – 15.05% 

NO – 84.95% 
 

 
No COMMENTS 

1 Please stop any further building on green field sites, it is ruing what is special about this area 

2 Include direct reference to energy generation, eg: all new build housing/commercial businesses must incorporate energy generation 

systems, eg: solar PV on roofs, heat pumps incorporated into any/all new estates 

3 Farming is a major industry in the Parish but no mention is made to it, its possible development such as encouraging vegetable 

growing for local consumption, encouraging commercial small holdings. 

4 Paris aspiration 2 - We feel that the area has too many holiday homes and that tourism is more than adequately catered for at 

the expense of local people 

5 Property development should only cater for local demand - there is no work for an increased population 

6 Don't see how it will be possible to ensure principal residency rather than holiday home without requirement for local occupancy. 

This is not clear at all. 

 

7 

It doesn't go far enough and bear in mind that any development outside the existing boundaries will have an impact on the 

natural landscape and views. Land around existing settlements should not be built on. 

8 Not enough green spaces and light pollution and parking issues. 

 

 

9 

I disagree with large development areas being put forward for the village of Allithwaite due to the lack of resource within the 

village. There is now no longer a village shop or post office to help service the residents many of which are elderly. There is a 

serious lack of public transport to near towns to access these facilities, but we are still looking to expand the village with large 

developments. 

The land on Ridgeway and the field to the west is shown to be in amenity land on the plan which is not correct as the land on 

Ridgeway has always had planning permission on as its part of the two sets of semi-detached properties already on there. This land 

should have the amenity space removed from the daft plan as the owners have never been consulted as to the designation. The land 

on Ridgeway is the kind of sites which should be put forward as local residents and builders are able to undertake these their selves 

therefore helping the local community and giving locals a chance to build their own homes. 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 

DESIGN GUIDE – AC1 YES – 95.70% 

NO – 4.30% 

 

No COMMENTS 

1 Would like to see swift bricks installed in new properties 

2 Yes, but also considering land use such as flood plains and peats to absorb and habitat impact. Surveys 

conducted by qualified independent people 

3 Many subjective statements, eg: detrimental impact - to whom? Sustainable - means what? Enhance - by whose definition? 

4 E Car chargers in every new development house or estate 

5 Development can only have a detrimental impact on the character of any village, Allithwaite included, not only Cartmel! Plus 

the detrimental impact on current residents mental health and wellbeing. 

6 Will not be supported. 

7 Eco system to be maintained by design, including bio diversity 

8 What is 'detrimental'? Who has decided what 'detrimental' is? What are the criteria? 

9 ACPC should have a check list when considering planning applications to ensure all points in the Design Principles are 

compliedwith and comment appropriately. 

 
10 

This comment covers AC1 and AC2. 

Rather than mass 'flat field' development, infill developments would be more appropriate so producing diverse property 

styles. Due to the locations available. Such gradual development encourages integration in all aspects, having regard to the 

community needs medical, education, shops and associated services. 

11 Who polices the Cartmel conservation area to ensure standards are maintained? 

12 I agree with all the points in the policy. It is useful to have the Design Code available as a statement of good practice. 

13 As long as extra traffic is taken into consideration 

14 Enhancement should be the key element 

15 I agree that any development taking place should fit in with the existing character of the area. 

16 Content not correct on Map Page 18 of the Design Code. 

17 Cartmel needs to accept its fair share of housing development to meet local and proportional rea needs. This must be lower 

cost and affordable with local occupancy constraints. 
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18 'Positively' is a difficult word to define. Who decides what is 'positive' and what is 'detrimental'? Is building hundreds of new 

houses at Kents Bank positive or detrimental? 

19 Developments should be in keeping but new innovative architectural designs should be considered as this can also improve the 

appeal of the village. All developments should have to have renewable energy sources to keep up with current times and show a 

proactive approach to climate change. 

20 Broad agreement. However, I think it's important to extend point C to cover appropriateness of style/size etc of new and 

(particularly) replacement builds to the immediate context: for example, a 1930s bungalow replaced by a much more imposing 

property may be out of keeping with neighbouring properties, which in themselves over the years have come to contribute to the 

local character. 

21 Good approach that seeks to ensure developments are of benefit to wider community, in harmony with existing features and framed 

in an environmentally friendly way. 

22 All new development must be accompanied by adequate infrastructure. 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 

DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE CARTMEL CONSERVATION AREA AND ITS SETTING – AC2 YES – 93.55% 

NO – 6.45% 
 

 
 

No COMMENTS 

1 I don't think there are any exceptional circumstances or causes that should permit building on protected areas 

2 No comment made but answered NO to the question 

3 If it means local housing and not affordable housing 

4 Conservation must not be interpretated as preservation. PV solar capture should be on whole of Priory roof. 

Conserve Earth has a priority over presentation of risks 

5 No comment made but answered NO to the question 

6 Very much so, especially the views from surrounding high ground 

7 ? Cartmel 

8 It shouldn't be intrusive 

9 More attention, detail and accuracy re significant views 

10 ?'Where possible to broad - 'will' should be the verb 

11 ACPC should include AC2 on the check list. 

2.1.16 Add Significant views 

j Aynsome Road Old phone exchange to 30 signs NE up towards Hampsfell. 

k. Barngarth – W looking across the old nursery field to the Priory. Check & add all view arrows to Map 3 

12 No comment. I feel that Cartmel residents are best placed to comment on this policy. 

13 In design, build, materials and overall contribution to the area 

14 Electric charging points could be installed on the parking area at Cartmel park 

15 Development should not be allowed anywhere in the Conservation area 

16 Tastefully designed with gardens 

17 Developments can improve landscape character if done tastefully through local architects and local people. Recent large 

developments have had adverse impacts on views. Smaller sites would be beneficial in keeping with the character of the villages. 
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18 Any development within the conservation area must be limited in size and be fitted sympathetically into the environment. 

Development immediately outside the conservation also needs to be limited and appropriate or it will adversely affect the 

conservation area with unsightly background views. 

19 Although it currently lies just outside the National Park, it is possible that Cartmel may be included at some time in the future. 

Inappropriate and over large-scale development around the village must be avoided to prevent spoiling the views and prospects 

from within the conservation area and from the National Park looking towards the village. 

20 'Enhance'? Who decides when a new development enhances a conservation area? What criteria do they use? What is a 'significant' 

view? 

21 On existing properties 

22 Cartmel is a historic and a flagship village and all should be done to preserve its history. 

23 I am concerned about the pop-up pavement use by commercial businesses in Cartmel and in particular the 'adoption' by them of 

traditional cobbled areas. I assume that a close eye is being kept on whether these do in fact 'belong' as curtilages to these 

businesses and that the plan will a) ensure no erosion of such historic village features and b) will roll back on any such erosion 

which has taken place in recent times. I would also like greater clarity in the comment after point 6: it is important to emphasise 

that approaches to the village are not just by road and the Cistercian Way descent from Hampsfell presents a significant perspective 

on the village which must be preserved. 

24 No additional comments 

25 Cartmel will always be a major tourist attraction and as such providing sensible access and adequate facilities will be a challenge. 

New development must appreciate the lack of road infrastructure. 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

PROTECTING AND ENHANCING LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AROUND ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL – AC3 

YES – 97.85% 

NO – 2.15% 

 

No COMMENTS 

1 Excellent to see reference to local landscape character, adverse impacts on views and protecting field boundaries 

2 Also working more closely and considerately with locals whose lives they upset with access / toilets / traffic and habitats/hedges, etc 

3 More greenery on new developments, trees, etc 

4 Yes, but plan does not sufficiently recognise wider challenges on climate. Every local area needs to encourage policies to this end. 

5 Public transport, wood burning stoves. 

6 We think this must be locally defined 

7 Adverse impact on views, existing field boundaries, dry stone walls and lane banks are important features and should be protected, 

so should existing residents. 

8 I agree 

9 1. Extend the good work done in Allithwaite - Playground/Orchard/Meadow. 2. Poor maintenance of hedges 

10 Add ‘Views of Morecambe Bay’ and ‘Views of the Central Fells (The Coniston, Langdale, High Street and Fairfieldranges)’ to 

2.2.6. 
Significant views from many highways, public footpaths and hospitality venues (as well as from many homes, of course). 

11 Could new housing be required to have air source heat pumps and solar panels? 

12 What does 'Lane Banks Are' in the last sentence mean? 

Strongly support & agree. Significant views are important to both residentsand visitors alike and for their wellbeing should be 

protected. 

13 Agree 100% 

14 I agree with all the points in the policy. I think that the views southeast from Church Road, southwest from Holme Lane, and 

maybe even the view east from Allithwaite Road, are Significant Views and should be added to the List of Views. The green area 

visible in the views is already designated as Amenity Open Space and should also have the protection of being listed as Significant 

Views. Allithwaite is a particularly attractive village with all its spectacular undulating greenery 
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15 Totally agree 

16 Strongly support and agree. 

Significant views are important to both residents and visitors alike and for their wellbeing should be protected. 

17 It doesn't go far enough and bear in mind that any development outside the existing boundaries will have an impact on the natural 

landscape and views. Land around existing settlements should not be built on. 

18 Developments can improve landscape character if done tastefully through local architects and local people. Recent large 

developments have had adverse impacts on views. Smaller sites would be beneficial in keeping with the character of the villages. 

19 Although it currently lies just outside the National Park, it is possible that Cartmel may be included at some time in the future. 

Inappropriate and over large-scale development around the village must be avoided to prevent spoiling the views and prospects 

from within the conservation area and from the National Park looking towards the village. 

20 The natural fields and the open countryside I know that is the same 

 

 

 

21 

Large developments should not be considered within Allithwaite until the village comes up to speed with neighbouring villages in 

terms of services. We have lost the village shop and post office which for a village of our size should have one. Large 

developments are being planned in SLDC plan which there is no mention of in the local plan shown here like land allocation 

RN230. Many residents do not access the internet to see these developments so are unable to comment on the issues with them. 

The land on Ridgeway is down as amenity space which should not be the case as it has planning permission on it and the owners 

have not been consulted on the matter. This should be taken out of amenity space and rightfully given back to the owner. Also, to 

land to the west of Ridgeway has been put into amenity space without the owner’s consent again and therefore this should be 
removed. 

22 Local character should be followed but there should be room for new innovative designs as long as traditional materials are also 

used. 

23 Agree 

24 See comment under AC2 regarding Cistercian Way view (as supported by Photo 3!). 

25 Plant more trees wherever possible, encourage landowners and farmers to become eco friendly 

26 Plant more trees if the opportunity arises, in view of attempting to be as carbon neutral as possible. 

27 Nothing specific to add 

28 Sensible proposal 



55  

ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

PROTECTING LOCAL GREEN SPACE – AC4 YES – 97.85% 
NO – 2.15% 

 

No COMMENTS 

1 Suggestion - Could Wartbarrow Fell be designated as a local green space? Popular with dog walkers, sledgers, etc.Same with 

Hamspfell, Howbarrow and Humphrey Head. 

2 Give Allithwaite more green spaces and more status 

3 Happy with the list provided, well done! 

4 And flood / roads considerations, bats / birds nesting sites and species of special scientific interest or at threat. 

5 Love our village green area 

6 Include the field in the centre of Allithwaite bounded by Holme Lane Flookburgh Road in designation green space 

7 Not at all even in special circumstances 

8 But shouldn't we be protecting all green spaces? 

9 I agree 

10 To include areas of non-build land to be safeguarded and amenity open space (no public access) 

11 Playgrounds, playing fields, village greens, triangles, cemeteries, verges. 

12 Well done Allithwaite PC for work done on all 5 points. 

13 All the designated spaces 

14 Site 4 Allithwaite Quarry. It has come to my attention that access to this site has been denied by locking the gate.I do not agree with 

this. 

15 Clarity – what is special circumstances? 

16 Very important that G-o-S does not run into Allithwaite 

17 In addition I would like to see protection of land adjacent to Jack Hill and Holme Lane 

18 Extend to include all green spaces in Cartmel conservation should be protected 

19 I agree with the point about preserving the openness of these sites. 
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20 All in both villages should be protected and cared for and maintained properly 

21 Strongly support & agree. Local green open spaces are important to both residents and visitors alike and for their wellbeing 

should be protected. 

22 What about that part of the parish that lies in Kents Bank? There are no open spaces at that end of Allithwaite other than the 

existing green spaces on either side of Holme Lane ~ even if they are not accessible to the public they should be protected. 

23 See my answer to the previous question 

24 What about that part of the parish that lies in Kents Bank? There are no open spaces at that end of Allithwaite other than the 

existing green spaces on either side of Holme Lane ~ even if they are not accessible to the public they should be protected. 

25 Local people have worked hard to create and preserve these facilities, for the eight green spaces mentioned 

26 Many of the internal green spaces are limited in size and at flood risk. Building on these could also result in greater flood risk to 

the rest of the village. 

29 The list of designated green spaces seems worryingly small. Does this mean that everything else is fair game for developers? 

30 The green spaces are so important and they have been taken away from us if we don't have fields we will have food local food 

produced within South lakes and especially round here 

31 The small green at the foot of Haggs Lane opposite the Pig and Whistle should be added to the list of local green spaces. It is 

often used, mainly during summer months, by visitors who appreciate it as somewhere to take a break and have a bite to eat. 

Apart from the very fine stone as its focus and daffodils around the perimeter in the spring, this is a small corner of the village 

which deserves further enhancement. A small grove of maybe white birches would not go amiss (and would tick a tree planting) 

32 Attempt to ensure there is a green belt around the villages 

33 Creating shared and accessible green spaces is critical. 

34 Agreed 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

PROTECTING AND ENHANCING GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE AND BIODIVERSITY – AC5 YES – 100% 

NO – 0.0% 

 

No COMMENTS 

1 Excellent to see reference to protecting and enhancing wildlife corridors. Suggestion - streams in Cartmel as part of blue infrastructure and 

important part of the village 

2 Electric car charging points for the public 

3 Need to consult specialties. Also size and scale. Species will be pushed out like mice / birds/ insects. Good space and boundaries are needed 

and more trees, wild flower meadows and ponds 

4 All developments to enhance wild life, bird boxes, etc 

5 What about the Quarry? 

6 No use of Glyphosate on road verges 

7 The Quarry has been taken over by the 'Butterfly Group' and historic freedom has gone 

8 The country lanes should not be fenced, nor the hedgerows felled. Trees should only be felled if dangerous 

9 Keep as many green spaces as possible 

10 How can we be sure this will happen? 

11 I agree 

12 More cycle and pedestrian routes needed 

13 So crucial when housing plan for developers to embrace biodiversity, bat boxes, swift bricks, etc 

14 See above re the poor maintenance of hedgerows in some places. 

15 As long as it doesn’t interfere too much with farming 

 
16 

Could this be extended to existing development too? Especially to encourage the creation of ‘meadow’ areas where grass may be 

cut, but infrequently and the planting is of wild species? This would help to improve soil structure for better drainage and 

capturing more CO2, support pollinating insects and other animals and generally build up biodiversity. Not sure if it is 

appropriate here, but special thanks to those who have created and maintain Allithwaite Community Orchard. 

17 Strongly support and agree 
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18 Very important 

19 Totally agree 

20 I agree with all the points in the policy. The local hedgerows are very attractive. Jack Hill would benefit from more protection as 

a “Rural Lane” if at all possible. 

21 Strongly support and agree 

22 See my answer to the previous question 

23 When you have been brought up on a farm you appreciate the countryside. Local designations of sites have to fulfil the required 

criteria and not to have designated sites perhaps for the wrong reasons just because someone doesn't want development near to 

them or a friend’s property. Land in private ownership must be contacted before any designation is considered and if so receive 
and record their permission as evidence. 

24 The local environment generally is very good. However, it is noticeable that there are far less fish in the River Eea - herons and 

kingfishers used to be common but have virtually disappeared now. Watercourse management has suffered during Covid and the 

river and becks are choked with weeds etc - which may affect flooding. 

25 All good 

26 I will be glad when we are under the National Park even a site of scientific interest we have so many pockets of them and nature 

needs the landscape pockets to move around 

27 Point B: encouraging farmers to leave a hedgerow tree to grow at regular intervals rather than being levelled every September 

could usefully assist our local tree planting efforts. 

28 See previous answer 

29 Ensure farmers are doing their upmost to protect biodiversity - i.e. Not using chemicals on their land. Rewilding where possible. 

30 Nothing additional to add 

31 Very sensible proposals 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

DARK SKIES – AC6 YES – 96.77% 

NO – 3.23% 

No COMMENTS 

1 Excellent to see policy about maintaining views of night-time skies and an assessment of the need for lighting 

2 Street lights should be downward facing 

3 Use of cat's eyes and reflective bollards for safety and solar powered warning speed signs.Use solar energy efficient 

lighting/heating. 

4 Efficient downward lighting 

5 When we moved here in 1997 we could see so many stars in the night sky, it was a joy - not now! 

6 All lights to be down lights and to be ECO friendly 

7 But do we need to have street lighting in the early hours at night: off at midnight on again 6am 

8 Very pleased to see this included. Not just dark skies but saving energy 

9 External lighting must only be used for safe access or security not for aesthetic reasons. Up lighters must be restricted. 

10 Not only the necessity but the power of the lighting is important. 

11 There are some excessive lights in the valley now 

12 ? 

13 No to blocking beautiful scenery with houses. No lighting on Allithwaite/Cartmel 

14 A pointless exercise 

15 Dwellings, businesses, schools with overly bright up facing night lights need to be encouraged and told to change them. 

16 But do we need to have street lighting in the early hours at night: off at midnight on again 6am 

17 Do we really need the street lights to stay on all night? 

18 Add consultation comments about minimising Noise Pollution in support of our area being a 'Tranquil Area' 

19 Strongly support & agree. 

20 Dark skies are important and currently there e too many over bright security lights installed by residents without consideration of 

their actions. Many of these lights are on second and holiday homes, bringing urban features into our rural landscape. 

21 The recent street lighting in Haggs Lane has increased light pollution and any new developments around the village with street 

lighting will further decrease the night-time sky. 
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22 Totally agree 

 
23 

It would be useful to state what type of planning proposals require the external lighting and internal lighting seen externally to be 

specified on the plans. Should this include proposals for individual houses to be built in a currently completely dark area? The 

assumption might be that it’s just large residential or commercial proposals. 

24 Solar powered lighting signs could be used in several areas 

 
25 

Strongly support & agree. 

Dark skies are important and currently there e too many over bright security lights installed by residents without consideration of 

their actions. Many of these lights are on second and holiday homes, bringing urban features into our rural landscape. 

26 Lights can be breeding areas for Moths etc. Lights can be for various reasons, safety, insurance. etc. Bright car lights are more of 

a problem to the night skies. 

27 Street lights should be avoided or limited. However, this might have security and safety implications, particularly during busy 

tourist and race times. 

28 Keep the dark skies 

29 On developments and some are coming up light pollution as one can look down on certain properties. I think it's so important we 

need. On developments and some are coming up light pollution as one can look down on certain properties. I think it's so 

important we need Little light I know but low 

30 I whole-heartedly approve the concept of a Dark Skies policy. However, I feel this policy isn't emphatic enough. Firstly, there 

needs to be provision to take retrospective action where inappropriate lighting exists. Secondly, surely the policy guidance is the 

wrong way round. It would appear that a developer will be able to plan a property development and then argue that the proposed 

lighting is a practical necessity. Surely lighting restrictions should necessarily be addressed at the design stage to ensure the 

problem doesn't arise. Maybe also the policy should address the question of the hours during which lighting is used: lighting 

which is necessary but environmentally detrimental could at least have a lesser impact by not remaining switched on through till 

dawn. 

31 Support low carbon lighting 

32 Ensure lighting is as low carbon as possible 

33 This is an asset that needs to be protected - my managing lighting developments around village/area and also by managing new 

developments to limit their impact. 

34 Agreed 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT – AC7 YES – 98.92% 

NO – 1.08% 

 

No COMMENTS 

1 Really important to improve existing network, especially with off road paths from peninsular villages to Cartmel secondary so 

pupils can walk/bike to school (healthy living and saving money for CCC, no need for buses. 

2 Better footpaths in developments to fit what reflects what the community needs 

3 Make sure footpaths are what the community requires not what developer wants, needs to fit houses on site. 

4 Very narrow paths already overgrown. Difficult to use in lockdown with social distancing. Will increase footfall. Create park 

on-site for youngsters, reduce need for traffic and improve buses to help reduce traffic 

5 There is a lack of pavements everywhere making it difficult and dangerous trying to walk a dog or children in the area. Grange 

havea field where dogs can be exercised why hasn't Allithwaite 

6 The Quarry is full of broken glass and spiky bushes and uneven ground and no clear spaces and, therefore, not suitable ordog 

friendly and very restricting 

7 Footpath designed to aid the community 

8 The roads and lanes are so narrow, I wonder how this can be achieved? 

9 New housing to have pavements 

10 Clearly designated paths connecting Allithwaite and Cartmel by shortest route. Twenty's plenty! 

11 To suit the community not the developers 

12 More priority for buses and active form of travel 

13 Especially a footpath along Aynsome Road north from Cartmel 

14 How can we expect enhancement and improvement of existing footpath/cycleway when we have no cycleways to improve? The 

only cycleway Allithwaite has is Wartbarrow Lane, and what a state it is! 

15 More pavements 

16 In particular a footpath on B5277 

16 More priority for buses and active form of travel 

17 A pedestrian route between Allithwaite and Cartmel avoiding the road. 
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18 Important to maintain footpaths and pavements 

19 Desperately needed, should be included in developments and highways work 

20 It is only a matter of time before a serious/fatal accident takes place at the Yakkers junction. More and better maintained/signed 

footpaths. 

 

 

 
21 

The roads of the Peninsula are not safe for pedestrians and cyclists. More slowdown and be patient signs should be distributed. 

All lanesshould be 30mph and double yellow lines should be painted on Church Road Allithwaite to ensure the safe passage of 

emergency vehicles. Double parking and vehicle chicanes are becoming common place in the Peninsula with little if any room for 

emergency vehicles to pass, should they need to. This is most notable on Grange main street where even the ambulance station is blocked 

by inconsiderate parking. Church Riad, Allithwaite has become, at best, a single-track road and at time impassable and dangerous for 

pedestrians due to pavement parking and parking at junctions. 

We are a rural community and as such vehicular infrastructure is as. If SLDC wish to improve an increasing population into the 

area it is its responsibility to fund such. 

22 The proposed route from the quarry to the Allithwaite/Grange Road has been identified for some years. Couldthis be included 

please? 

23 20mph speed limit in Allithwaite and Cartmel and the roads joining them. Of course, a bus later in the day could reduce use of 

cars! 

24 AC7 and Parish Aspiration 1 Strongly support and agreed 

25 A speed limit of 20mph should be applied between the Square and Wartbarrow Lane 

26 We should consider making the Square in Cartmel free from parking. Piazza Style! 

27 Very important 

28 Achieving improvements will be difficult in Allithwaite and between Allithwaite and Cartmel but must still be looked at. It’s 

good to see Parish Aspiration 1 in the plan 

29 But speed limits should be considered on lanes, ie: 20mph on our narrow and twisting sections 

30 This definitely needs to be addressed. With many more cars in the village it compromises safety of pedestrians 

31 Very difficult to achieve without a 20mph speed restriction 

 
32 

Pavements are vital for access to Allithwaite from Kents Bank. My children all attended the school and we did walk to school 

most days but I certainly wouldn't do so now given the increase in traffic. Likewise it is way past time for a footpath/cycleway at 

the edge of the fields alongside the road to Cartmel so that children going to Cartmel Priory can walk or ride to school rather than 
getting the bus (cf to that linking Near and Far Sawrey) 

33 There is little scope for pavements in Cartmel and pedestrians generally have to share roads with vehicles. The solution is to 

minimize traffic having to enter or pass through the village and tight restrictions on their speed. Additional parking (probably 

opposite the secondary school) would reduce traffic having to drive through the village to the racecourse car park. 
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34 

We live in a small village and villages don't always have pavements it's people that have come in from that are used to pavements 

round here. We live in a small village and villages don't always have pavements it's people that have come in that are used to 

pavements here 

35 There is clear issues within the village in terms of pedestrian access. There needs to be new pedestrian routes implemented to stop 

people having to walk along the main roads to access different areas of the village 

36 There simply isn't adequate pedestrian access around the village. Most of the village requires residents to walk on the main roads 

with no pavement. This is a major issue and needs addressing before further expansion is done. 

 
37 

The principle of this policy is very important. However, I am slightly worried that, as written, it might imply that the answer to 

better pedestrian and cycle travel outside the villages themselves will need to be achieved by off-road pathways rather than traffic 

calming measures and other restrictions. As we know, off-road solutions take an age to negotiate with local landowners and even 
then may not come to fruition, which I fear makes Parish Aspiration 1 rather a hollow one. 

38 We need a footpath/cycle way to connect Allithwaite to Cartmel. Safe paths throughout Allithwaite 

39 Adding to comments already made re a footpath between Allithwaite and Cartmel to encourage less use of cars. Safe footpaths 

through Allithwaite village. 

 
40 

There are many / several areas of Allithwaite that need proper / safe pedestrian paths. In a time when people are seeking to 

reduce environmental impact of travel we need to make better provision for residents to move within the village and also link to 

Cartmel/Grange/Flookburgh in safe and pleasant to use footways/cycle paths. 

41 Sensible 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 

NEW HOUSING IN ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL – AC8 YES – 84.95% 

NO – 15.05% 
 

 

No COMMENTS 

1 Critical that developers do actually build affordable homes as part of developments as believe they can argue not 

2 financially viable to do so. 

3 Native tree plantation on every site whether new or replacing old trees 

4 Affordable homes is most important for locals 

5 Developers have a knack of promising more and moving the goalposts. This should be legally binding and done first and rest of 

6 contract denied if not fulfilled. 

7 More affordable homes for local people 

8 Low cost 

9 If you put more houses in Allithwaite you need to take into account the huge development in Kents Bank even though this is not in 

the Parish boundary 

10 Electric charging points on every new house 

11 We are already looking at 195 households on the edge of Allithwaite and the current structure will not cope 

12 Affordable! To who? Every house is affordable to someone. Replace with price bands: Low, Medium, High! 

13 E Charge points on every new house 

14 Charging points for e-cars on every new house 

15 Ensure that categories do not change in the future 

16 Development for local demand only 

17 I would not want to see any further new housing in Allithwaite 

18 Why not offer or encourage small fully affordable housing schemes 

19 Ensuring housing stock meets local affordable needs, good aspiration but not sure how you can implement 

20 Need plan for suitable accommodation for elderly 

21 No housing for 2nd homes. Ensure all new homes have covenants as main home 

22 Except for affordable housing or refurbishment of an existing property 
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23 There's enough here already: Greendales, Whinfield Gardens, Jack Hill, Machells Orchard, Uplin, Hazelgarth, now's the time to call 
a halt. 

24 Does not allows happen, even when granted under those grounds 

25 No 

26 I believe more houses should be built on the outside of villages, not next to highways we are congested enough 

27 Consistent with adequate infrastructure and amenities 

28 But local occupation while working in the area be a condition on application 

29 Keeping developers strictly to their assigned plans. Protect boundaries and significant views 

30 No reference to social housing 

31 Only in small developments 

32 Experience tells us that what starts as affordable is never delivered at the end. 

33 I agree that there should be affordable housing in small developments for local residents. 

34 With no dilution to support the developers’ profits. 

35 Strongly support & agree esp A, B & D. All new housing developments should contain affordable housing ofsome sort and 
developers should not be allowed to renege on numbers agreed. 

36 It is not a numbers game. Control development with lots of consultation with local residents 

37 I believe that there should be greater emphasis on maintaining present housing chnaracter and numbers 

38 Affordable housing must be included in any new development 

39 But I have no confidence that SLDC can enforce this 

 

 

 

40 

Draft Objective 6 seeks to ensure housing stock meets local affordable needs and enables people of all ages to continue to reside 

in the local area. This objective should be included in the wording for Policy AC8, and the mechanism for assessing local needs 

should also be included in the wording I note that the most recent was carried out in 2008 - the Housing Needs Survey Report 

Housing Needs Survey Report December 2008. Is the local need emerging for 2021 – 2029 for affordable starter homes for young 

local people? Or for older local people to be able to downsize to warm, easy-to-maintain, homes in a layout to encourage a 

naturally supportive community? Or both, or something else? 

Policy AC8 also needs to include protection of the green gap between the Neighbourhoods of Allithwaite and Grange-over-Sands. 

Now that the planning application for the land south of Lyndene on Holme Lane, Allithwaite and the land south of Allithwaite 

Road, Kents Bank have been approved, the separation of Allithwaite as a village has almost gone. 

41 It is felt the requirement for the developers to provide required number of affordable is not implemented rigoursly enough. Too 

many houses are holiday homes/lets now in both villages. 

 

42 

Good luck with this! As you know unless developers are required to carry out feasibility studies before seeking planning 

permission, they will find a way to break whatever promise they make about offering a percentage of affordable homes when 

construction has already started (eg Jack Hill development, Land South of Allithwaite Road). 
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43 

In the costings of the smaller developments, it is not always possible to provide the required number of affordable homes as 

smaller developments cannot always absorb those losses against the other few houses. Larger developments have more 

movements in costings but the end point is that the larger houses then absorb the costs lost from the affordable houses. 

 
44 

There generally is no shortage of houses in Cartmel, but too many are second homes or holiday lets (80% plus in Church Town 

and around 30% overall). Reasonably priced and social housing is needed to meet village and District needs. Developers must 

be prevented from building large estates around the village and overstretching the local utilities and facilities. 

 
45 

'The required number' will never be enough. 'Affordable' is never affordable. More emphasis should be placed on housing 

provided by the local authority/housing associations, for local people at truly affordable rents. There is too much emphasis on 

property purely for sale. 

46 We are all going to end 

47 Small local sites should be looked at to encourage local residents and builders to create their own homes as this is of interest of 

the village. When new large developments are carried out its vitally important that low cost housing is created for the younger 

generations to get on the property ladder. 

 
48 

Policy is kept to once developers start. Blenkett View is a prime example where all local low cost housing got scrapped because 

the site wasn't profitable enough for the developer. There is a major shortage of low cost housing for the younger population but 

mainly larger detached properties are being built in these new large developments. 

49 Pebble-dash rendering should be emphasised as the common vernacular finish to buildings. The policy should find ways of 

discouraging white or brightly coloured buildings. 

50 Limited number and eco friendly 

51 Keep new housing to a minimum but mainly ensure the houses are carbon neutral and eco friendly 

 

 
52 

Developments should be limited in size as in previous local plans - 1-4/5 houses- Current green spaces should not be allocated for 

development until existing ear-marked development land has been built on / developed. Why surrender yet more fields/green 

spaces when there are a number of currently approved sites yet to be developed. Any developments should sit within the 

envelope/footprint of the current villages seeking to make appropriate use of unallocated spaces rather than extending the 

footprint of the villages. The design code report acknowledges the challenges of Lower Allithwaite where there has been 

unstructured overall planning which has resulted in a linear, fragmented village with no real centre or focus. 

53 All new developments must take account of the condition of local infrastructure and if necessary refused on the grounds of lack 

of infrastructure. 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 

PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE REQUIREMENT – AC9 YES – 93.55% 

NO – 6.45% 

 

No COMMENTS 

1 Hadn't realised how bad it had become with houses as holiday accommodation, so bringing in a principal residence requirement 

should really help 

2 YES 

3 Without doubt 10/10 

4 Strongly support 

5 Very important to stop holiday homes taking over the village 

6 Think this should be ringed fenced and not allowing people / landlords to buy up as holiday homes, or for Airbnb either as 

growing trend or greed 

7 A must, even introduce 2nd home levy, including holiday lets 

8 Best part of the plan 

9 Essential 

10 The village we came from is a ghost town in Winter now, don't let it happen to our villages 

11 A must! 

12 The impact on congestion and environmental degradation will be significant as will the impact on facilities in Allithwaite as the 

communities will be effectively joined 

13 A must! 

14 Already too many holiday homes 

15 Absolutely! 

16 A priority 

17 Knowing that more houses will probably be built, how can you guarantee that they will be as principal residences. How can a 

check bemade on the continued use of a property? 

18 I Agree 

19 Investigate and pursue an aggressive policy to prevent further erosion of housing stock being moved into 2nd homes and rental 

20 Don't see any why how this will be implemented, need to consider impact on schools and healthcare. 
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21 Principle Residence' - very important, especially in Cartmel 

22 Strongly support & agree. New homes should be principal residences and not second homes. Our community is dying because 

of the lack ofresidents living in houses in the village. 

23 The villages are in danger of becoming places with a high proportion of second homes 

24 I feel there is a conflict between affordable housing as this is hard to achieve to take into account work aspirations 

25 Second home owners and landlords should pay a higher level of council tax 

26 Totally agree 

27 As this would only be on new open market housing, and would not be retrospective on existing homes, this would retain the 

current capacity to support the current level of tourism that is so important to the local economy. 

28 To many holiday/second homes in the villages 

29 I am undecided about this clause as I would rather see a local connection requirement so that houses are built to fulfill local need 

not just offer properties for people moving into the area to retire. 

30 Quite often holiday homes or 2nd homes, lodges are bought so that families can visit relatives living in our villages, or purchased 

as an investment it all adds to our economy, and many people who have visited in these circumstances often then when the 

circumstances are right come to live in those houses as their principle residence. It is no different than someone purchasing a 

property living in part and renting the other part or using part as a B&B. 

31 Ideally there should be controls against too much of the housing stock becoming second homes or holiday lets - "First Homes 

First". However - the local tourist economy does require a reasonable proportion of holiday residences. 

32 This is essential, but how do you ensure that new homes are not simply sold on to second home owners/landlords in two or three 

years time? The growth in second/holiday home ownership will see a corrosive effect on the character of the area, as has been 

seen in many other parts of the country. 

33 Low cost housing and shared ownership housing should be local occupancy to keep the prices lower. 

34 A shame this cannot (presumably) be applied retrospectively! I am concerned whether the wording of this requirement will be 

watertight. I trust we have evidence that it has been successfully applied in other parts of the country and can learn from their 

experience. We would need to be cautious about wriggle room in such phrasing as 'the majority of their time'. I'm certainly not 

convinced that the examples of proof of Principal Residence would ensure adherence. (I write as a former headteacher who 

understands the ways in which catchment area requirements can be circumvented.) Just a thought: in a world where almost any 

property owner appears to have a right to let out their home through Airbnb, this policy would appear to preclude that right. Or 

might 'the majority of their time' mean 27 week per year, leaving the rest of the time as a holiday home opportunity? 

35 To sustain the villages as thriving, busy entities. 
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36 This has to be a requirement to sustain the villages as thriving and busy entities with young families especially. 

37 Nice to have - not sure how enforceable?? Is it for a fixed period of time. Also as has been pointed out - visitors are a key 

income for the area - pubs etc. 

38 Even as a second home owner I agree with this policy. 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 

CARAVAN AND CHALET PARKS– AC10 YES – 90.32% 

NO – 9.68% 

 

No COMMENTS 

1 Excellent that these must be well contained within landscape so cannot be seen from distance fells 

2 Too much development on green land 

3 Too much expansion, plant more native trees on sites 

4 Agree 

5 I really think consultation should be done with local businesses about their ability to cope with strain. Know of electricians who 

cannot get staff and caravans cause strain with residents / cleaning jobs / hospitality strain 

6 Restrictions on size and expansion 

7 Limit size of sites 

8 The traffic they create can be a problem on Holme Lane 

9 Limit size 

10 Keep sites within a decent sizer 

11 Keep them peripheral and hide them by planting 

12 The PC either want Parks or not. Pros are jobs, income, attracting tourists - the Pastures 

13 No new or expanded caravan parks 

14 From the Fells is so important. 

15 It must be demonstrated that the road system can support any additional traffic without compromising safety and that access from 

caravan and chalet parks is safe. 

16 Stop them getting too big 

17 This is a must. 

18 Totally agree, can't stop progress 

19 Define the balance/ratio of chalets and caravans against permanent dwellings, set a limit 

20 As long as they don't become too big and intrusive 
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21 There are too many already in the Cartmel Peninsula as permanent residences, I don't live in my house 51 weeks/year. 

Fields are being bought up in the area as 'park and stay' sites. I know of 3 fields in Allithwaite that are used as such, how is this 

new population to be contained within the plan? 

22 Any new development/caravan/chalet park extension, proposal must consider the high impact on our narrow rural roads. The 

density of 

traffic has reached a dangerous upper limit over the past five years! 

 

 

 

 

 

23 

The views from the public consultations have been clear – enough of the two villages is given over to caravans and lodge parks. 
Could this be reflected in the document, please? 

 

Suggest add points: 
The provision of new - or changes to existing - caravan and chalet parks will be supported only where: …. 
E the land area given over to caravans and lodges does not increase. 
F all residents of the village are notified in writing of planning proposals. 

 

In addition, please could council request that the planning notice system be changed so that all district residents are given 

notice in writing of planning applications for new and existing caravan and chalet park developments? An aerial view of our 

villages shows the considerable area that is now given over to caravan and lodge parks, which use disproportionately more 

land than residential housing. Notice in writing of planning permission is given only to properties within a few yards of the 

entrance of the site, even though there may be many more properties closer to the perimeter of the site some distance away, 

not on the same highway, so these people miss the notices of planning permission on the highway. These signs are barely 

noticeable signs anyway, often a minor road, which the majority of residents do not see. The SLDC planning portal does not 

give ‘alerts’ so planning applications for caravan and lodge sites are often missed.Development plans that affect such large 

areas of our villages should surely be subject to wider consultation. If this is not possible within the local plan, could you 

advise who to approach? 

24 Strongly support & agree. Existing chalet parks should have restrictions on continually adding extra chalets to their parks 

because they havefound more space. 

25 We do not need any new caravan parks/chalets in Cartmel or Allithwaite. No extensions to existing sites. 

26 I agree with all points in the policy 

27 Screening important but impact on infrastructure must be considered, ie: more cars, more drainage, etc 



72  

28 Strongly support & agree. Existing chalet parks should have restrictions on continually adding extra chalets to their parks 

because they have found more space. 

29 There should be NO extension to any of the lodges or caravan sites in the parish. 

30 Tastefully developed 

31 There has been overdevelopment of chalet and permanent caravan parks adjacent to the conservation area and in the general 

region and probably adding excessively to the local utilities and facilities infrastructures. Some of this has been on land that 

might have been better used for limited appropriate permanent housing. There are indications that some of the chalets and mobile 

homes are being used unofficially as principal residences. Appropriate chalet and mobile home is desirable to support the local 

tourist economy. 

32 The provision of new, extension of existing caravan parks should simply be banned. Blots on the landscape one and all. 

33 We live in a small village and villages don't always have pavements it's people that have come in from that are used to pavements 

round here. We live in a small village and villages don't always have pavements it's people that have come in that are used to 

pavements here 

34 There needs to be a push for renewables to be used on all new housing developments not just fast broadband. 

35 I agree that such developments need to be curbed. However, these policy points would seem only to address the potential 

detriment to the locality's visual amenity. I agree fully with A to D. But what about the extra demands on our villages of the extra 

visiting population (how many more can we take)? What about the issue of the strain on the local infrastructure, referred to 

elsewhere in the plan - pressures on, for example, the local surgery and water utility? 

36 To sustain the villages as thriving, busy entities. 

37 Ensure the infrastructure can support them 

38 A logical approach that seeks to manage growth, but also ensure local's are not adversely impacted. 

39 I do not want to appear negative but repeat again that new development, including increased capacity of holiday accommodation, 

should only occur where local infrastructure can cope with greatly increased traffic movements. 
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ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL - QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS – 

CONSULTATION PERIOD 6TH SEPTEMBER - 29TH OCTOBER 2021 

 

MAINTAINING AND ENHANCING COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE – AC11 

YES – 93.55% 

NO – 6.45% 
 

 
 

No COMMENTS 

1 Suggestion - worth explicitly mentioning broadband connectivity. Plus need to maintain existing (albeit infrequently) buses 

2 Possible feasibility study into viability of mobile shop in Allithwaite to complement mobile post office and could build to become 

like Crosthwaite Exchange with Café and outreach health service 

3 Only speaks to new build, what about existing? 

4 Must support local businesses 

5 Again I think direct consultation with doctors / carers / hospitality and emergency services should be sought and not left to 

developers to bend to their interpretation. Already strained and breaking with Covid. 

6 Add more floods and problems with high development and increased population too fast with too much on all ready flagging 

system. Needs slow and steady increase over time to allow services to grow with it. Water and Gas issues already ongoing 

problem. 

7 A590 has had 4/5 crashes in the last 5 weeks and brought the area to a standstill. Chaos for commuters and workers.Add more 

pressure or it will implode. 

8 The introduction of speed limits is essential before any development is allowed eg: Cartmel to Cark and Haggs Lane. People in 

Cartmel with no parking should be allocated a parking space area (Principal Residents) 

9 Developers seem to have a way of doing what they want! 

10 Parking still an issue in both villages 

11 Best available technology' MUST include energy capture systems, not just broadband. 

12 Add traffic calming measurers on straight populated slopes 

13 Mobility and accessibility for those who are isolated is key. Not adequately covered in plan 

14 Community facilities need to be accessible to all 

15 Would like to see educational requirements specifically included in infrastructure 

16 How can we be sure and ensure that developers will do as stated? Greendales, for example, was originally planned for bungalows 

we endedup with houses, some of which are three stories. Plus, the pathetic local occupancy flats on the left of the entrance. 
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17 If you are not on the internet you are unable to take part in questionnaires. We are forgotten about. I've lived here since 1985, I 

am a working person 

18 Highways - pursue a policy to repair and maintain roads 

19 Infrastructure proposal is weak. Pedestrian and cycle ways are limited already and non-existent in many places. 

20 Increased traffic gives increased risk to pedestrians and cyclists. 

21 Particularly the bus service! A convenience store in Allithwaite would be good 

 

 
22 

Strongly support & agree. The service infrastructure in Cartmel in particular is old and not fit forcontinuous expansion of 

demand without considerable renovation andupgrading. 

The electricity supply, telephone supply, water supply, foul drainage system road surfacing, provision of footpaths are already 

stretched to almost breakingpoint. Whilst completing this form there have been 3 power spikes causing internet connections to 

fail. Recent heavy rain has caused raw sewage to backup in road drains and flow into the River Eea. 
These service inadequacies must be addressed before any more new properties are allowed to be build in our villages. 

23 We have very limited facilities in Allithwaite. Shops, schools, transport need investment 

24 Maybe need to opportunity for technology links for existing properties 

25 Totally agree 

26 I agree with all the points in the policy 

27 Of course developers and planners should ensure that any development will not have an adverse impact on the infrastructure of an 

area. I also think that given the current concern with our climate, all developments should include solar panels, heat pumps, and 

some sort of rainwater storage system. Obviously given the increase in population of the Cartmel Penisula as a whole in the last 

few years, plus the amount of housing passed but not yet built, our medical services are already under pressure and this should 

not be increased without some additional funding being spent on them. SHOP/POST OFFICE???? Where are people from the 

new developments going to go for a pint of milk or a stamp?? Not Kents Bank or Allithwaite ~ no development should be 

allowed unless there is provision for a local shop and an upgrade of the currently inadequate bus service between Allithwaite and 

Cartmel. It is somewhat strange that I live in Allithwaite and Cartmel parish but there is only a very limited bus service between 

the 2 villages and as importantly no safe pedestrian or cycle route between the 2. 

28 Quite often holiday homes or 2nd homes, lodges are bought so that families can visit relatives living in our villages, or purchased 

as an investment it all adds to our economy, and many people who have visited in these circumstances often then when the 

circumstances are right come to live in those houses as their principle residence. It is no different than someone purchasing a 

property living in part and renting the other part or using part as a B&B. 
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29 Cartmel generally is lucky to be well served with community facilities in the village and nearby at Grange. Public transport should 

be improved with a better bus service. Any significant future local housing development must include adequate road and utilities. 

Broadband needs to keep pace with wider developments and expectations - for both commercial and domestic/recreational needs. 

30 There should be a requirement for new developers to consider the access to public transport from their new houses, to ensure the 

minimum of car journeys. Upgrading the existing roads/lanes to cope with the inevitable increase in traffic, whilst at the same time 

maintaining the character of the area, seems barely possible. 

31 There should be a requirement for new developers to consider the access to public transport from their new houses, to ensure the 
minimum of car journeys. Upgrading the existing roads/lanes to cope with the inevitable increase in traffic, whilst at the same time 

maintaining the character of the area, seems barely possible. 

32 Large developments should not be considered within Allithwaite until the village comes up to speed with neighbouring villages in 

terms of services. We have lost the village shop and post office which for a village of our size should have one. Large 

developments are being planned in SLDC plan which there is no mention of in the local plan shown here like land allocation 

RN230. Many residents do not access the internet to see these developments so are unable to comment on the issues with them. 

The land on Ridgeway is down as amenity space which should not be the case as it has planning permission on it and the owners 

have not been consulted on the matter. This should be taken out of amenity space and rightfully given back to the owner. Also to 

land to the west of Ridgeway has been put into amenity space without the owners consent again and therefore this should be 

removed. 

33 Agreed 

34 The playgrounds need support from the community and I agree with the finance they will receive from new build 

35 Agree that the playgrounds need community support and support from new builds. 

36 The second statement "Developers must show that they have considered and acted to 

ensure that there is no adverse impact on the infrastructure’. 

including Utilities, Highways and Healthcare." should be revised to require developers to make a positive contribution. Simply 

requiring they make "no adverse impact" is too easy/passive. Require them to reinvest some their profit to enhance the locality in 

some way. 

37 This policy must not be removed or down-graded!!!!! 
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APPENDIX D 

Statutory and Non-Statutory Responses 
Consultee (email) Date Comments 

NW Planning, 

Sustainable Places, 

Cumbria and Lancashire 

 

24 Sept21 

Thank you for consulting us on the draft Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan. We have 

reviewed the document in respect of the Environment Agency’s remit and we wish to offer the 

following comments: 

 

The introductory section of the draft neighbourhood plan refers to conformity with South 

Lakeland District Council’s existing planning policies. I’m sure that you are aware South 

Lakeland District Council are currently working to update their local plan and therefore you may 

wish to incorporate the new local plan where possible to ensure that the neighbourhood plan will 

be up-to-date once adopted. 

The draft plan makes no reference to climate change and we would suggest that this is 

specifically referred to and given a strong emphasis in the document given that South Lakeland 

District Council has declared a climate emergency and climate change (and its predicted impacts) 

is a key issue in the current review of the South Lakeland Local Plan. Such an approach could 

also demonstrate how the plan will contribute to South Lakeland District Council’s aim for South 

Lakeland to become carbon neutral by 2037. Further useful guidance is available at: 

https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/how-to-write-a-neighbourhood-plan-in- 

a-climate-emergency/ 

 

Draft Policy AC1 – Design Principles 

We support the inclusion of draft Policy AC1, in particular the reference to using Sustainable 

Drainage Systems. Draft Policy AC1 could also include reference to the need for surface water 

drainage to be designed to accommodate the future impacts of climate change. 

 

Our remit for surface water drainage and related flood risk was transferred to the Lead Local 

Flood Authority in 2015. We have a strategic overview role in surface water management but we 

would not have specific requirements on a site-by-site basis for the design of Sustainable 

Drainage Systems unless such a system discharged to a main river watercourse. 

 

Green Infrastructure and Landscape Character - Objectives 2 and 3 

Green spaces can provide vital habitat links for a range of species and if joined up can provide 

networks for migration. This in turn can enable a species to adapt to changes of their habitat such 

as climate change. It can also off vital green infrastructure including permeable drainage for 

surface water. We therefore support this objective to ensure that green space is protected. 

https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/how-to-write-a-neighbourhood-plan-in-a-climate-emergency/
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/how-to-write-a-neighbourhood-plan-in-a-climate-emergency/
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  We also recommend that if development have to occur in designated green space that mitigation 

is provided as part of the development for any related loss of habitat or drainage. We support 

draft Policy AC4 - Protecting Local Green Spaces and draft Policy AC5 – Protecting and 

Enhancing Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity. 

Paragraphs 170 and 175 of the National planning Policy framework (NPPF) recognize that the 

planning system should conserve and enhance the environment by minimising impacts on and 

providing net gains for biodiversity. If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be 

avoided, adequately mitigated, or as a last resort compensated for, planning permission should be 

refused. 

 

The concept of biodiversity net gain aligns with draft Policy AC5 - Protecting and Enhancing 

Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity and could be introduced here to strengthen the policy. Any 

new development should have regard to the latest planning guidance on how biodiversity net gain 

can be achieved as part the proposed development. 

An accepted methodology has been developed by Natural England, Defra Biometric 2.0, which 

can be applied to assess the baseline range and condition of impacted habitats, and demonstrate 

how development proposals will achieve net gain. 

 

Opportunities for biodiversity net gain should be identified at an early stage in the design of any 

proposal, to be incorporated as the design of the scheme develops. 

 

Together with Natural England, Historic England and the Forestry Commission we have 

published joint advice on neighbourhood planning which sets out sources of environmental 

information and ideas on incorporating the environment into plans. 

 

This is available at: https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/How-to-consider-the- 

environment-in-Neighbourhood-plans-2021.02.26.pdf 

Yours faithfully, 

Planning Advisor - Sustainable Places 
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Consultee (email) Date Comments 

Network Rail 7 Sept 21 Network Rail is a statutory consultee for any planning applications within 10 metres of relevant 

railway land (as the Rail Infrastructure Managers for the railway, set out in Article 16 of the 

Development Management Procedure Order) and for any development likely to result in a 

material increase in the volume or a material change in the character of traffic using a level 

crossing over a railway (as the Rail Network Operators, set out in Schedule 4 (J) of the 

Development Management Procedure Order). 

 
Network Rail is also a statutory undertaker responsible for maintaining and operating the railway 
infrastructure and associated estate. It owns, operates and develops the main rail network. 

Network Rail aims to protect and enhance the railway infrastructure, therefore any proposed 

development which is in close proximity to the railway line or could potentially affect Network 

Rail’s specific land interests will need to be carefully considered. 

 

(3) The proposal area is adjacent to a section of railway line. 

Developments in the neighbourhood area should be notified to Network Rail to ensure that: 

Access points / rights of way belonging to Network Rail are not impacted by developments within 

the area. 

That any proposal does not impact upon the railway infrastructure / Network Rail land e.g. 
Drainage works / water features 

Encroachment of land or air-space 

Excavation works 

Siting of structures/buildings less than 2m from the Network Rail boundary / Party Wall Act 

issues 

Lighting impacting upon train drivers’ ability to perceive signals 

Landscaping that could impact upon overhead lines or Network Rail boundary treatments 

Any piling works 

Any scaffolding works 

Any public open spaces and proposals where minors and young children may be likely to use a 

site which could result in trespass upon the railway (which we would remind the council is a 

criminal offence under s55 British Transport Commission Act 1949) 

Any use of crane or plant 

Any fencing works 

Any demolition works 

Any hard standing areas 
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  For any proposal adjacent to the railway, Network Rail would request that a developer constructs 
(at their own expense) a suitable steel palisade trespass proof fence of at least 1.8m in height. 

All initial proposals and plans should be flagged up to the Network Rail Town Planning Team 
London North Western Route at the following address: 

 

Town Planning Team LNW 

Network Rail 

1st Floor, Square One, 4 Travis Street 

Manchester M1 2NY 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

Canal and River Trust 5 Oct 21 Have no comments to make on the plan. 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

Sport England 5 Oct 21 1. Playing fields and sports and recreation facilities are already afforded protection under 

paragraph 97 of the NPPF and a local green space (LGS) designation of such adds a further, more 

restrictive, layer of protection. 

 

2. Sport England is concerned that the designation of playing field sites including (1) Allithwaite 

Community Playing Fields and (6) Cartmel Park / Cricket Ground as local green spaces means 

that policy for managing these sites as Local Green Space becomes more restrictive and consistent 

with Green Belt policy. This means placing these playing fields under greater restriction than at 

present, thus affecting how they could be developed in the future without such a designation. In 

some circumstances the LGS designation could prevent their legitimate development for sport and 

recreation purposes or prevent a playing field from being redeveloped for an alternative purpose, 

whilst still meeting the requirements of paragraph 97 of the NPPF in that (a) an assessment has 

been undertaken that shows it surplus tor requirement; (b) the loss would be replaced elsewhere 

with equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality; or (c) it is for alternative 

sports and recreation provision. 

 
It is still unclear what development on (1) Allithwaite Community Playing Fields and (6) Cartmel 
Park / Cricket Ground would be permitted, and whether the LGS designation would make 
developments on them, including that for ancillary sporting use acceptable or unacceptable in 

policy terms. 
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  Sport England also notes that (6) Cartmel Park / Cricket Ground is 45.5 hectares in area and 
considers that an extensive tract of land in it's own right. There is no supporting text in the Local 

Green Space Assessment report that defines what an extensive tract of land is and the report in 

itself makes no attempt to check and challenge the assumptions made in the report about any of 
the sites. Sites (1) and (6) do hold recreational value but sports sites by there very nature could not 

be described as tranquil when they are in active use for sport and recreation. It is also not clear if 
the landowners support the LGS designations and there are no copies made available of previous 

representations made, nor how any representations have been taken into account to shape the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

United Utilities 13 Oct 21 Thank you for your email and links to the draft neighbourhood plan. 
 

With regards to policies within the Neighbourhood Plan, United Utilities is pleased to see the 

inclusion of surface water comments in the General Design Principles and within Draft Policy 

AC1 – Design Principles. 

 

It is important that United Utilities are kept aware of any additional development proposed within 

your neighbourhood plan over and above the Council’s allocations. We would encourage further 

consultation with us at an early stage should you look to allocate any additional sites in the future 

to ensure we have necessary infrastructure to prevent delays and other unnecessary expense. 
 

If you wish to discuss this in further detail please feel free to contact me. 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

National Grid 15 Oct 21 Dear Sir / Madam 
Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation September - October 

2021 

Representations on behalf of National Grid 

National Grid has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to Neighbourhood Plan 

consultations on its behalf. 

 

We are instructed by our client to submit the following representation with regard to the current 

consultation on the above document. About National Grid National Grid Electricity Transmission 

plc (NGET) owns and maintains the electricity transmission system in England and Wales. 
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  The energy is then distributed to the electricity distribution network operators across England, 

Wales and Scotland. National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and operates the high-pressure gas 

transmission system across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the 

UK’s four gas distribution networks where pressure is reduced for public use. National Grid 

Ventures (NGV) is separate from National Grid’s core regulated businesses. NGV develop, 

operate and invest in energy projects, technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate the 

development of a clean energy future for consumers across the UK, Europe and the United States. 

Proposed development sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets: An assessment 

has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission assets which 

include high voltage electricity assets and high-pressure gas pipelines. National Grid has 

identified that it has no record of such assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area. National Grid 

provides information in relation to its assets at the website below. 

 

www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planningauthority/shape-files/ 

 

Please also see attached information outlining guidance on development close to National Grid 

infrastructure. 

 

Distribution Networks Information regarding the electricity distribution network is available at 

the website below: www.energynetworks.org.uk. Information regarding the gas distribution 

network is available by contacting: plantprotection@cadentgas.com 

Further Advice Please remember to consult National Grid on any Neighbourhood Plan 
 

Documents or site specific proposals that could affect our assets. 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

The Coal Authority 18 Oct 21 Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Development Plan and Design Guide 

Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the above. 

 

Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we have no specific comments to make on it. 

Should you have any future enquiries please contact a member of Planning and Local Authority 

Liaison at The Coal Authority using the contact details above. 

http://www.energynetworks.org.uk/
mailto:plantprotection@cadentgas.com
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Consultee (email) Date Comments 

Homes England 22 Oct 21 Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Development Plan 

Homes England Response 

 

As a prescribed body, we would firstly like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 

Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP). Homes England is the 

government’s housing accelerator. We have the appetite, influence, expertise, and resources to 

drive positive market change. By releasing more land to developers who want to make a 

difference, we’re making possible the new homes England needs, helping to improve 

neighbourhoods and grow communities. 

 

Homes England does not wish to make any representations on the Allithwaite and Cartmel Plan 

NDP. We will however continue to engage with you as appropriate. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

Historic England 22 Oct 21 Allithwaite & Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan (Reg 14 Pre-Submission Draft) 
As the public body that advises on England’s historic environment, we are pleased to offer our 

comments on the submission draft of Allithwaite & Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

The Allithwaite & Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan area contains a significant number of designated 

heritage assets including a number of high-grade assets (one Grade I, two Grade II* and five 

Scheduled Monuments). Cartmel Conservation Area hosts the majority of the area’s designated 

assets within its boundary with over 90 listings. The plan area is also likely to contain many other 

features of local historic, architectural or archaeological value. The National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) indicates that plans should set out a positive strategy for the conservation and 

enjoyment of the historic environment (para 185) and can include detailed policies on conserving 

and enhancing the historic environment and design (para 28). 

 

Government’s National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) is clear that, where relevant, 

neighbourhood plans need to include enough information about local heritage (e.g. such as sites of 

archaeological interest or locally listed buildings) to guide local authority planning decisions and 

to put broader strategic heritage policies from the local authority’s local plan into action but at a 

neighbourhood scale. 
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  The planning and conservation staff at South Lakeland District Council are best placed to assist 
with the development of your plan in relation to the historic environment. 

 

We do however offer some general advice and guidance below. If you have not already done so, 

we also recommend that you also speak to the staff at Cumbria County Council’s Cumbria 

Historic Environment Service who manage the Historic Environment Record (HER, formerly 

SMR). They should be able to provide details of locally-important buildings, archaeological 

remains and landscapes as well as designated heritage assets. To ensure that the protection and 

enhancement of the historic environment is fully embedded within Allithwaite & Cartmel 

Neighbourhood Plan we recommend that you refer to Historic England’s advice on 

Neighbourhood Planning and the Historic Environment and particular our Advice Note No.11 for 

further guidance. 

 

It is available on our website here: historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/improve- your 

neighbourhood/ and should be the first port of call for advice on heritage in neighbourhood 

plans, being written specifically for those such as yourselves preparing plans. Other Historic 

England advice that may also be of use includes: 

 
• HE Advice Note 2 - Making Changes to Heritage Assets: historicengland.org.uk/images- 
books/publications/making-changes-heritageassets-advice-note-2/ 

• HE Good Practice Advice in Planning 3 - The Setting of Heritage Assets: 

historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritageassets/ 

• HE Advice Note 7 - Local Heritage Listing: 

historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/local-heritage-listing-advice-note-7. 

 

We recommend that you familiarise yourself with the terminology of historic environment 

planning (such as “historic environment”, “conservation”, “significance”, “heritage asset”, and 

“setting”) by referring to the glossary in the NPPF. Where relevant, we suggest copying these and 

other terms across to your plan’s own glossary. You can also familiarise yourself with basic 

legislative and policy protections that heritage assets in England enjoy by browsing our online 

Heritage Protection Guide at historicengland.org.uk/advice/hpg. 

 
We are pleased that the plan acknowledges Cartmel Conservation Area, and that it features as one 
of the plan’s objectives. However, we do recommend that the plan also addresses the wider 
historic environment, as the plan area is host to scheduled monuments, listed buildings (both 
within and independent of the conservation area), a registered park and garden, as well as many 
other features of local historic, architectural or archaeological value. 
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  It is very important that the plan does not just identify heritage assets in the area, but also includes 
a positive strategy to safeguard those elements that contribute to their significance. 

This will ensure that they can be appropriately conserved and enjoyed now and in the future. We 

are aware that a Conservation Area Management Plan is being prepared by South Lakeland 

District Council in tandem with your plan, and so recommend that you liaise with SLDC to help 

ensure there is synergy between the two documents. 

 

We note that the plan is supported by a Design Code (July 2020). Your Code predates the 

Department for Levelling Up, Housing & Communities/ MHCLG’s recent guidance on the 

National Model Design Code (last updated 14 October 2021), and so we recommend that the plan 

and associated design codes are updated to align with this latest national guidance. 

Finally, we should like to stress that this advice is based on the information provided by 

Allithwaite & Cartmel Parish Council in your correspondence of 31 August 2021. To avoid any 

doubt, this does not reflect our obligation to provide further advice on or, potentially, object to 

specific proposals which may subsequently arise as a result of the proposed neighbourhood plan, 

where we consider these would have an adverse effect on the historic environment. Thank you for 

providing Historic England with the opportunity to comment. 
 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

National Farmers Union 24 Oct 21 I am writing on behalf of the National Farmer Union with respect to the Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Plan 

 

While I have no specific objections to the neighbourhood plan, the Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Neighbourhood Plan Boundary shows that the majority of the area is rural and has a significant 

number of farm businesses and therefore I would like to make some general points with respect 

the needs of agriculture in the area. 

 

At present it is an incredibly uncertain time for farm businesses as we have left the European 

Union. This not only impact in out access to EU sheep markers which are traditionally very 

important for UK sheep producers (roughly 1/3 of our lamb enters into this market) but we are 

also faced with potential challenges die to trade deals being struck and a seismic change in the 

way in which agricultural support will be delivered onto farm. We will more away from a simple 

system based on payment per hectare of land to one where farmers will be paid public money for 

delivering public good. 
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  Many farm businesses in South Lakes are dependent on support for maintaining farm income and 

this change could have a significant scene on how they operate. The neighbourhood plan needs to 

allow them to adapt their business to raise advantage of any opportunities which may arise, 

particularly around areas such as renewable energy and diversification enterprises. They should 

also not have unreasonable conditions placed on them, such as the use of certain types of material 

they need to use renovating buildings, which would place unnecessary costs on them when trying 

to develop their farm. 

 

Farmers find themselves at the sharp end of climate change as the hotter, drier summers and 

warmer wetter winters impact on their ability to manage their land. The NFU has set a goal of 

reaching net zero greenhouse gas emissions across the whole of agriculture in England and Wales 

by 2040. As climate change impacts at a global level, food security is likely to become of 

increasing importance, a fact which has been recognised by the Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change. Planning policies need to strike a balance between the environment, tackling 

climate change and also producing food. They should support investment in infrastructure which 

allow farmers to become more climate resilient. Finally, there is a great deal of potential for using 

farmland as a source of renewable energy but planning is often seen as a barrier to this. Planning 

policy should look to facilitate renewable energy projects and not be an obstacle to them. 

 

The consultation highlights the importance of broadband and connectivity. However much of the 

focus has been on delivering high speed broadband to towns and villages while farmers 

themselves still suffer from very poor broadband service. In a recent survey of NFU members 

only 17% of those surveyed receiving a reliable mobile signal in all locations on farm, and 45% 

still did not having access to sufficient broadband speeds. Better coverage is required to support 

farmers to maximise the opportunities that digital technology can provide for their businesses and 

to improve productivity. 

 

Draft Policy AC5 - Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity outlines 

proposed measures to protect and enhance the environment. This includes proposals for new 

development to demonstrate how the design has taken into account its potential impact on local 

habitats and species and that developments protect and enhance biodiversity and important 

wildlife habitats. I would point out that the needs to protect and enhance the environment need to 

be balanced with the needs to produce food and maintain a viable farm business. Planning policy 

should look to strike this balance and not designate land for certain uses or put any extra 

restrictions on farmers which could impact on their ability to manage or develop their businesses 

or put over onerous conditions on farm developments. 
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  As part of the new domestic agricultural policy, farmers are being encouraged to diversify their 

income and the government is providing grants and advice on how this can be achieved. The 

neighbourhood plan should look to encourage this rural economic development. The 

neighbourhood plan should look to support agricultural diversification 

 

The farmland in the area covered by the neighbourhood plan is a mixture of grade 3, 4 and 5 

agricultural land, from the high fells to the more productive grassland in the valley bottoms. As 

such the land is best suited to livestock grazing systems such and dairy, beef and sheep  

farming. As UK farmers continue to adapt to a post Brexit trading environment they may be 

required to make investments to maintain business productivity or adapt to new legislation. This 

could lead to new infrastructure typical of dairy and livestock enterprises being required on farm, 

associated with environmental protection and business efficiency. Indeed the government is 

looking to provide grants for farm to provide this infrastructure. The neighbourhood plan should 

look to support these investments and not act as a barrier to business development. 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

Natural England 28 Oct 21 Dear Mike Lamb 
 

Regulation 14 Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation 

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 31 August 2021. Natural England is a non- 

departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 

conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby 

contributing to sustainable development. Natural England is a statutory consultee in 

neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft neighbourhood development plans by the 

Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they consider our interests would be 

affected by the proposals made. 

 

Natural England does not have any specific comments on this draft neighbourhood plan. 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

Bourne Leisure 28 Oct 21 Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan: 

 
Letter of Representation On behalf of our client, Bourne Leisure Ltd (“Bourne Leisure”), please 
find below representations on the Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan [ACNP]. The 

Neighbourhood Plan [NP] is published for comment until 29 October 2021. 
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  Background 

By way of background, Bourne Leisure operates more than 50 holiday sites across Great Britain 

in the form of holiday parks, family entertainment venues and hotels. These sites are operated 

under the Haven Holidays, Warner Leisure Hotels and Butlins brands. Bourne Leisure is therefore 

a significant contributor to the national tourist economy, as well as local visitor economies. 

Within the proposed neighbourhood plan area, Bourne Leisure operates the Lakeland Holiday 

Park under its Haven brand. Wider Policy Context As you will be aware, the Local Plan for the 

area includes the South Lakeland Core Strategy [SLCS], which was adopted 20 October 2010, the 

Land Allocations Development Plan Document [DPD], Development Management Policies DPD 

and the Arnside and Silverdale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty [AONB] DPD. The Core 

Strategy and DPDs are subject to ongoing review. The Local Plan Review will review and 

combine the Core Strategy, Land Allocations and Development Management Policies DPDs into 

a single Local Plan. 

 

The review will include district-wide policies relating to the AONB, but will not review the 

AONB DPD itself. This emerging new Local Plan is at the Issues and Options stage which is 

taking places alongside a Call for Sites inviting suggestions for site allocations. The Council is 

currently consulting on this stage until 29 October. On behalf of Bourne Leisure, Lichfields is 

submitting representations to that consultation. It is vital that the emerging NP, which if supported 

by a referendum, becomes an effective part of the development plan and not one that stymies 

sustainable development in line with wider planning policies. In our view it would be prudent to 

await the new Local Plan and then the NP can be prepared in full knowledge of the Authority 

wide policies and strategy. 

 

Representations The proposed policies within the draft ACNP are considered in the context of the 

requirements of the Localism Act 2011, Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 [the 

regulations], the National Planning Policy Framework 2021 [the Framework], and South 

Lakeland District Council’s [SLDC] current statutory development plan given the early stage of 

progress of the Review. Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990 states the basic conditions that a NP must meet to be put to a local referendum: a Have 

regard to national polices and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State; b 

Have special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting; c Have 

special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of any 

conservation area; d Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development; e Be in general 

conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan for the area; f Be compatible with 

European Union [EU] obligations; and, g Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the order 
and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for the order. 
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  Consideration is given to the following polices in respect of the above requirements. 
 

Draft Policy AC10 (Caravan and Chalet Parks) Draft Policy AC10 forms part of the emerging 

plan that deals with residential development. The Park is listed in Figure 5 under a section of the 

draft plan named ‘second homes’. Whilst some caravan parks are for residential use, Lakeland 

Holiday Park is for holiday-use only and should not be categorised as forming part of the 

residential housing land supply, or its challenges, within the area. Whilst there will indeed be 

some overlap in the case of self-catering holiday accommodation in dwellings, this does not apply 

to holiday parks. The NP should be clear about the differences between housing and holiday 

parks. This needs to be corrected as the emerging Plan does not make this distinction. 

 

Interestingly, however, whilst paragraph 2.4.9 seeks a framework that provides homes for local 

needs, there is no recognition that the Holiday Park is actually helping to ensure that people who 

want to visit the area do not purchase dwellings that would otherwise form part of the local 

housing supply. This should be recognised and welcomed by the emerging plan. Turning to the 

emerging detail, Draft Policy AC10 states: “The provision of new, or extensions to existing, 

caravan or chalet parks will only be supported where: 

 

A. There would be no harm to the character of the countryside, and they are well contained within 

the landscape such that they are not visually intrusive both from immediate views and from 

surrounding distant fells. 

B. Effective screening by the planting of local native species must be well established and 

maintained around the edges of the site where it is not contained within a landscape form. Internal 

planting must be provided to break up roof massing when viewed from a distant high land. 

C. The layout of such units will be required to avoid a rigid pattern which would not be in keeping 

with the surroundings and the space between each unit must be maintained and agreed at the 

planning stage. 

D. The design, height and colour of future units shall have regard to the surrounding landform, 

long distance views and landscaping and be within an agreed range of colours”. 
 

In the explanatory text to Draft Policy AC10 it is acknowledged that “Allithwaite and Cartmel is a 

popular tourist and visitor destination” but then goes on to advocate for “restrictive” policy. At 

2.4.14 it states: “This policy takes account of existing provision and takes a restrictive approach to 
new development” (our emphasis). Taking a “restrictive approach” to new development is in 
conflict with SLCS Policy CS4 (Cartmel Peninsula) which seeks to “maintain and enhance the 
strength of tourism across the area” and CS Policy CS7.6 (Tourism Development) which seeks to 
create, enhance and expand tourist attractions and infrastructure. 
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  The emerging NP also contradicts strategic policies CS1, CS7.4 and CS7.6 that are broadly 

supportive of rural development and tourism development outside key service centres, 

recognising the contribution it makes to the economy. It is also in contrary to the Framework’s 

paragraph 16(b) which states that plans should be prepared positively. It is considered the 

“restrictive approach” of NP Policy AC10 does not meet basic conditions a and e as it is at odds 

with strategic policies of the SLCS and has not had regard to the Framework in this respect. The 

emerging policy fails to take into account and, indeed, appears to disregard the valuable and 

essential contribution caravan and holiday parks make to the rural economy and economy 

generally. Visitor and tourism spend in the local area, contributing to the sustainability of a 

number of local businesses. Some of these businesses will rely on such spend in the peak season 

to survive. Further, because of the boundary of the emerging NP, there is no recognition of the 

functional economic relationship of the Holiday Park with Flookborough. Guests from the park, 

use the pubs, shops, post office and other facilities of this village. 

 

As by far the largest employer in the NP area, it is surprising that the importance of Lakeland 

Holiday Park in terms of economic and social effects is not covered in the draft document. There 

are several important aspects of the park’s operation that ought to be taken into account in 

framing local policies. By way of example, a considerable number of the team live in the local 

area and the park is a particularly strong employer of younger people. Guests to the park spend in 

the local area as well of course as the team who live locally. 

 

Haven also uses local suppliers wherever possible, and Lakeland Holiday Park is no different. 

Clearly the park is vital as local employers and to local businesses. Restrictions on the ability for 

the park to respond to the needs of guests’ changing demands will have significant impacts upon 

the medium and long-term sustainability of the businesses in the area and should not be thwarted 

by restrictive policies that are not evidenced or consistent with national and local policy. The 

reason for a restrictive policy position appears to be based on concerns over apparent pressure on 

GP services. 

 

The plan is not supported by evidence that such services are under pressure as a direct result of 

users of the caravan and chalet parks in the area. The reason for introducing a restrictive policy 

such as this should be evidenced. This part of the emerging plan uses wording that is 

uncharacteristic of NPs and should be removed particularly as there is no criterion in the 

emerging policy that links to these concerns. Any intentions to unnecessarily restrict the 

enhancement of caravan parks, such as Lakeland Holiday Park, in response to changing market 

demands will impact upon the NP area and local communities beyond. 
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  Rather the policy should be framed in a constructive way that looks for ways to respond to the 

opportunities, to enhance existing provision and to support new provision. Should there be 

adverse impacts then mitigating should be encouraged. Looking at the policy wording in detail, 

Part A requires proposals to result in “no harm to the character of the countryside”, be “well 

contained within the landscape” and “not visually intrusive” from immediate and wider 

viewpoints. The Draft Policy should be re-worded to take into account the existing context of the 

site and provide a framework for the inclusion of mitigation-if required- as part of the 

development proposal. The policy should reflect national policy, and specifically paragraph 84c 

of the Framework, which requires policies and decisions to respect the character of the 

Countryside, and in so doing would provide a more positively planned approach to development. 

Part B refers to the requirement for screening of development and states this must be “well 

established”. Bourne Leisure requests clarification on this requirement. Planting can take some 

time to establish. Detailed landscaping is a common condition of any planning approval that can 

effectively control and ensure the adequate screening of approved developments over the medium 

to long term. On this basis the term ‘well established’ should be removed or the draft criterion 

amended so that a comprehensive landscape masterplan is submitted with the planning application 

to ensure the acceptability of the proposed development. Full details can then be agreed following 

the grant of planning permission. The ability to make development acceptable through the use of 

conditions is supported by paragraph 55 of the Framework. 

 

Part C refers to the layout of sites and states “units will be required to avoid a rigid pattern”. 

Bourne Leisure requests clarification on what is meant by a “rigid pattern”. Notwithstanding this, 

it is unclear what the objective of this section of the policy is trying to achieve. This part of the 

policy also seeks to fix the spacing between “units”. It is within the powers of the local planning 

authority in approving development to require it to be built out in accordance with an approved 

site layout. A site licence, required to be held by a park operator, sets minimum distances between 

caravans. There is no need for the spacing to be fixed through policy. An effective approach to 

ensuring an appropriate layout is to control the total number of units on the grant of the planning 

permission by way of condition. 

 

The requirements of Part D may not be necessary for every proposal, but this criterion allows for 

flexibility to be applied by the decision-maker; this would be a pragmatic approach. Overall, 

Bourne Leisure considers the intent and language used in Draft Policy AC10 contradicts SLCS 

Policies CS7.4 (Rural Economy) and CS7.6 (Tourism Development) that are positively prepared 

and supportive of tourism and rural development. It is also not in accordance with the Framework 

paragraph 16 for plan-making. 
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  Draft Policy AC3 (Protecting and Enhancing Landscape Character around Allithwaite and 

Cartmel) Paragraph ‘B’ under Draft Policy AC3 seeks to “promote high quality residential 

design that respects local townscape and landscape character and is inspired by local vernacular 

building styles, building forms, layouts and materials”. Bourne Leisure requests that this policy is 

clarified to refer only to residential dwellings. We noted above that elsewhere in the draft NP 

identifies the park is considered to be providing ‘homes’. This is not the case as we explain above. 

It is considered unreasonable to require static caravans to be measured under the same guidelines 

as residential dwellings and this should be clarified in the NP. 

 

Draft Policy AC5 (Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity) 

Policy AC5 states: “A. Demonstrate how the design has taken into account its potential impact on 

local habitats and species and ensure no adverse impact either directly or indirectly, on 

international, national, or locally designated sites. B. Incorporate existing green infrastructure, 

Protect, and enhance wildlife corridors by retaining existing hedgerows and dry-stone walls. 

Recognises the importance of and protects the existing network of country lanes. 

 

F. Demonstrate that developments protect and enhance biodiversity and important wildlife 

habitats. These may include for instance use of swift bricks, bat, and owl boxes, and ensuring 

that new and converted buildings provide nesting and roosting spaces for bats and birds. A 

mixture of native species typical of this locality should be incorporated in landscaping 

schemes which should aim to use appropriate native species trees to break up roof massing”. 

 

Bourne Leisure considers that the wording of paragraph ‘A’ of Draft Policy AC5 does not align 

with the SLCS. Policy CS8.4 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity) of the SLCS states that 

development proposals that would have adverse impacts should only be permitted where “the 

benefits of the development clearly outweigh the impacts on the features of the site and the wider 

network or natural habitats” and “prevention, mitigation and compensation measures are 

provided”. Bourne Leisure therefore considers the policy would need to be revised to align with 

the SLCS. However, given that the draft NP need not simply repeat policy within the SLCS it is 

our view that Section A of Policy AC5 should be removed. Further, locally designated sites 

should not be given equal protection to those that are internationally or nationally designated as 

set out in paragraph 180 of the Framework. Again, we suggest Section A of this policy is removed 

as it is not consistent with national policy and there is no need for it to simply be worded in a way 

that repeats national policy. 
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  It is unjustified for locally designated sites to be afforded the same weight as international 

designations. The Framework states a site’s designation may be “devalued” if not justified. The 

NP should consider whether in fact the reverse may be the case that by suggesting a local site has 

the same level of protection as internationally recognised sites may diminish the credibility of 

international and national designations. The provision of mitigation is the appropriate response in 

situations where adverse impacts may arise. This is set out in the SLCS, Policy CS8.4 which 

states; “Prevention, mitigation and compensation measures are provided” and the Framework 

paragraph 32 which states “where significant adverse impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation 

measures should be proposed”. 

 

Draft Policy AC1 (Design Principles) 

Policy AC1 states: “All new development will be supported when it meets the following criteria: 

 

A. Has taken account of the Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Design Code; and 

B. Makes a positive contribution to local identity, and sense of place; and 

C. Is suitable in terms of the overall design and appearance of the proposed development 

(including materials, size, scale, density, relationship to the public realm, layout, access) when 

assessed in relationship with the best features of the context within which the development is 

located; and 

D. Demonstrates that consideration has been given to the amenities of occupiers of neighbouring 

properties and does not result in the loss of an area or view which makes a contribution to public 

amenity by virtue of its open space character, appearance, and function;…” Part A refers to the 

Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Design Code. 

 

The Design Code is yet to be adopted. Bourne Leisure consider only limited weight can therefore 

be afforded to the Design Code. All the policies need to be effective, unambiguous, set 

requirements that are appropriate in terms of planning law and policy, comply with the basic 

conditions and will not undermine the approach to achieving sustainable development and the 

vision of the SLCS. 

 

Bourne Leisure expect to make more detailed comments when SLDC re-consult on the draft 

ACNP in due course. Draft Policy AC6 (Dark Skies) The objective of this policy is to reduce 

unnecessary lighting outside to maintain views of the night-time sky. Bourne Leisure supports 

protecting the night-time sky from light pollution. However, Bourne Leisure consider the 

requirements of this policy can be conditioned and do not need to form part of the planning 

application. 
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  Draft Objectives At 2.4 Draft Objective 9 states: Caravan and Chalet parks are well contained in 

the landscape and remain proportional to the size of the residential villages and hamlets. This 

objective is set under the general heading of residential development and for the reasons set out 

above we consider that caravan parks should not be confused with residential development. 

Accordingly (9) should be deleted. In any event this Draft Objective is potentially too restrictive 

on development, contradicting the SLCS and the Framework in that it does not recognise the key 

contribution holiday parks and specifically Lakeland Leisure Park makes to the local economy. 

Overall, the NP should be more supportive of the caravan and chalet parks which serve the 

important tourist economy and are a significant employer in the area. The scale and extent of a 

caravan park should be determined on its own merits and without reference to a village or a 

hamlet. 

 

At 2.6 Draft Objective 11 states: 

The tourist economy grows in a way which supports and enhances the environment and does not 

adversely impact on traffic and parking issues. On the whole, Bourne Leisure endorses this 

objective in that it is one of the only references within the emerging ACNP that actively seeks to 

encourage and positively plan for the tourist economy. The reference and approach to traffic and 

parking can be refined to align with national guidance. All new development that is likely to have 

a material increase on vehicle movement is assessed in terms of highways impact. The threshold 

for refusing development is “severe” impact as set out at paragraph 111 of the Framework. This 

objective within the emerging ACNP should be consistent with national policy. Further, as set out 

elsewhere in these representations, the plan should be positively prepared and not focused on a 

restrictive approach. Objectives should be aspirational but realistic. Taking a positive approach 

would help the NP look for opportunities to improve traffic and parking issues rather than simply 

focusing on the negatives. For example, where proposals look to replace touring with static 

pitches, and thus removing touring vehicles off the country roads in the area, this could be 

explicitly supported through policy in the emerging NP. 

 

Summary 

Bourne Leisure welcomes the consultation on the ACNP. However, there are a number of changes 

needed to ensure the document meets the basic requirements of the Localism Act 2011 [the Act]. 

Overall, the draft ACNP does not yet meet the basic requirements for Neighbourhood Plans set 

out in the Act. In turn this directly affects our client’s interests. 

 

From our review, we have identified that the NP fails to reflect through its objectives or policies 

the important contribution the tourist and visitor sectors contribute to the local economy. 
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  The policies are, by the ACNP’s own admission, “restrictive” towards such development. We 

have been unable to identify the necessary evidence to substantiate this position. This threatens 

the long-term sustainability of such developments by the lack of positive planning policy. As 

explained above this is at odds with both local and national policy. Further it is at odds with the 

requirements of the Act to prepare positive and unambiguous policy that does not conflict with 

existing strategic policy. The ACNP needs to be reviewed to ensure it is compliant with NP 

requirements set out in the Act. 

 

We trust that this consultation response will be taken into account and contribute to the further 

development of the NP. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries on the 

comments made in this letter. 

 

We would also be grateful if you would keep us updated on the progress of the NP. 

 

Consultee (email) Date Comments 

Friends of the Lake 

District 

2 Nov 21 Neighbourhood Plan Reg. 14 

2.2 Landscape section/AC3 

We welcome this section and policy AC3, however, paragraphs 2.2.1 and 2.2.3 of the section deal 

with open spaces and might be better placed in the open spaces/local green spaces section. 

The policy and supporting text could instead include more about the specific character of the local 

landscape (this could be informed by the Landscape Character document referenced in the policy) 

and should refer to the fact that the Parish is in the setting of the LDNP and the importance of this. 

The duty to conserving and enhancing National Parks also applies in their setting and so it is 

important to reflect this. See NPPG text: 
 

What are the statutory duties of local planning authorities in relation to National Parks, the 

Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty? 

Section 11A(2) of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949, section 17A of the 

Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act 1988 and section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 

2000 require that ‘in exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land’ 

in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, relevant authorities ‘shall have 

regard’ to their purposes for which these areas are designated. A list of the public bodies and 

persons covered under ‘relevant authorities’ is found in Defra guidance on this duty, and Natural 

England has published good practice guidance. 
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  This duty is particularly important to the delivery of the statutory purposes of protected areas. It 

applies to all local planning authorities, not just National Park authorities, and is relevant in 

considering development proposals that are situated outside National Park or Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty boundaries, but which might have an impact on their setting or protection. 

Paragraph: 039 Reference ID: 8-039-20190721 

 

We welcome the policy reference to the Cumbria landscape character assessment but suggest it 

should also refer to the LDNP landscape character assessment. Several of the landscape types and 

Areas of Distinctive Character (ADC) in the LDNP landscape character assessment (LCA) extend 

beyond the LDNP boundary and into the Parish. The Parish appears to straddle two or three of 

these (ADCs 64, 65 and 66 and landscape types B, C and L – see figure 3.5 at the end of this 

document). 

 

You may also wish to consider making reference in the supporting text to the potential National 

Park extension i.e. the fact that this area has been independently assessed as being worthy of 

National Park status shows the quality of the landscape and should strengthen calls for its 

protection/ provides evidence for policy AC3. 

 
It is still difficult to understand the relationship between the significant views in AC3 and the 
significant views covered by AC2. This needs to be clearer. 

 

The final sentence of AC3 should be amended to apply to both hedges and walls: 

Landscaping schemes in areas where dry-stone walls or hedgerows have been lost or are 

unmanaged should restore walls / hedgerows through traditional rebuilding or hedge-laying 

and/or replanting with native species, to benefit wildlife and maintain landscape character. 

 

We suggest the link is made in the text and/or policy here between landscape character and dark 

skies and between landscape character and tranquillity (as this will demonstrate the link between 

this and the dark skies policy later on). 

 

LANP4 - Open spaces policy  

We welcome this policy. How do the proposals relate to spaces protected by the SLDC local plan? 

Are the new designations proposed in addition to these? Might be helpful to briefly explain the 

relationship. For instance, the large triangle of land in between Cartmel main village and Headless 

Cross is not included but there is no mention of why. What about new spaces that have either been 

created as part of new developments or which become important over time? 
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  AC5 - GI and biodiversity 

We welcome this policy. 

The policy should include reference to areas identified as priority habitat under the NERC Act. 

These are often most vulnerable as they are seen as unimportant but are still vital habitats for the 

species that live and feed there. Similarly, areas identified by Natural England as Network 

Enhancement or Network Expansion Zones would benefit from referencing as these too are often 

vulnerable in the same way as priority habitats but will form a key element in the Local Nature 

Recovery Strategy, for which Cumbria is a pilot area. 

 

Part A of the policy should refer to both siting and design. The siting is crucial and should avoid 

harm as a priority. 

 

Part C of the policy seems to be trying to do too much and might usefully be split into two or even 

three points – protecting and enhancing biodiversity and important habitats should involve 

protecting and improving on what’s already there not simply putting up bird boxes and using trees 

to break up roof massing is really a design point. 

 

What about veteran and ancient individual trees? There are several in the parish 

https://ati.woodlandtrust.org.uk/tree- 

search/?v=1788038&ml=map&z=16&nwLat=54.20476514490997&nwLng=- 

2.9714877073623946&seLat=54.19587851852923&seLng=-2.9302889768936446 

See Woodland Trust Tree Inventory and guidance for planners for more guidance on how policy 

should treat ancient woodland and trees 

https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2019/06/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland/ 

 

LANP6 - Dark Skies policy 

We very much welcome this policy. 

The policy could be strengthened as at the moment, as long as the applicant can demonstrate a 

‘need’ for the lighting, which can be very subjective, and it’s considered appropriate for its 

proposed use, then it can go ahead, which will not reduce light pollution - there is a lot of scope to 

go further. 

 

What will constitute need? 

Internal lighting and ‘significant openings’ is not just about the lighting being seen (which does 

harm landscape character and tranquillity) but about it spilling out and creating light pollution and 

harming wildlife etc. 

http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2019/06/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland/
http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2019/06/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland/
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  Significant openings – traditional buildings tend not to be the main culprits here but the current 

trend for large expanses of glazing in new development is a big problem, so the policy should 

reflect this. 

 

Rather than just saying that the ILP has provided some guidance, the policy could include a 

requirement for proposals to be in accordance with it and/or other guidance – a recently published 

document called Towards a Dark Sky Standard might help provide the detail – see here 

https://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/lighting-policy 

To ensure the policy makes a real difference to how dark skies are considered in planning 

applications, we suggest you consider incorporating more detail to ensure lighting is designed 

appropriately 

https://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/Handlers/Download.ashx?IDMF=0a80f016-905a- 

4608-a9c0-3bbc29bcd987 (you will need to scroll down beyond the explanatory text to see the 

policy itself). We developed this with reference to dark skies policies put in place elsewhere in the 

country. 

Our website also offers a range of other information that may help 

https://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/dark-skies-subsite 

You may find this recent dark skies evidence useful to use to back up your rationale for this 

policy, alongside its contribution to landscape character. 

https://www.lightpollutionmap.info/#zoom=10.51&lat=54.1484&lon=- 

2.8634&layers=B0TFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 

 

Please do feel free to contact our Dark Skies Officer Jack Ellerby. Telephone: 

01539 720788 
 

AC8 – New Housing policy 

‘Will be expected to’ is weaker than ‘will be required to’. Expecting a developer to do something 

places no requirement on them to do it. What about locational criteria – what criteria must new 

developments meet in terms of which locations they will be allowed to take place in? 

Housing data – The text doesn’t mention that using the 2011 figures for population and housing 
stock, there is fewer than 1.9 people per dwelling (1831÷981=1.86). 

 

Most properties could comfortably accommodate more than 2 people and this figure strongly 

supports the case that the existing stock is under-used i.e. it backs up the argument for addressing 

second homes and holiday lets as it shows that really, it is better access to the existing stock that is 

needed just as much (if not more than) new additional stock. It also provides evidence of need in 

terms of size that new housing should reflect. 
 

http://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/lighting-policy
http://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/lighting-policy
http://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/Handlers/Download.ashx?IDMF=0a80f016-905a-
http://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/Handlers/Download.ashx?IDMF=0a80f016-905a-
http://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/dark-skies-subsite
http://www.friendsofthelakedistrict.org.uk/dark-skies-subsite
http://www.lightpollutionmap.info/#zoom%3D10.51%26lat%3D54.1484%26lon%3D-
http://www.lightpollutionmap.info/#zoom%3D10.51%26lat%3D54.1484%26lon%3D-
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  AC9 – Principal Residence policy 

We very much welcome this policy. 

We suggest removing the words ‘second homes’ from the sentence beginning ‘new 

unrestricted…..’ as there will be no applications specifically for second homes and it will not be 

known at the time of the application whether a property is to be a second home or not. 

We also suggest removing ‘when not working away from home’ as some people work away from 

home most of the time and only return to the house at weekends, which would defeat the object of 

the policy. 

 

Design Code 

There is still very little reference to lighting other than street lighting. 

There is also no mention of design features related to lighting and light pollution such as glazing, 

window sizes and the design of lighting itself. These aspects should be covered in order to better 

support the relevant policies (e.g. the Dark Skies policy). 
 

The points of guidance provided above in relation to the Dark Skies policy may be helpful in 

informing the content. 

Cumbria County Council 16 Nov 21 1. Thank you for consulting Cumbria County Council on the Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Plan 2021 - 2029 Regulation 14 Draft, dated September 2021. We support the 
work being undertaken to prepare this plan and we hope that you will find these comments to be 
helpful. 

 

2. The following comments constitute the County Council’s response based on its interests as the 
Highway Authority, Lead Local Flood Authority, infrastructure and service provider and its 
strategic interest in securing inclusive growth (including the provision of housing that is accessible 
to people working in the County), digital connectivity and addressing climate change. 

 

3. It is noted the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) must plan positively to promote local development. It 
must also support the strategic development needs set out in the adopted South Lakeland District 
Local Plan and be in general conformity with that Plan, as well as taking into account the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Regard has been had to these in providing this response. 

 

4. The County Council also notes that at the screening stage it was concluded by South Lakeland 
District Council that a Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment 
was not required, and that this conclusion has been endorsed by the statutory consultees 
(Environment Agency, Historic England and Natural England). 
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  5. The current South Lakeland District Council Local Plan runs to 2025 with a review of Local Plan 
currently being undertaken to extend the plan horizon to 2040. Consultation has been undertaken 
on the Issues and Options stage. As the Neighbourhood Plan continues to be developed, regard 
should be had to any relevant matters from the Local Plan Review as far as is practicable (noting 
that the timing for preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan is ‘running ahead’ of the Local Plan 
Review). 

 

Evidence Base 

 

6. It is noted that the NP has been informed by an evidence base using national, County Council, 
South Lakeland District Council and Lake District National Park Authority sources and local 
assessments. Any updates to the evidence base should be considered by the Parish Council in 
continuing to progress preparation of the NP. 

 

7. Notwithstanding 5 above, parts of the evidence base may be out-of-date and further 
consideration should be given to whether this needs to be reviewed and updated where possible. 
For example, in paragraphs 1.12 and 1.14 the NP sets a draft vision for the area that reflects the 
thoughts of the local communities identified in the preparation of the Community Plan in 2012/13. 
The responses received to the current consultation on the NP may assist in assessing whether the 
views and priorities of the community have changed since that time. 

 
8. In paragraph 3.5 of the NP it states that ‘At some time in the future there will be a need to 
formally review the NP and roll it forward to look beyond 2025’. The Census 2021 results will be 
released between May and June 2022 and as noted in 5. above, South Lakeland District Council 
are undertaking a review of their Local Plan. It is suggested that an early review of the 
Neighbourhood Plan should be commenced at a time that allows for the new Census information 
and updated South Lakeland Local Plan to be taken into account. 

 

Vision 

 

9. The draft NP includes a vision for 2029 that reflects Allithwaite and Cartmel being separate 
villages with different characteristics. In respect to transport, the Vision states that pedestrian 
circulation would be significantly enhanced in Allithwaite, with traffic management resulting in a 
quieter, safer village. In Cartmel, traffic and parking management schemes would improve access 
to the many businesses; and residents and visitors would benefit from improved traffic circulation. 
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  10. The County Council supports the Vision’s focus on integrating development through provision 
of walking and cycling links and the use of traffic and parking management measures to the benefit 
of businesses, residents and visitors. However, the Vision would benefit from consideration of 
positive statements being included in respect to maintaining and enhancing the vibrancy and 
sustainability of the villages through supporting business activities and growth and housing 
developments that meet the needs of the community (and particularly that are accessible to people 
of a working age), reflecting the role of the villages as Local Service Centres as identified through 
the South Lakeland Local Plan. This would also create a better ‘line of sight’ between the Vision, 
Objectives and Policies. 

 

Objectives and Policies 
 

Draft Objectives 

 

11. In respect of the County Council’s interests as the statutory Highways Authority and Lead 
Local Flood Authority, Objectives 4 and 5 are relevant. Objective 1 is also relevant in so far as the 
related Policy (AC1) addresses active travel and drainage matters. These Objectives are generally 
supported although Objective 1 could be reworded to better reflect the matters that are covered in 
the associated Policies, perhaps by introducing the concept of sustainable design principles as well 
as focussing on the protection of the built and rural environment and ensuring the character and 
heritage values of the Cartmel Conservation Area is considered. It is also noted Objective 1 has 
relevance in relation to the supporting text to Draft Policy 2 which makes reference to the use of 
materials, double yellow lines and signage. 

 
12. In respect to the County Council’s strategic interests (refer to Paragraph 2. above), Objectives 6, 
8, 10, 11 and 12 are relevant. Objective 1 is also relevant in so far as the related Policy (AC1) 
addresses matters relating to climate responsive design, on-site renewable energy and Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) in new developments. These Objectives are generally supported 
although again consideration should be given to rewording Objective 1 (refer to Paragraph 11. 
above). 
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  Draft Policies 

Draft Policy AC1 

 

13. Draft Policy AC1 includes a number of policy provisions that relate to the design of new 
developments, with criterion A. requiring regard to be had to the Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish 
Design Code. On review of the Design Code (and the Neighbourhood Plan), it is unclear as to how 
consideration has been given to relevant County Council Design Guidance and specifically the 
Cumbria Development Design Guide. In assessing development applications (and also in 
designing and delivering infrastructure schemes), the County Council will apply the provisions in 
the Cumbria Development Design Guide. It is therefore important that in preparing the Allithwaite 
and Cartmel Parish Design Code that it aligns with the County Council’s Code where relevant, and 
preferably should not duplicate those matters set out in the County Code but rather should express 
the requirements at the local level. In further developing the NP and Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Design Code, regard should be had to the relevant County Council Codes and Guidelines (refer 
also to the information provided in regard to Appendix 3) 

 
14. It is noted that criterion E. seeks measures to improve pedestrian and cycle linkages between 
and within the villages and is supported in-principle (refer also to comments made in respect to 
Policy AC7). 

 

15. It is also noted that the draft NP proposes to apply the National Planning Policy Framework 
‘surface discharge order priority’ (paragraph 2.1.5 in the NP) through criterion G. This approach is 
considered to align with the policy approach set out in Development Management Policy 6 in the 
South Lakeland Local Plan and also with the adopted approach of the County Council. However, it 
is suggested that a stronger link and emphasis could be included between the design and delivery 
of SUDS being integrated with greenspace and green links (green infrastructure) planning and 
design and the opportunity that such an approach can play in meeting the ‘10% net gain in 
biodiversity’ for new developments that is expected to be introduced though the Environment Bill 
when enacted. 

 

Draft Policy AC2 

 

16. Draft Policy AC2 (clause 4) requires that new hard landscaping should enhance the Cartmel 
conservation area by using local materials such as cobbles and natural paving and avoid visual and 
physical clutter in the street scene. It is noted that in paragraph 2.1.14 concerns are raised about the 
traffic management measures introduced following the Cartmel Township Initiative including 
double yellow lines, the marking of car parking bays and signage having an intrusive visual 
impact. 
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  In paragraph 2.1.4 it is also stated “Vehicular areas, including the two squares and side roads, are 
laid with tarmacadam; there may be potential to reduce areas of tarmacadam and introduce more 
areas of traditional materials as part of future improvement schemes”. 

 

17. When new developments are to be constructed and part of the new development is to be 
adopted by Cumbria County Council as public highway, the construction of the adopted areas 
needs to be consistent with the County Council’s highways standards and policies. The County 
Council highways standards and policies have been developed taking into account best practice 
and relevant legislation and will take precedence over the policies within Neighbourhood Plan. 
Notwithstanding, in assessing each new development consideration can be given to different 
surface materials providing they meet the County Council highways standards and policies. If any 
‘approved enhanced materials’ are agreed as part of an adoption associated with a new 
development, consideration will also need to be given to a commuted sum being deposited by 
developers to meet the future additional maintenance costs of any approved enhanced materials. 

 
18. It should also be noted that generally the County Council will not use non-standard highway 
materials. Any use of non-standard materials / enhancement scheme affecting the public highway 
would need to be agreed in advance by the County Council and fully funded by the developer. 

 

19. In respect to the use of double yellow lines, bay markings and signage, for parking restrictions 
to be legally enforceable some physical measures on the ground such as signs and lines are 
required. However, the County Council will continue to work with the Parish Council on parking 
issues in the village although it should be noted that all measures that are introduced (or altered) 
will need to accord with the national legislation. 

 

20. In respect to street furniture, the placing of essential highway street furniture so that it does not 
cause an obstruction is supported. However, it should also be noted that other items of street 
furniture, such as benches, are not highway assets but if they are placed on the highway, they will 
need approval for the proposed location. 

 

Draft Policy AC7 

 

21. Draft Policy AC7 is titled ‘Improving pedestrian movement’. It is suggested that the policy 
should be re-titled to ‘Improving pedestrian and cycling movement’ to recognise that the policy 
content also includes cycling. 
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  22. To encourage cycling and walking, the County Council has established a Cycling and Walking 
programme with the ambition being for walking and cycling to be the natural choice for everyday 
short trips. The County Council is therefore supportive of the recognition of the importance of 
active travel in Draft Policy AC7 and the need for both new developments to contribute towards, 
and the Parish Council undertake work to support increasing connectivity, including through the 
use of the Community Infrastructure Levy to improve the experience of all residents in moving 
around and between villages. The use of the Community Infrastructure Levy in an evidenced and 
co-ordinated way to support delivery of improved walking and cycling connections will help 
ensure a fully integrated approach is delivered that maximises benefits and opportunities. 

 

23. It is, however, noted that there is a lack of clarity in the current draft policy when it states “to 
improve the experience [our emphasis] of all residents in moving around and between villages.” 
The NP would benefit from further supporting commentary about how the experience might be 
improved (for example, through provision of more direct routes, off-road routes, enhanced 
facilities and infrastructure etc.). Additionally, consideration should be given to expanding the 
policy to reference visitors as well as residents. It is also suggested for clarity that the second 
sentence of the policy is amended to read, “The Parish council will seek to use the Community 
Infrastructure Levy to improve the walking and cycling experience of all residents in moving 
around and between villages”. 

 

24. In further developing active travel routes, consideration should be given to other planning and 
strategies relating to walking and cycling. The County Council would be happy to provide 
information about active travel schemes and proposals that the NP should take into consideration. 
For example, the Cumbria Cycling Strategy 2017 – 22 (see link to the Strategy in the comments on 
Appendix 3 below), amongst other themes, seeks to improve cycling infrastructure with a focus 
placed on the identification of strategic routes. The Southern Cumbria Cycling Map identifies 
Allithwaite and Cartmel as being located on the Strategic Network and the Lakes and Dales Loop, 
which should be considered in developing the walking and cycling network for the villages. 

 

Draft Policy AC8 

 

25. It is noted draft Policy AC8 B. (and Objective 7, paragraphs 2.4 and 2.41) refers to “small 
scale” in respect of housing development. What constitutes “small scale” is unclear and uncertain. 
The County Council considers that any terminology used should be consistent with that used in the 
South Lakeland Local Plan. This would avoid any ambiguity / inconsistency arising between the 
Local Plan and NP in the assessment of development applications. 
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  Clarity on the above is still required, but to help the policy read more clearly, it is suggested that 
criterion B. is amended to say, “Demonstrate how the amenity (including visual) of existing 
properties has been considered, that the development is small scale reflecting the roles and 
functions of the villages, relates well to traditional layouts and has maximised solar gain.” 

 

Draft Policy AC9 

26.A ‘principal residence’ is indicated in the NP as being the primary location that a person 

inhabits. It is also referred to as a person’s primary or main residence. The principal residence 
restriction appears to be based on evidence for Cartmel (paragraph 2.4.5 suggests that second home 
ownership and housing used for holiday lets is relatively high in Cartmel at 21.3%, but with no 
percentage specifically being evidenced for Allithwaite). 

 

27. It is considered that the appropriate use of the principal residence clause would assist in 
restricting the use of new houses for second homes or holiday lets and thereby help bring greater 
balance and mixture to the local housing market and to create new opportunities for people to live 
and work in Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish. However, it is considered that for this policy to be 
justifiable in both villages, it will need to be demonstrated that there is a substantial issue in both 
Allithwaite and Cartmel with second home ownership and holiday lettings. If the evidence is not 
available for Allithwaite, the principal residence restriction should only be further considered for 
Cartmel. 

 

Draft Policy AC11 
28. The inclusion of a specific clause relating to the provision of broadband is supported. However, 
it is not clear whether the draft Policy is intended to align with Policy DM8 in the South Lakeland 
Local Plan, which requires new residential development of 2 or more dwellings and commercial 
development to demonstrate how future occupiers will be provided with sufficient broadband 
connectivity. Further consideration should be given to this and clarification provided in the NP as 
necessary. 

 

29. Additionally, to conform with the County Council’s Digital Infrastructure Strategy and UK 
Government policy, it is suggested that the policy should be amended as follows to: 
require developers to engage with network suppliers to ensure that gigabit capable connectivity 
(typically full fibre) is available at new developments and property conversions; 
refer to the work planned under Project Gigabit to expand access to gigabit capable broadband 
therefore making it less onerous to require developers to work with network suppliers on making 
this provision; and refer to 4G mobile infrastructure and the need for 5G readiness. 
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  30.The Digital Information Strategy 2020-2025 prepared by the County Council may assist in the 
further development of the NP (see link to Strategy in comments on Appendix 3 below). 

 

Appendices 
Appendix 1 
A1The latest revision of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is 20 July 2021, which 
replaces the previous version published in March 2012, revised in July 2018, and updated in 
February 2019. 

 

Appendix 2 

A2No comments. 
 

Appendix 3 
A3There are a number of Cumbria County Council Strategies and Guidelines that should be 
considered in further developing the Neighbourhood Plan and included in Appendix 3: 
Digital Information Strategy 2020-2025: 

 

https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/536/6487/44147115119.pdf" 
Cumbria County Council Planning Obligation Policy: 
https://cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/538/755/1599/41590142248.PDF 
Cumbria Cycling Strategy: 
https://councilportal.cumbria.gov.uk/documents/s66323/App%201%20Cumbria%20Cycling%20St 
rategy.pdf 

 

Cumbria Development Design Guide and appendices: 

 

Cumbria Development Design Guide (PDF 2.7kb) 
Appendix 1 - Parking (PDF 670kb) 
Appendix 2 - Development Management Fees (PDF 273kb) 
Appendix 3 - Criteria for traffic assessment (PDF 427kb) 

Appendix 4 - Highway Design Guidance - Residential (PDF 637kb) 
Appendix 5 - Greenfield Site Calculations (to calculate APC bond) (PDF 251kb) 
Appendix 6 - SUDs components (PDF 893kb) 

Appendix 7 - Drainage Checklist (PDF 642kb) 
Appendix 8 - Highway agreements / obligations (PDF 305kb) 
Appendix 9 - Public Rights of Way Considerations (PDF 213kb) 
Appendix 10 - Road Lighting Specification and Checklist (PDF 494kb) 

http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/536/6487/44147115119.pdf
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/536/6487/44147115119.pdf
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Location Date Comments 

South Lakeland District 

Council 

18 Nov 21 All 

The document would benefit from a thorough proof read and tidying up of formatting, including 

ensuring sentences and bullet points/bullet pointed paragraphs are finished with semicolons and full 

stops (as appropriate), and that all paragraphs are given a paragraph number, as this would aid the 

readability of the document. Sentence structure needs checking as well, example Criterion D of Draft 

Policy AC8 requires a full stop in the middle of the first sentence. Acronyms where first used need to 

be preceded with the full title/name to aid readability and cross referencing. 

 

All 

The Neighbourhood Plan needs future proofing in context of being able to respond to changes in 

future Local Plan policy direction/adoption. For instance, reference to current Local Plan policies will 

be superseded by the new Local Plan and therefore will become out of date within the lifetime of the 

neighbourhood Plan. Suggest a covering statement at the beginning of Section 2 of the 

Neighbourhood Plan, to emphasise this point, making clear where specific policies are referenced 

these may be superseded during the lifetime of the Plan by new adopted relevant policies in the South 

Lakeland Local Plan. 

 

All 

References to consultation feedback/community plan questionnaire feedback. This may need 

updating in light of consultation feedback from Regulation 14 consultation. May be more preferable 

to put comments into context for example paragraph 2.2.1, possibly re-phrase to say open spaces are 

greatly valued along with the quality of the surrounding countryside. 

 

All 

References to the National Planning Policy Framework, these need checking and updating where 

necessary to reflect latest changes in the 2021 updated version, including Appendix 1. 

 

All 

References to time period of Neighbourhood Plan – ensure consistency, example Chapter 2 references 

2025. 

 

Timespan of Plan 

The Timespan of the Plan is 2021-2029, 8 years. Normally we would expect a Plan to cover a 

minimum period of 10 years, as stipulated in guidance. National Planning Guidance Paragraph 003 

Reference ID 41-003-20190509 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2 

http://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/neighbourhood-planning--2
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  Meeting Request 

South Lakeland requests a meeting is held with the Parish and their consultants to help address 

key issues highlighted in this response below (those in black bold text in particular) before the 

draft Neighbourhood Plan moves on to the next stage of preparation. 

1.1 

Clarity required, which consultations? – Emerging Draft Plan 2019 Consultations? Suggest this is 

clarified in the text. 

1.6 

Which supporting document is being referred to? Photographs would be better located in the 

Consultation Statement. 

1.9 

Cross reference needed to 2021 NPPF updated version. 

1.12 

Does the vision not also reflect consultation feedback in 2016, 2019? 

1.24 Page 11 

Reference to candidates for a Local List – note no Local List has been published at the point in time 

the Draft Neighbourhood Plan was published for consultation – it is inappropriate for the Draft 

Neighbourhood Plan to make any direct reference to any potential candidates in this respect. 

Chapter 2 

Phrasing - Reference to South Lakeland Development Plan Documents – suggest say South Lakeland 

Local Plan. 

Draft Policy AC1 Criterion A 

It may help to confirm how proposals should take account of the Design Code, through Design and 

Access Statements? Note weight given to local design codes as set out in NPPF 2021, the 

Neighbourhood Plan may wish to emphasise this more strongly. 

Helpful to aid application and implementation of the policy, that the Design Code is to be applied to 

whole of the Parish – consistent with reference on page 6 of the Design Code. 

2.1.11 

Is this necessary to include? 
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2.1.12 

Second sentence should be deleted, not necessary to refer to early draft as this has not been published. 

 

2.1.14 

Reference to ‘during work on the CAMP’ this is unnecessary to include, traffic congestion is 

identified as a general issue, not something only observed as the draft CAMP being prepared. Delete 

text accordingly. 

 

Draft Policy AC2 

Reference to development not harming significant views of Cartmel Conservation Area and its 

setting. It is unclear which views are being referred to. To aid application of the policy and provide 

necessary clarification, it is recommended the Policy wording includes a direct cross reference to the 

views it is referring to – assuming these are those identified in paragraph 

 

2.1.16? – these could be denoted in Figure 3 clearly to make clear their location. 

 

Clause 2- reference to a design brief for the racecourse stables site, further explanation in the 

supporting text to the Policy setting out what this should comprise would be helpful to aid 

understanding and application of policy. Also a cross reference to the site as identified in the Land 

Allocations DPD would be helpful (LA1.3 Stables, Cartmel Racecourse). 

 

Clause 5 – reference to the Local List (note no List has been published for South Lakeland Local 

Plan area at the point in time the Draft Plan was published). 

 

The last paragraph refers to ‘fields separating the east and west parts of the village’. It is not clear 

which ‘fields’ are being referred to. To aid application of the policy and provide necessary 

clarification, more specific reference is needed. This could be included through a list naming the 

parcels of land in question – defining boundaries, and on a map. It appears these may be areas of land 

currently designated as open space in the South Lakeland Local Plan, and therefore currently have 

some form of protection already against development. 

 

The policy seeks to restrict any development on the ‘fields’ in question. This is a very restrictive 

policy – a blanket no development approach. Any policy that seeks to prevent all forms of new 

development is contrary to national and current local plan policy (Policies CS1.2, DM14, 

DM15) which allow for specific types of development dependent on local circumstances subject 

to meeting relevant planning policies. 
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Current adopted Local Plan policy allows for sustainable development in these locations subject to 

meeting specific relevant Local Plan policies, for example – exception sites for affordable housing 

(Policy DM14), essential dwellings for workers in the Countryside (Policy DM15), where it has an 

essential need for a rural location (CS1.2), development in open spaces (LA1.10). 

 

Some of the ‘fields’ in question appear to be areas of land currently designated as public open space 

and amenity open space with no public access in the South Lakeland Local Plan. Under the 

provisions of Policy LA1.10 some forms of development may still be appropriate in such locations 

subject to meeting relevant criteria. Without knowing which fields are being referred to, those on the 

approach to the village in the foreground of the significant views may include land currently 

classified as open countryside in the South Lakeland Local Plan. 

 

Whilst the policy wording appears to preclude any development on the ‘fields’ in question, the 

supporting policy text appears to suggest some form of development in locations with significant 

views would be appropriate – ‘developments should take into consideration any adverse impacts on 

these views through landscape appraisals and impact studies’. In context of the above it is unclear 

therefore whether the Policy intent is to preclude inappropriate forms of development in locations that 

may harm the character and setting of the Conservation Area, whilst acknowledging some form of 

development may be necessary and appropriate in this context. If this is the case, this should be made 

clear. The policy should be reviewed and revised in this respect. 

 

The Steering Group may consider identifying the ‘fields’ in question as Local Green Space, if it is 

considered this would meet the relevant criteria and result in the level of protection they feel is 

required to protect the character and setting of the Conservation Area. 

 

Map 2 

Delete words last part of sentence text underneath the map, instead say please contact South Lakeland 

District Council. 

 

Map 3 

This needs accompanying with a key – which is available on the SLDC website towncentre-features- 

key.pdf (southlakeland.gov.uk) 

 

Draft Policy AC3 

Reference to ‘sheltered sites below the skyline’, further clarity/definition would help assist how this 

element of the policy can be applied. 
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  The current policy wording covers some aspects of building design (B) which although partly 

relevant to a policy focussing on protecting landscape character, may be better included in Draft 

Policy AC1. 

 

Photos 1 – 4 Page 24- 25 

The significant views illustrated appear to correlate with some of the views listed in Draft Policy 

AC3, but not wholly, example view from Hampsfell to Cartmel. 

 

2.2.7 

Reference now contained in NPPF paragraphs 101-103, update accordingly. 

2.2.12 

May be helpful to explain the role and purpose of the local green space assessment. It may be more 

appropriate to include in the supporting text of the Neighbourhood Plan the conclusions of the Local 

Green Space Assessment currently contained in a separate document – to help provide justification 

for why they have been proposed. 

 

Draft Policy AC4 

Allithwaite Quarry - Part of the site is designated part of Wartbarrow SSSI – see NPPG guidance 

which suggests if the land is already designated then need to consider whether there would be any 

additional benefit gained by designation as Local Green Space. 

 

Note NPPF 2021 paragraph 103 specifies ‘Policies for managing development within a Local Green 

Space should be consistent with those for Green Belts’. It may be appropriate to include additional 

text to the policy along the lines of the provisions of paragraph 103. 

 

Draft Policy AC5 

In recognition development proposals are unique by virtue of their location, scale and type, it may not 

be appropriate to require all the measures identified in the policy to be incorporated. It is suggested 

the policy includes wording ‘as relevant to the proposal under consideration’, this applies to other 

policies where requirements are specified. This would ensure it is clear when to apply policies and 

when not, taking account of the nature of the development proposal at hand. 

 

A covering statement at the outset of the Plan would be beneficial in this regard to aid understanding 

on when and how policies may be applied. 

 

Draft Policy AC5 Criterion B 

This does not flow coherently, full stop required in the first sentence. 
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  Draft Policy AC5 Criterion C 

A reference to achieving net gains for biodiversity would be helpful and relevant. 

 

2.3.2 

Reference to a P4C, suggest the Plan defines what a P4C is. 

 

Draft Policy AC7 Point B 

Reference to potential new routes, are these pedestrian or pedestrians and cycle routes? The 

Neighbourhood Plan could explain further how these will be defined. 

 

2.4.4 

This paragraph may be better placed in the supporting text section relating to Draft Policy AC7. 

 

Draft Policy AC8 – Application of Policy 

It is unclear whether the intent of the policy is to support housing development only within the 

current settlement development boundaries of Allithwaite and Cartmel, and resist any housing 

development outside these areas, or simply to influence development within these locations. 

Justification for the rationale as to why the policy should only be applied to such locations would aid 

understanding of the intent/purpose of the policy. 

 

Existing Local Plan policies CS6.2 and DM11 referenced in the policy apply to all housing 

developments across the South Lakeland Local Plan area for example. 

 

Draft Policy AC8 Criterion A 

Clarification required, need to refer to South Lakeland Local Plan policy requirements, to make clear 

which Local Plan is being applied. 

 

Draft Policy AC8 Criterion B 

This would benefit from splitting out to cover the three different elements it refers to: 

amenity consideration small scale relating well to traditional layouts and have maximised solar gain. 

 

With reference to ‘small scale’, it is unclear what the Plan is seeking to achieve in this respect. If the 

intention is to prevent all housing development outside of settlement boundaries, this would be 

contrary to current Local Plan policy which allows for housing development outside of 

settlement development boundaries in a few exceptional cases; including policy DM14, Rural 

Exception Sites and policy DM15, Essential Dwellings for Workers in the Countryside. 
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  More generally such a policy approach raises potentially significant concerns for opportunities 

to meet future housing needs (delivery of affordable housing and other types of housing) in 

locations both within and outside of the existing settlement boundary. Is the intention of the 

policy to influence the future scale and amount of development within the Parish, by seeking to 

constrain future potential site allocations in reviews of the South Lakeland Local Plan and amounts of 

development allowed under the current Local Plan? And restricting development only within the 

settlement development boundary? 

 

Under current Local Plan policy no thresholds are set for ‘windfall’ developments that may come 

forward within settlement boundaries, and indicative potential capacity figures are given for current 

site allocations. Restricting proposals to small scale may make it difficult to meet affordable housing 

needs on account of viability constraints, or enable specific types of housing meeting other needs 

such as older persons housing to come forward if these are required to meet needs which might result 

in a scale of development not considered ‘small scale’. Reference is made to 1-3 dwellings in 2.4.1, if 

this threshold is to be adopted, the Council raises significant concerns in this context. The Plan should 

clarify what it is seeking to achieve in this respect, and how ‘small scale’ should be defined. 

 

Reference to developments relating well to traditional layouts and maximising solar gain – it may not 

be easy to achieve both at the same time. The orientation of buildings is influenced by site context, 

and in some cases this may not lend itself to traditional layouts and maximising solar gain. It is 

unclear what is meant by ‘traditional layouts’, this needs clarifying. 

 

Draft Policy AC8 Criterion C 

Future proof policy – reference to current Local Plan policies, see comments about reference to 

current policies being superseded by future Local Plan policies during lifetime of the Neighbourhood 

Plan. It is recommended the cross reference to Policy CS6.2 and DM11 is included in a footnote. 

 

2.4.5/2.4.6 

It would be helpful to include figures for Allithwaite and Cartmel separately based on most up to date 

data. Also helpful to include second homes figures for other parts of South Lakeland both within and 

outside of the Lake District and Yorkshire Dales National Parks, to compare and contrast. 

 

It would also be helpful to include figures for other parts of England where Principal Residence 

Policies have been adopted (see further comments below). For example the St Ives Neighbourhood 

Plan specifies in 2011 25% dwellings in the Neighbourhood Plan area were not occupied by a 

resident household, and the Thurlestone Plan area specifies 39% of properties were holiday 

homes/second homes in 2011. 
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  South Lakeland Local Plan Review Housing Topic Paper contains information for each parish in 

South Lakeland and includes a figure of 8.85% 2nd homes for Allithwaite and Cartmel putting it in 

third place in terms of parishes in Local Plan area. This does not tally with the ‘over 10%’ referenced 

in the Neighbourhood Plan. Housing Topic Paper (southlakeland.gov.uk) see Table 24. Our analysis 

was based on October 2020 data taken from Council Tax. It would be helpful to confirm the source of 
the data used in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

2.4.13 

Repetition in part with wording in Paragraph 2.4.10. 

 

Draft Policy AC9 

The policy should clarify its geographic scope – is it intended to apply to the whole Parish or 

Cartmel? There is reference in paragraph 2.4.9 to supporting provision of full time principal residence 

housing in the Cartmel Electoral Division; this covers part of the Lake District National Park and also 

includes Flookburgh but omits Allithwaite. The Neighbourhood Plan includes second home /holiday 

let figures for Cartmel only. 

 

There is a need to provide robust evidence to justify the policy – see St Ives NP and others with 

similar policies (useful guidance provided by other authorities is included below). 

 

As stated it is suggested more detailed information on % second homes and holiday lets for 

Allithwaite and Cartmel is included separately – not as one figure - and compare this to the % of 

these in other parts of South Lakeland (within and outside of the National Parks) and other NP areas 

where a similar requirement has been introduced in adopted NPs e.g. St Ives (policy H2), Lyn Plan 

(policy H3), Thurlestone (policy TP6). For awareness, there are examples of Neighbourhood Plans 

considering Second home restriction policies but Steering Groups have decided not to include them, 

concluding the evidence does not support the sort of policy adopted by St Ives, because the numbers 

are not so acute (example Rye Neighbourhood Plan). 

 

There are also cases of some examiners in the case of Stogumber in Somerset stating the evidence 

provided by the neighbourhood plan promoters was not justification for the imposition of second 

home restrictive conditions (only 8.8% of homes in the parish were identified as having “no usual 

residents’’), this is on a par with figures for Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish as a whole (See article : 

https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1489382/communities-using-neighbourhood-plans-block- 

second-homes). 

http://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1489382/communities-using-neighbourhood-plans-block-
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  In light of the evidence currently available to hand, it is the District Council’s view there is 

insufficient justification for applying a Principal Residence Policy in the Parish based on the 

number of second homes/holiday homes alone, but there may be sufficient justification for 

applying the policy in Cartmel village given the higher levels. 

 

Careful consideration needs to be given to the potential impact such policy requirements may have 

for delivery of housing to meet all housing needs. To what extent may it affect the viability of 

affordable housing development, where open market housing can aid its delivery? Is concern for the 

future sustainability of Cartmel and Allithwaite a reason for the need for this policy? 

 

The introduction of the policy may have implications for accessing the finance to deliver new homes 

subject to Principal Residence conditions, which may affect the viability of new housing schemes. 

We advise the parish review the evidence base supporting the policy in light of the above. 

It is queried why the Policy does not apply to replacement dwellings? 

Background sources: 

 

For reference see the examiner’s report to the St Ives – Neighbourhood Plan: 

https://stivesnplan.files.wordpress.com/2013/08/final-independent-examiners-report-on-the-st.pdf 

Lyn Plan: 

https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/ data/assets/pdf_file/0022/285610/Lyn-Plan-FINAL.pdf 

Thurlestone Plan: 

https://www.thurlestoneparish.co.uk/uploads/4/8/9/6/48967079/tpnp_- 

_final_plan made_version_.pdf 

 

For reference see useful guidance produced by other authorities should be taken into account: 

https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/nt5c5jcl/principal-residence-policies.pdf 

https://www.north-norfolk.gov.uk/media/5590/npg5-housing.pdf 

http://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/
http://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/
http://www.thurlestoneparish.co.uk/uploads/4/8/9/6/48967079/tpnp_-
http://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/nt5c5jcl/principal-residence-policies.pdf
http://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/nt5c5jcl/principal-residence-policies.pdf
http://www.north-norfolk.gov.uk/media/5590/npg5-housing.pdf
http://www.north-norfolk.gov.uk/media/5590/npg5-housing.pdf
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  Draft Policy AC10 

Clause A refers to schemes needing to be well contained within the landscape, the Neighbourhood 

Plan would benefit from defining how a scheme can achieve this. Clause B refers to effective 

screening through planting as a means of containing proposals within a landscape form. It may be 

helpful to join clause A and B together in this regard. 

 

Clause C – this does not read particularly clearly. What is a rigid pattern? 

 

2.5.4 

Not clear why developments in villages cumulatively would not deliver any facilities, assuming 

meaning play facilities? Is this saying on-site facilities? This needs explaining more clearly if the 

case. Is this on the expectation that the scale of any new development will be very limited, and not of 

a scale that would warrant on-site new provision? Is reference to urban areas, meaning towns only? 

 

2.5.5 

With reference to a sum of £200 per bedroom to provide improvements and maintenance to existing 

playgrounds, it is assumed this is to be sought through S106 contributions. Or is the Parish setting out 

how they would use CIL monies to help fund improvements and maintenance?. Under current 

practice, contributions are negotiated with developers based on extent of evidenced needs in 

consultation with South Lakeland District Council. Amounts requested are subject to change and the 

mix of housing proposed. Any setting of developer contributions would need to be subject to 

Viability testing. It is inappropriate for the Neighbourhood Plan to set such requirements, and 

reference should be deleted. 

 

Appendix 3 Evidence Base 

Some of the documents listed are rather historic, and it is suggested the Appendices is updated to 

reflect most up to date position. For example the most recent SLDC’s Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment was updated in 2017, SLDC’s latest Infrastructure Delivery Plan is the 2017 version. 

Cumbria County Council Parking Guidelines in Cumbria 2002 is out of date superseded by Cumbria 

Design Guide. 

 

Local Green Spaces 

General 

Update accordingly as appropriate – references to NPPF 2021 

 

1.2 

Was the assessment not also informed by feedback from the consultation undertaken in 2019? 
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  1.7 / 3.2 

SLDC did not apply a Local Green Space methodology to produce the Core Strategy and Land 

Allocation DPD. It is unclear what is being referred to here. Delete reference to such a methodology. 

 

3.3 

Further information is referenced; however, it is not clear where this can be found on the website. 

What is being referred to here? Suggest citing source of further information to aid usability. 

 

Assessment Methodology 

The methodology used as part of the assessment is not clear. There is reference to Tests being applied, 

how do the Tests relate to the criteria in NPPF Paragraph 102? Criterion A proximity and C extensive 

tract of land are referred to in the assessment, but it would help if these were included in the wording 

next to where it says Test with a cross reference to the NPPF criteria. This will help to explain how the 

criteria has been used to inform the assessment. 

 

Would be helpful to indicate level of community support identified through consultation for each of 

the proposed designations. There is reference in Appendix 3 to consultation feedback on the proposed 

Local Green Spaces, but it is not clear which spaces received support. There is reference in the 

Assessment to sites having been put forward through Community Consultation, does this imply the 

sites were suggested by the community and not the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group? 

 

A cross reference to NPPG guidance on Local Green Space Designation could be beneficial. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and- 

local-green-space 

 

Allithwaite Quarry 

Repeat previous comments made above. Part of the site is designated part of Wartbarrow SSSI – see 

NPPG guidance which suggests if the land is already designated then need to consider whether there 

would be any additional benefit gained by designation as Local Green Space. 

 

Proximity is also an issue, how accessible is the space to the community? (distance, ease of access, 

walking and cycling, safe access?) NPPG states for example, if public access is a key factor, then the 

site would normally be within easy walking distance of the community served. 

 

Land ownership 

Has contact been made with landowners of each of the proposed local green spaces? 

http://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-
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  A Local Green Space does not need to be in public ownership. However, the local planning authority 

(in the case of local plan making) or the qualifying body (in the case of neighbourhood plan making) 

should contact landowners at an early stage about proposals to designate any part of their land as Local 

Green Space. Landowners will have opportunities to make representations in respect of proposals in a 

draft plan. 

 

Local Design Code 

General 

Reference to July 2020 date – should this not be September 2021? 

Timespan of the plan – check these refer to 2029.. page 6 reference to 2026. 

A proof read is required, checking typos for example Page 23 ‘circuitous’ needs amending. 

 

National Planning Policy 

Ensure references as appropriate reflect updated NPPF 2021. Ensure Sections 12 and 16 are included. 

 

Figure 6 

The map requires changes to ensure it is accurate in its cross reference to the current Local Plan 

policies map. It is requested the designations shown in the accompanying key to the Local Plan 

policies map are included on the map and referenced accordingly in the key, and a clearer distinction 

made between the colours used to denote the proposed Local Green Spaces and those for other green 

spaces, The Quarry for example appears to be an outdoor sport facility or public open space – colour is 

not clear, and it is neither. 

 

Area to the north of Jack Hill and west of Holme Lane and East of Church Road all shows as Amenity 

Open Space should be covered by Amenity Open Space with no public access designation. 

Area to the north of Primary School and St Marys Church should be shown as Amenity Open Space 

with no public access. 

 

Area to the west of Allithwaite Community Orchard should be shown as Amenity Open Space with no 

public access 

 

Omission – include area if land to the west of St Marys Church as amenity open space with no public 

access. 
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  Figure 7 

The map requires changes to ensure it is accurate in its cross reference to the current Local Plan 

policies map. It is requested the designations shown in the accompanying key to the Local Plan 

policies map are included on the map and referenced accordingly in the key: 

 

Omission – land to the south of the cemetery needs to be shown as public open space. 

Reference to Amenity Space in the key should say Amenity Open Space with no public access 

Figure 8/9 

Helpful to include source of information and date, caveat as information at a point in time. 

 

Figure 41 

Land South of Green Lane 

Land South of Green Lane – this has planning permission, suggest this is deleted. 
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APPENDIX E 

Residents On-line Responses 
Location Date Comments 

Allithwaite 18 Sept 21 Dear Mike, 
Thank you for information about the NDP, and request for responses to AC1-11. 

 

Unfortunately, the consultants commissioned by our Parish made no mention of this:- 

“..everyone’s “statutory right to an allotment” (we devote 10 times more land to golf courses). Any 

reform must begin, however, he argues, with a determined end to the secrecy around ownership.” 

It is a quotation from a review of Guy Shrubsole’s book ‘Who owns England’, which has recently 

been brought to my attention. It relates to land use in the Parish, which the NDP pays little attention 

to. Yet agricultural land use is a major part of the Parish’s activities. In accordance with calls to 

reduce livestock farming (as part of reducing greenhouse gas production), land in the Parish could be 

developed for vegetable production under Poly-tunnels. Would they be seen to be negative impacts 

upon views and rejected? 

 

Also, the consultants made no reference to statements on how SLDC and CCC plan to tackle climate 

change, species extinctions or Earth’s “existential crises”, to quote the UN Secretary General, 

Antonio Guterres. 

 

https://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/media/7208/climate-change-action-plan-accessible.pdf 

 

This story of frustrated community effort, in Totnes, could be a useful lesson for the Allithwaite & 

Cartmel NDP. Please circulate the article to your Council colleagues. 

 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021/sep/15/england-right-to-build-laws-totnes-devon- 
housing 

 

With thanks, 

 
Location Date Comments 

Allithwaite 4 Oct 21 Thank you for inviting us to comment on the local plans. The volume of information provided 

online in the full document is overwhelming and some of it is technical and legally not easy to 

understand. 

http://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/media/7208/climate-change-action-plan-accessible.pdf
http://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/media/7208/climate-change-action-plan-accessible.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021/sep/15/england-right-to-build-laws-totnes-devon-
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021/sep/15/england-right-to-build-laws-totnes-devon-
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  We therefore will just make a few comments so that our feedback might be useful to the survey. 
 

1.  Housing should concentrate on homes for locals and provide low cost, but good quality, 

homes for young people and provision of council houses. The focus should not be on second 

homes and holiday lets which should be discouraged. 

2. The area is saturated with caravan parks and lodges so further expansion should be 

prohibited. Traffic, water supplies, sewage problems etc. result from these overdevelopments 

which do nothing to enhance the landscapes and character of the area. 

3. “Mobile” stables soon become shabby and have additional huts/storage sited with them. They 
are frequently untidy and unsightly and do not enhance any situation. 

4. Open landscapes and green spaces are vital for mental health wellbeing and provide havens 

for wildlife. 

5. Provision for pedestrian safety is important as we should encourage more walking activities 
for health and reduction of traffic emissions. 

6. Many people think that their comments and ideas will not make any difference to the 
outcome of the neighbourhood plan. 

 

Location Date Comments 

Allithwaite 22 Oct 21 TO: 

South Lakeland District Council Members for Grange-over-Sands 

Lead Officer, The Strategy Team at South Lakeland District Council 

Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Council 

RE: SOUTH LAKELAND LOCAL PLAN REVIEW - ISSUES AND OPTIONS 

CONSULTATION 2021 

 

The focus of this response is Allithwaite, LA11: 

 

SLDC References: 

Land immediately south of Allithwaite, adjacent to Jack Hill Lane and Blenket Farm, Allithwaite, 

Call for Sites Ref 2020-CfS-51 

Land to north of Bracken Edge, Holme Lane, Allithwaite, Call for Sites Ref 2020-CfS-61 
Clover Field, north-east of Bracken Edge Allithwaite Call for Sites Ref 2020-CfS-16 

In particular: 

Land at junction of Allithwaite Road and Holme Lane Allithwaite Call for Sites Ref 2020-CfS-34 

Land adjoining Tally Ho, adjacent to Greendales off Church Rd, Allithwaite, Call for Sites Ref 

2020-CfS-79 
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  We are submitting this response by email as the consultation survey process is cumbersome. Please 

ensure that a spart of the democratic process this correspondence is considered as part of the 

consultation review. 

 

Please be advised that the supporting documents contains errors and inaccurate assumptions. The 

scoping documents appear to have been populated via a desk top exercise using historic data. This 

does not reflect due diligence. There is an assumption that growth sustains local amenities. This is 

not validated by the delivery of the recent developments in Allithwaite as since the 2012 Local Plan, 

local services and assets have been lost despite the growth in the village. 

 

Location Date Comments 

Allithwaite 24 Oct 21 AC7 - Public rights of way: Public Footpaths are considered an important facility to as they 

contribute to the villagers’ health and well-being. 

Have the existing footpaths permissive or otherwise been assessed? 

How are you ensuring that these are not impacted by development? 

Have you identified sites/routes for new footpaths and where are these listed? 
 

AC11 - Protecting existing services and facilities: We have the lost Allithwaite Institute which was 

owned by the Diocese of Carlisle. This community resource has been converted into a dwelling. We 

were aware of three projects that would have sought ownership of the institute and retained it for 

community use. 

 
Proposals that would result in the loss of valued facilities or services which support the local 
community (or premises last used for such purposes) should only be permitted where: 

It can be demonstrated that the current use is not viable and not likely to become viable. 

It can be demonstrated, through evidenced research, that there is no local demand for the use and that 

the building/site is not needed for any alternative social, community or leisure use. 

Alternative facilities and services are available, or replacement provision is made, of at least 

equivalent standard, in a location that is accessible to the community it serves with good access by 

public transport or by cycling or walking. 
 

Sport and Recreation Facilities: 

Require developers to provide open space and green areas within a development and where 

appropriate, or to provide land and/or a financial contribution towards the cost and maintenance of 

existing or new facilities, as appropriate. 
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  Developers could be asked to contribute to and enhance existing amenities such as clubhouses, 
community meeting spaces, pavilions, car parking and ancillary facilities. 

 

Communications: Broadband and mobile communications are important to the sustainability of 

rural communities by enabling working from home and online shopping. Since the new 

developments in Allithwaite have been delivered, there have been occasions where there has been a 

drop in the broadband speed. It will be important to ensure that future broadband provision in the 

village keeps pace with improvements to technology. 

 

The location of mobile phone masts can have a detrimental impact on the character of the 

countryside. Masts should be designed and sited to minimise intrusion and visual impact and 

proposals should be accompanied by a landscape and visual assessment. (Holme Lane and Kirkhead 

Road is becoming unsightly). The plan should ensure that: 

 

Apparatus is designed and sited to minimise intrusion and visual impact 

The numbers of radio and telecommunications masts is kept to a minimum consistent with the 

efficient operation of the network. 

 

Proposals are sited to minimise the impacts on the rural character of the settlements, having regard to 
the landscape character of the area and the important views as identified in the plan. 

 

Broadband: New development should contribute towards the provision of infrastructure suitable to 

enable the delivery of high-speed broadband services in the villages. As a minimum, suitable ducting 

to industry standards should be provided to the public highway that can accept fibre optic cabling or 

other emerging technology. Other forms of infrastructure, such as facilities supporting mobile 

broadband and Wi-Fi, should be included where possible and viable. 

 

Infrastructure: All development should be expected to contribute to the infrastructure requirements 

for the villages in accordance with SLDC’s 

CIL Framework. 

 

Planning permission should only be granted where the infrastructure necessary to make the scheme 

acceptable in planning terms can be delivered. 

 

As a result of the consultations for the Community Led Plan and the Neighbourhood plan has the 

Parish Council considered developing an Infrastructure Investment Plan for: 
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  Highways 
Protected green open spaces 

Allotments 

Play areas 

Footpaths 

Traffic Calming 

Village gateway enhancements to define settlement boundaries 

 

Quarry – develop a stand-alone policy for protected habitats and species 

 

Location Date Comments 

Cartmel 28 Oct 21 General Comments 

I am generally in favour of the plan: YES 

I would like to see changes to the plan: YES 

 

Comments on the plan overall: 

We are supportive of the plan and thank the working group for their efforts getting it to this point. 

With a view to future proofing the plan, we believe that it should be carefully reviewed against the 

Lake District National Park policies and criteria etc so that it is neither less nor more onerous should 

the Parish or parts of it be taken into the Park. 

 

Some statements within the Plan should be bolder - ambiguity will create issues around decision 

making, enforcement and potential litigation particularly from ambitious developers. Examples in 

the Plan, will be commented on later in our input. 

 

The policies must be underpinned by clear unambiguous definitions to deter developers and land 

owners challenging them at planning and appeal. The introduction says, “all planning applications 

will have to comply with our Neighbourhood Plan”. We are unclear if the current role of SLDC 

decision making and professionally qualified planners, conservation officers etal will cease and all 

such decisions will be made by volunteer councillors. 

 

We assume that when the PC reviews planning applications now and supports or objects that this is 

against a set of prescribed criteria, and yet when the application proceeds to SLDC decisioning, PC 

input is often ignored. If there is a two tiered decision approach going forward, then the potential for 

both bodies reviewing an application against different sets of criteria will continue… 
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  How does this Plan sit with the Article 4 Direction that has been sought for the conservation area for 

a number of years and still appears to be lost in Kendal’s machinery? The criteria should be 

identical. 

 

Missing from the draft Plan: 

Alterations to existing property. 

Article 4 Direction adoption. 

Non residential developments, changes of use, commercial premises, public buildings. 

Policy to manage traffic levels, speeds etc - as referred to in the brochure, “chief bugbear”. 

Parking strategy within villages in order to protect residents particularly at busy times. 

Parking strategy to support local businesses and schools employees. 
 

Comments on objectives: 

Obj 1: “raise awareness of” - what does this really practically mean? How? 

Obj 2: be bold - “inappropriate” change to “any”. Important green spaces and views of them should 
be documented and available, similar to the SLDC 2009 map. 

Obj 8: “remains” - many would argue it is out of kilter now and has changed dramatically in recent 
times 

Obj 9: be bold - “proportional” - what’s the basis for judging that? For every 100 houses, a lodge 

can be built? As the villages grow in dwellings, so too could the lodge parks…. Needs a better 

definition 

 

Design Principles 

AC1 YES: should include alterations too. Be bold - “will be expected to respond positively to the 

key attributes” - instead, “must adhere to” 

“All new developments will be supported when they have taken into account…” - a developer can 

“take something into account” but ignore it. Where is the Allithwaite and Cartmel Design Code? 
 

AC2 ?: alterations too. The 2009 Appraisal must be the definitive test for any domestic or 

commercial applications within or adjacent to the conservation area that could be seen from any of 

the viewpoints marked on that appraisal plan. 

 

AC3 YES: alterations too. Hedgerows to be native species in rural areas. 

 

AC4 YES: all places listed are community recreational areas. There are other defined green spaces 

and views listed which should have the same protection and should be clearly identified on a map. 
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  The same stronger wording used in this policy could apply to the open spaces identified in 
AC2. “Special circumstances” needs definition of what is and isn’t special. 

 

AC5 YES: do we have any “international, national or locally designated sites”? Where is this 

documented? Should include trees too - especially the designated Ancient Woodland areas. Should 

include waterways and flood plains too… 

 

AC6 YES: Should apply to other types of pollution too, eg noise and waste. Poor management of 

both severely impact our wildlife and our enjoyment. 

 

Especially relevant to non-residential premises such as commercial and public buildings. 

Just on dark skies ambition - Cartmel secondary school outside lights sited very high up, powerful 

and on throughout the night! 

 

AC7 YES: we are not supportive of pavements in a rural area and if this is seen to be a key solution 

to aid movement we would be against this policy statement. Some rural areas have designated green 

lanes warning motorists of their use by pedestrians, cyclists, horse riders etc and with 15 or 20 MPH 

limits. One of the most avoided connecting lanes is Haggs Lane which immediately after the village 

boundary becomes 60MPH zone with blind bends made worse by unmanaged overhanging hedges. 

 

AC7 and AC6 must tie in together to manage safety risks. 

 

AC8 NO: we think the wording of this policy may not be as you aimed for - it reads to us that the 

PC will “support” ie say yes to all new developments within the village boundaries so long as there 

is a level of affordable housing. Turn the policy wording around and drop the use of the word 

“support” to simply state that developers must provide the prescribed level of affordable houses in 

this development proposal. 

 

The wording is so weak in this policy. Be bold. 
“Developers must…” 

Also add: “Developers must not trade off affordable housing levels between developments in other 

locations”. 

 

“Developers must not attempt to reduce the ratio of affordable housing on scurrilous grounds once 

plans have been approved citing site issues which could reasonably have been identified at time of 

purchase”. 
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  There seems a gap in the provision of local housing for short term rentals. Especially relevant for 

transitory hospitality trade employees, the vast majority travel in individually by car exacerbating the 

parking and level of traffic problems further. This isn’t covered in the design document but seems to 

be a community challenge… 

 

AC9 YES: can this be enforced? What about at point of resale? 

 

AC10 YES: Objective 9 refers to containment and size of parks. AC10 policy statement only talks 

to screening…. 

 

There is evidence of screening being imposed as a condition to planning consent being later removed 
to enable further lodge development. 

 

Screening should include native evergreen species for effective screening in winter months. 

AC10 wording should equally apply to all new housing developments. 

 
AC11 YES: re technology link - care - some developers meet this requirement by installing 
technology which subsequently becomes prohibitive to switching and upgrades. 

Be bold - “Developers must show they have considered and acted to ensure that there is no adverse 
impact on the infrastructure” - this is weak. 

 

Well done, thanks for your work. 

 

Location Date Comments 

Allithwaite 29 Oct 21 I write to make comments on the Plan. 
I have had several attempts to wade through all the information in the notes and am very impressed 

by the time that has been spent preparing it and the attention to detail but have found it too 

complicated and confusing to tie my comments to the Policy points (AC1, AC”, etc) 

 

Particularly I have not been able to locate the plan of the proposed sites suggested for development 

of housing, though I think I have a fair idea of the fields suggested. 

 

As background I would explain that I was born in Allithwaite and attended Allithwaite School and St 
Mary’s Church. From the age of 11 I have lived and farmed on the Winder Moor Plain, always 
within the Allithwaite parish boundary so have witnessed all the developments over the past 70+ 
years. 
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  Although I have no desire to preserve the parish in aspic I see the gradual erosion of the essence of 
what makes Allithwaite such a special place. 

 

The narrow roads and lanes are already overburdened with traffic, much of which is generated by it 

being the main link to Flookburgh and the huge caravan site and industrial units and lodge parks and 

additional houses in that parish. 

 

In Allithwaite village there are now so many more people and many more cars that it seems to have 

become quite a problem travelling through and gaining access to various areas, with parking on the 

roadside the only option for many is to park on the roadside or pavement. 

 

In essence: 

The narrow roads and lanes do not lend themselves to coping with any more traffic. 

The village no longer has a general store or Post Office so everyone has to travel (usually by car) to 

Grange or beyond for provisions 

The present bus service is inadequate for people who do not drive or are older and no longer drive. 

Low rise properties in smaller groups for local young people and older people wishing to down-size 

would be good and less obtrusive. 
 

The retention of green spaces within the village (some of which have already been lost) are a vital 

part of its attraction. 

 
Definitely not more Lodge parks or caravan sites. (The narrow lane past Wraysholme Tower is 
increasingly used as a rat-run by people avoiding Flookburgh Square). 

 

Holiday home owners put a huge burden on the infrastructure. In fact if the infrastructure could be 

retained as it is it would be a good limitation to what is allowed. 

 

I could go on and on! I am not against changes in the right places and the right proportions but much 

of what I have read makes me very uneasy about the future of our beautiful area. 

 
 

I see that the committee have put an enormous amount of effort and thought into preserving the 

essence of Allithwaite and the surrounding area but past experience has shown me that planning laws 

and planners have a propensity to find ways around unacceptable propositions and that planning 

appeals are often passed by inspectors with no connection to the area. 
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  This causes huge disappointment and makes people feel there is no point in objecting to any 
planning applications. 

 

I do wish you well with what you are trying to do. 
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Appendix 1 – Early Community Engagement July 2016 

Poster advertising the event 

Your Opportunity to 

Shape Allithwaite 

and Cartmel 

Villages Future 

Invitation to Neighbourhood Planning 

‘Drop In’ Events 

Lower Allithwaite Parish Council is holding a series of ‘drop 

in’ presentations during July to help plan future developments: 

 Housing

 Community Issues

 Transport and the Environment

 
These ‘drop in’ presentations will take place: 

 CARTMEL VILLAGE HALL

WEDNESDAY 13TH JULY 2016 – 2PM – 8PM 

 ALLITHWAITE COMMUNITY CENTRE

TUESDAY 19TH JULY 2016 – 2PM – 8PM 

Further information can be accessed on: www.allithwaite.com 

http://www.allithwaite.com/
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Presentation to residents 
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Website screenshots 
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Appendix 2 – Responses received to July 

2016 consultation 

GETTING ABOUT THE AREA – PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE ACCESS 
 

Allithwaite 

 Good idea to re-establish footpath from Allithwaite via Quarry to B5277

 New footpath through Quarry to Grange is a great idea

 B5277 – 20mph signs through village and pedestrian signs

 Vicarage Lane is a rat run where people race

 Make it a bridleway from the start

 Traffic on B2577 should be 20mph. Speed limit between Yakkers pub and Pheasant 

pub – signs to warn drivers of people and children walking in road

 Mandatory 20mph in both villages

 Templand Lane is now a rat run for the white van brigade. Dangerous! Could also do 

with a dog bin on here since lodge visitors

 Templand Lane Lodge development application, if this is approved it’ll cause access 

problems with extra traffic in very narrow lane

 Footpath needed from Templand Lane (Pastures) to Cartmel – many people use this 

dangerous road to walk

 Mandatory 20mph in both villages

 Templand Lane is now a rat run for the white van brigade. Dangerous! Could also do 

with a dog bin on here since lodge visitors

 Templand Lane Lodge development application, if this is approved it’ll cause access 

problems with extra traffic in very narrow lane

 

Cartmel 

 Create a relief road across fields for heavy race traffic

 Access to car park via track though woods on race days, not through village

 LANP7 – whilst cars are encouraged to use the racecourse car park, this means they 

enter and then leave via the centre of the village. Plans should be put in hand 

(quickly) to make it one way in and then out via Cark Shaw’s. This in turn could lead 

to a one-way system being adopted

 LANP7 – heavy goods traffic including fairground trailers, horse boxes and caravans 

should be banned from entering the village conservation area and Holker should 

make alternative provision.

 20mph speed limit, traffic calming – road narrowing and sleeping policemen – more 

warning signs

 Greater control of traffic and visitors for the races, businesses may prosper but 

residents don’t.

 Ban all HGV through Cartmel

 Further iffy places if you are walking to Cartmel along Cartmel Road – buses, 

including school buses and cars need to slow down

 Mandatory 20mph in both villages
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 Many walkers and dog walkers would hate traffic going through the park and Cark 

Shaw’s. Village traffic can be difficult and thankfully slow but rarely dangerous

 Road narrowing system outside primary school could use revision

 
GENERAL COMMENTS ON PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE ACCESS 

 
 

General 

 

 Infrastructure including surface water run off

 Caravan park – parking? Density issues, footpath off site for pedestrians and cyclist 

access to main road and quiet lanes

 Restriction in lease periods ie some advertise 100-year lease, should be say 10?

 Restrict severely new sites for lodges and caravans. They detract from the rural 

ambience

 Agree with LANP16, adding that screening should not impair views from footpaths, 

roads etc

 Lodge/permanent van site on Templand Lane would be inappropriate. I hope SLDC 

planning turn it down as it will alter the Templand area very substantially to its 

detriment. Anyway, do we need yet more caravans/lodges?

 What will all the residents of new houses do? travel to Ulverston / Barrow / Kendal 

like most people already do creating dormitory villages.

 The application for 12? Caravans / lodges ½ way along Templand Lane MUST be 

turned down. Reasons too many to write here (objection letter posted to planning 

department).

 Too many lodges already

 

 

EMPLOYMENT 
 

Allithwaite 
 

 There is nothing for Allithwaite businesses in this plan

 There are no sites suitable for people to build businesses in Allithwaite

Cartmel 
 

 Try to encourage long term / permanent employment

 No more lodges

 Rural gardens should not be classified as brownfield sites.

 

 
ENVIRONMENT 

 

General 
 

 No building on fields B and C thanks.
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 Yes to dark skies

 Yes to dark skies

 Keep dark skies (as currently at Templand end of Allithwaite.

 Yes to hedgerows and open spaces. Yes to enhancing/complementing local 

townscape, but can be contemporary design

 New streetlights should be of the down light variety, reduces upward light 

pollution without sacrificing downward visibility

 Dark skies are a valuable asset. Streetlamps used to go off at midnight when I 

was growing up – saves energy

 Strongly support dark skies. Agree strongly that views A, B and C be 

protected

 I support dark skies

 Support dark sky policy and need to keep suburbanising and intrusive street 

lighting to a minimum

 All development seems aimed at Cartmel and leaves Allithwaite with no 

shops, businesses or ways to develop

 We need to conserve areas of B and C in Allithwaite and A in Cartmel

 The open views suggested here are very important and should be protected at 

all costs

 Blanket policy, Cumbria landscapes policy. Dry stone walls support habitats 

and preserve landscapes – designate specific walls.

 I value all of the green / open spaces and views surrounding fells/countryside

 Protection of green swathe running north / south through the village – doesn’t 

say which village

 

 
DEVELOPMENT 

 

Allithwaite 
 

 Beck under field at Green Lane site

 Development should be in fill only, the village boundary should not be 

extended

 Dark skies, existing street lights in Allithwaite should be put on timers so that 

dark skies are available after midnight say, would save energy.

 View of Morecambe Bay from the churchyard and Church road, in spite of 

Heysham power plant.

 Allithwaite Parish field and Orchard must be a protected green space.

 Development along Green Lane must include significant green space.

 Please make sure that field B is protected

 A, C, D, F and G essential outlooks to be retained

 Beck under field at Green Lane site
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 Development should be in fill only, the village boundary should not be 

extended

 Dark skies, existing street lights in Allithwaite should be put on timers so that 

dark skies are available after midnight say, would save energy.

 View of Morecambe Bay from the churchyard and Church road, in spite of 

Heysham.

 Allithwaite Parish field and Orchard must be a protected green space.

 Development along Green Lane must include significant green space.

 

 
Cartmel 

 

 Corner of Priest Lane – view across paddock to Fairfield Lodge

 Cloggerbeck stream viewed from playground

 Vital to ensure Farmery Field is kept an open green space and view

 Farmery Field (development) should not be allowed, it will obstruct view in 

village

 Farmery Fields - protect the views from the road up the valley which will be 

lost by the size and especially the height of these field shelters.

 Farmery Field should not only be protected against any building / development 

but should be managed as a community resource.

 Farmery Field to be protected at all costs

 Farmery Field to be designated as an area to be protected against future 

hosing development due to its’ proximity to the Priory

 Templand Gate view, yes as extremely popular walking route

 Dark sky, yes important

 Dark skies, if lighting needed then must be in keeping with the environment, 

especially in conservation area

 Dark skies policy spot on – agree x 2

 Support dark skies

 Keep Cartmel without street lights

 Support dark skies

 Dark sky policy – new developments should not need lighting, no different to 

old parts

 Is there a clear plan on how point d, materials and layouts link with the desire 

to be more carbon neutral?

 All existing open spaces in the village need to be protected.

 

 
DESIGN 

 

Allithwaite 
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 The views from Allithwaite are worthy of protection

 Although not currently attractive, solar panels should be mandatory on all new 

housing.

 No more, and no more expansion of caravan / lodge sites.

 Fields and open views must be preserved.

 Any development should conform to existing ‘type’ excluding the Persimmon 

estate.

Cartmel 
 

 I support the view about item D. There needs to be a balance between 

window size linked to historic integrity and point L, larger windows for solar 

gain.

 Larger windows are very desirable in modern housing now we have the 

technology to achieve this economically, it is perfectly possible and desirable.

 To have design referencing local characteristics and materials yet also having 

the lighter more open buildings we now prefer

 Policy LANP2, item d) Quality design can complement traditional detailing. 

Restricting design to only have traditional solid to void relationship would be 

highly detrimental to the design of quality buildings and extensions. Robust 

details can be produced in other materials to stone and render. Applied 

features can also add to quality if carried out with care, design and detail.

 Neighbourhood Plan objectives and 5 and 4 – also to include reducing speed 

on all roads towards and in Cartmel to ensure safety of pedestrians, cyclists, 

horse riders, mobility scooters

 Robust detail does not mean using only traditional materials

 Need to have Graham Darlington proceed with the Conservation Management 

Plan.

 Design in Conservation area, key words are conserve and enhance

 Outlook towards and from village needs protection

 

 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENTS ALMOND BANK, BARN HEY AND LAND 

BETWEEN GREEN LANE AND VICARAGE LANE 

Allithwaite 
 

 The B5277 needs improving before any development of either Almond Bank 

or Barn Hey starts

 Affordable housing is what is needed in both villages. Local Occupancy 

conditions are essential on any permission

 Prioritise slowing speed of traffic and creating affordable housing

 Green Lane/Vicarage Lane, I support paragraphs 2,3 and 4. Think 22 houses 

would be 10 too many. – avoid overcrowding.
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 Green Lane/Vicarage Lane can’t cope with houses on this site

 Green Lane and Vicarage Lane – 22 is a lot and this is valuable green space. 

22 leads = 44 more vehicles on single track lanes

 63 new homes for Allithwaite???? Is this affordable housing??? Where are the 

jobs??

 This means a lot more traffic on Vicarage Lane and on the Square. It isn’t just 

a matter of slowing down the traffic

 Green Lane/Vicarage Lane was turned down as unsuitable for development 

about 20 years ago. All the reasons for rejection then still apply. How did it get 

on the plan?

 

 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENTS OLD STABLE YARD AND HAGGS LANE 

 

Cartmel 
 

 Old Stable yard – too many houses

 Not happy with vehicle access from Priest Lane to Old Stable Yard

 Priest Lane cannot cope with more access – traffic, the corner by L’Enclume 

often gridlocked, as is Barn Garth/Priest Lane junction

 How can you protect hedges and move them? – was answered on sheet

 How about making Cartmel a one-way system?

 Pedestrian route through to Priest Lane an excellent idea Hesketh Wood bend

– the road is a danger to pedestrians crossing in this area NOW. The exit 

proposed for traffic from s side proposal and new housing exit from n side will 

be hazardous to say the least. A mini roundabout NOT solution – this is 

irresponsible. 

 Old Stable yard – too many houses

 Not happy with vehicle access from Priest Lane to Old Stable Yard

 Yet many more vehicles passing into and through the village. What a 

nightmare!

 Existing developments on Haggs Lane = x? = 15 + 39 – far too many in too 

short a time frame versus gradual evolution to grow village to today’s level.

 Very opposed to idea of mini roundabout which would be an unsightly 

approach to the village.

 No, not a mini roundabout surely?

 A mini roundabout in this ancient village. BONKERS.

 Mini roundabout definitely NOT in keeping

 Not against new housing sensitively done, but must be as much affordable to 

keep families in village and schools used.

 Haggs Lane, too many houses. Poor design.

 Holker appear to ride roughshod over anybody’s opinion and do their own 

thing. They need curtailing.
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 Cartmel, especially Haggs Lane does NOT need any more homes. Why spoil 

our village. A very dangerous access.

 Far too many houses. Potential flood plain – remember the OLD TARN

QUARRY 
 

Quarry 
 

 A nature/butterfly site at the Quarry will be beneficial to school children as well 

as the flora/fauna. Plants can’t grow anywhere

 The quarry is not being managed properly as a conservation area for wildlife 

ie birds, deer, rabbits, foxes etc, just butterflies

 Cows coming through would keep paths open. Nettles and glass covering 

paths.

 No need for gate. Butterfly people not maintaining it for wild life. Stile at top of 

lane.

 Nettles have just been let to grow, it should not just be for butterflies as this 

quarry belongs to the people of Allithwaite and should be able to be used by 

them. But development should include conservation and habitat for birds and 

animals and access for people to observe and see more wildlife. Need more 

control of brambles, nettles and undergrowth.

 Quarry may be good for butterflies

 Good idea to develop quarry and establish as public amenity

 A nature/butterfly site at the Quarry will be beneficial to school children as well 

as the flora/fauna. Plants can’t grow anywhere

 Very good idea

 Quarry does not need developing. Cut path once a year, maintain lime kiln.

 Butterfly people stopping people going to the quarry

 Lime kiln full of asbestos. Also council sign at quarry?

 Quarry sign saying no work being done during breeding season (gone now) 

Needs tidying up again

GENERAL COMMENTS 
 

Comments 
 

 012 hectares or less could be too small and result in overcrowding

 support the agricultural buildings policy

 support the principal residence requirement

 need to protect children walking and cycling along the roads in the village

 safer route to school – priority the narrows, very difficult corner by square ?

 Allithwaite is not a pedestrian friendly village =-need for link footpaths – 

condition for? (couldn’t decipher)

 Avoid crowding houses in new developments
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 Level of development being allowed depressing. Area will lose its villages to 

become a linear urban sprawl. Only houses needed are housing association 

properties for young families to rent – plenty of expensive houses for sale in 

the area.

 No further development except in precise areas already agreed for 

development

 Too much traffic. Already the village (Allithwaite) is too big

 allow for green space in between to keep village feel

 villages by definition include green spaces, don’t in fill at all

 Need to allow for progress as well as trying to keep the local character

 too much use of Quarry Lane now to community centre, another extended 

road should have been through Greendale’s

 we do not need more housing before jobs

 I would like to see some barns staying as barns, but when converted, require 

provision for owls, bats and birds to roost and nest

 What about a design panel to comment on proposals – perhaps with local 

architects?

 Support being open to sympathetic modern design

 All these comments and not a mention of the bus service – 14.30 Monday – 

Friday for last bus disgraceful – couldn’t use it for getting to work if you wanted 

to

 Re draft policy LANP13 the site B is regarded as’ infill plot’. By whom? What is 

the definition of an infill plot?

 Create a Parish Action in the Neighbourhood Plan to prompt developers to 

think about vehicle access and restrictions during development phase 

particularly in out of the way sites with narrow lanes/tight bends (eg artic lorry 

going to Haggs Lane couldn’t turn at the Pig and Whistle)
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Appendix 3 – Informal Consultation 

September 2019 
Poster 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood 

Plan 

Your parish needs your views 

‘Future Development and The Neighbourhood Plan’ 

Two drop in events are being held to enable the community make comments and suggestions in respect 

to the neighbourhood Plan including suggested early draft policies. A questionnaire is available at the 

drop-in sessions and also on the website: www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan. 

The two drop-in events will be held on the following dates and we welcome everyone to come and give 

their views; 

 Thursday 12th September at 4pm to 7.30pm in Cartmel Village Hall and 

 Friday 13th September at 4pm to 7.30pm in Allithwaite Community Centre. 

All relevant documents are available on the parish council website to view and download: 

www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk. 

When completed but not overriding/overriding National Planning Guidelines, and strategic policies in 

the South Lakeland Local Plan, our Neighbourhood Plan policies will are current thinking is they 

should cover; 

 The form and design of future development 

 Protecting the character and nature of the surrounding landscape. 

 Identifying and protecting green spaces 

 Improving footways and cycleways 

 Principle Residence requirement (ie: limiting second homes?) 

 Possible control of caravan and chalet parks 

 Provision of community facilities. 

Attendees will be invited to comment on the suggested early draft policies, vision and objectives which 

will influence the how you feel about what is being suggested in the Neighbourhood Plan and how, and 

whether other things should be covered as well. 

http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk/
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Should you be unable to attend all relevant documents are available on the Parish Council website and 

can be downloaded on www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk. 

Questionnaire analysis Allithwaite 
Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Neighbourhood Development Plan 
2019 – 2025 

 

ALLITHWAITE DROP-IN 13th SEPTEMBER 2019 
 

A total of 51 attended on the day. Post-it comments totalled 

Completed Questionnaires received on the day = 10 - comments as follows:- 

Section 1 – Introduction and Background 

Q 1 –  Do you agree with this vision for the parish?  Yes – 8 No - 1 

Q2 – Have you any suggestions to improve the vision for the parish? 

 Improve the bus service round the villages – should improve carbon emissions also!

 As much as a community as possible.

 Add..... Traffic Management .... safer village and ‘with enhanced public transport
links’ 

 “Traffic managed has resulted in a quieter, safer village” is not a vision. But yes, a 
quieter safer village should be a vision – not just through traffic management. 
Reduce noise from power tools, particularly grass cutting as holiday estates expand. 
Q3 – Do you agree that these objectives are relevant to the parish and the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan?

 I question what is meant by ‘a number of developments’, but these should be kept to 
a minimum.

 Strong Community

 The villages will be linked to each other and the wider area by a public transport 
network consisting of frequent and reliable buses.

 Traffic management is almost non-existent, Church Rd at evenings and weekends is 
an accident waiting to happen; very often cars are forced onto the pavement just 
below the school entrance.

 There are no pedestrian or cycle routes in the village except the Church Rd footpaths 
and below the Post Office; to walk to the main road is exceeding dangerous with no 
traffic management or warnings to beware of pedestrians.

 

Q3 – Do you agree that these objectives are relevant to the parish and the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan? Yes – 9 

Q4 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the objectives? 

 On 2 – Suggest that a “green belt” surrounds each village.

http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk/
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 Objective 5 – add “To promote 20mph speed limits on narrower roads and designate 
some as “quiet roads” for cyclists, walkers, horse riders and disabled scooters.

 Allithwaite should continue to have at least some provision of post office services 
within the village and, ideally, a shop providing basic groceries.

 

Section 2.1 Design of Development 
 

Q5 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to ensure good design in the 
parish? Yes – 7 
Q6 –  Do you agree with the Draft Policy LANP1? Yes – 6 No - 1 

 
Q7 –Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 Definitely, some new building design is disappointing.
 Developments should contain open grassed areas and at least some properties with 

reasonable sized gardens, or an area suitable for allotments.

 All further development should be stopped, the new development at the rear of the 
Church impact is not yet known, but the effect on the roads and traffic will be very 
significant.

Q8 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan would seek to conserve and enhance 
Cartmel Conservation Area? Yes –4 

 

Q9 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP2? Yes – 7 
 

Q10 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 
 

Q 11 –Do you agree that the views identified in paragraph 2.1.4 are the more significant 
views of the views identified in Map 3? Yes -2 

 
2.2 Green Infrastructure and Landscape Character 

 

Q12 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to protect and enhance the 
landscape around the villages? Yes – 8 

Q13 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP3? Yes –6 No - 1 

Q14 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 Agree with the proposals for existing walls and hedgerows, but we should stop all 
new development beyond that existing, and seek only to enhance what we have. 

Q15 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to designate local green 
space? Yes –7 

 Photo 1 shows land to the rear of Fellside land residents have bought and now 
manage to ensure it is preserved for it’s visual amenity and countryside benefits. We 
had to do this, as there was no other way of ensuring that the land would not suffer 
unwanted development. We now need your help to maintain and enhance this 
grazing land as a visual amenity and a significant aspect of the character of 
Allithwaite and the surrounding area. 
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Q16 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP4? Yes - 7 

Q17 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 No, but the map should colour the whole parish field green and area 3 should be 
listed as ‘Allithwaite Community Orchard and Meadow’. A better photograph of the 
allotments is needed. Photo 8 shows more orchard than allotments. 

Q18 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should protect and enhance green 
infrastructure and biodiversity? Yes –8 

Q19 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP5? Yes –8 

Q20 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 Have a “green belt” around the settlements. 

 Community energy generation schemes. 
 See my previous comments concerning grazing land called Wartbarrow Fell to the 

rear of Fellside, this land has considerable amenity value and countryside value and 
much wildlife. We, how now own and manage this valuable land to Allithwaite need 
help in the plan to preserve and enhance the amenity. 

Q21 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to minimise light pollution in 
the Parish? Yes –7 

Q22 – Do you agree with the Draft Policy LANP6? Yes –7 

Q23 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 The plan should seek to minimise noise pollution too. This is one of the UK’s few 
“tranquil areas” and should be maintained and preserved from traffic noise, power 
tool use, parachute planes etc. 

 Can there be a way of reducing existing lighting? As well as “dark skies” we live in a 
“quiet area” – is it possible to have a “noise pollution” policy (Caravan park grass 
cutting noises/parachute planes etc) 

 All street lighting should be turned off for much of the night, say between 11pm and 
6am. Some street lighting should be allowed in the centre of Cartmel which I find 
frightening and dangerous for both walking and driving after dark. 

 More needs to be done, our lights on Fellside were recently replaced and the 
replacement lights much more intrusive to our night sky view across the Bay. Also, 
we have much bat activity outside our property which could be protected with 
measures to lower the intensity and light spread of the street lighting. 

 

2.3 Active Travel 

Q24 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to improve pedestrian 
movement in the Parish? Yes –8 

Q25 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP7?  Yes – 6 No – 1 (1 comment, can’t see any 
maps) 

Q26 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 
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 Agree with providing pedestrian/cycle links between villages, but also need improved 
bus services 

 20mph for Allithwaite please! And especially for Templands Lane, which is the only 
safeish walking route between Cartmel and Allithwaite and used by cyclists, horses, 
buggies, wheelchairs etc. 

 ‘and between villages’ – need for a footpath between Allithwaite and Cartmel. 

 A footpath/cycle route between the villages is a priority.  Ghost footpaths opposite 
‘Yakkers’ and The Square would make a big difference. Footpaths should be suitable 
for buggies and wheelchairs/mobility scooters. 

 There is also a need to improve footpaths and cycle-ways between the villages and 
between village amenities. There should be a protected footpath/cycle route from 
Allithwaite to Cartmel and from Allithwaite to the Peasant. The Wartbarrow lane 
should be designated a quiet lane in accordance with regulations Quiet Lanes are 
designated minor rural roads intended to pay special attention to the needs of 
walkers, cyclists, horse riders and the mobility-impaired. They are designed to 
enable users to enjoy country lanes in greater safety and encourage car drivers to 
respect more vulnerable road users. 

 

2.4 Future Residential Development 

Q27 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to include a Policy in relation 
to new housing in Allithwaite and Cartmel in addition to SLDC Policies? Yes – 6 

Q28 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP8? Yes – 7 No - 1 

Q29 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 No more new build 

 That future residential and holiday development builds in energy – efficient low- 
carbon measures. 

 Keep the number of second homes limited. Have a good selection of houses in area 
– including ‘first homes’. 

 No, but I wonder how well the policy will be adhered to. I cannot find ‘Appendix 4’ 

 Stop any further development in he village of Allithwaite and the adjoining road 
network. 

Q30 – Do you agree that the rise of second homes in Cartmel is an issue for the 
Neighbourhood Plan to address? Yes -7 

Q31 –Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP9? Yes –8 

Q32 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 There is mention of what happens when a property with a Principal Residence 
Condition is sold on. Will the Condition continue to apply in perpetuity? 

Q33 –Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan need a Policy in addition to SLDC Policy 
DM18 to manage caravan and chalet parks in the Parish? Yes –8  

Q34 –Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP10? Yes – 8 
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Q35 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 Keep the sites of limited size. 

 I just think it needs to be a bit stronger and that we’ve got more than enough 
caravans and chalet developments for now. Introduce a halt on new or extended 
developments for a number of years – 10? 

 “Range of colours” – NOT ORANGE! Important “natural Greenland” areas not just 
“mown lawns” – Biodiversity. 

 The Policy only refers to their physical impact not the increase of the infrastructure 
(2.4.15) or pressure on GP’s (2.4.16) 

 Can anything be done to control the movement of trucks carrying houses on the 
region’s roads? 

 Prevent any new caravan development; just enhance the existing provision to better 
fit within the villages. 

 

2.5 Building a Vibrant Community 

Q36 –Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan needs a Policy for community facilities and 
infrastructure? Yes –7 

Q37 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP11? Yes – 6 No - 1 

Q38 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy 

 See above, however – there should be limited size agreed. 

 Re B, screening, the screening itself should not obscure immediate and distant views. 
– Community energy generation schemes. 

 Developers should also ensure all new buildings are eco friendly. 

 Should have Education added. There are developments where the developers have 
been required to provide funding for expanding schools. (NB Draft Objectives 
10,11,12 are listed twice in the document). 

 No new developments requiring new infrastructure. 

 
2.6 Parking 

Q39 –Do you agree that the Parish Council should investigate options to address parking in 
Cartmel and Allithwaite? Yes –8 

Q40 –Do you agree with the Parish aspiration? Yes - 6 

Q41 – Have you any suggestions or additions? 

 Less care. Too many second/holiday homes/lodges 

 Sadly no. My personal solution is to avoid driving into Cartmel. The re-instatement 
of a bus service between the villages would help, as would an off-road 
footpath/cycleway 
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GENERAL QUESTIONS 

Q42 – Are there any other land-use issues that should be addressed in the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan? 

 Public transport – Better service might reduce car use, was on holiday in Greenland’s 
Second City – population size of Grange, but with better bus service to outlying 
areas! 

 Vastly improve all footpaths and introduce new ones. 

 It has been suggested that the Lake District National Park be extended southwards. 
This would bring Cartmel and Allithwaite into it. Would being under LDNP Planning 
rather than SLDC Planning make much difference? 

 

Q43 – Have you any further suggestions or comments? 

 Race days – port a loos outside the Chapel on Sunday. 

 That SLDC and LAPC work to improve notification and consultation on planning. 
Many planning applications go unnoticed because of inadequate consultation and 
the SLDC website is hard to navigate. Implement a system for automatic email 
alerts. 

 I find it unbelievable that the No1 issue for the world today is the environment, and 
yet no mention is made of this in this Plan; i.e. renewable energy, recycling, 
protecting the environment re natural history. (Hedges etc are mentioned but only 
in preserving the landscape). 

 It is said that the country needs to plant many trees to help combat global warming. 
Are there any controls over the planting of trees in meadow land? Should they be 
considered? 
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Questionnaire Analysis - Cartmel 
 

Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 

2019 – 2025 
 
 

CARTMEL DROP-IN 12th SEPTEMBER 2019 
 

A total of 51 attended on the day. Post-it comments totalled 61. 

Completed Questionnaires received on the day = 4, comments as follows:- 

 
Section 1 – Introduction and Background 

 
Q 1 – Do you agree with this vision for the parish? Yes - 4 

 

Q2 – Have you any suggestions to improve the vision for the parish? 

 Do not allow any expansion of the village boundaries. 
 Embrace fully the original wishes of the Community as expressed in the CTi Report 

where the areas of interest overlap. 

 We do need traffic calming devices on ALL roads in and on the outskirts, as people 
come into boundaries of the village, for everyone’s safety. 

 Please try to keep Cartmel as a village i.e. where people actually live, and not an 
event centre for the few to benefit. 

Q3 – Do you agree that these objectives are relevant to the parish and the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan? Yes – 4 

 

Q4 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the objectives? 
 We need to keep our green space, but we need proper car parking which does not 

entail driving through the village, especially HGV’s 

 Keep mountain bikes off footpaths. Improve bus services 
 

Section 2.1 Design of Development 
 

Q5 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to ensure good design in the 
parish? Yes – 5 
Q6 – Do you agree with the Draft Policy LANP1? Yes – 4 

 

Q7 –Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 
 Care must be taken to ensure the word ‘village’ includes all residents – not just the 

wealthy few – or any one benefitting from invasive events. 

 The Planning Department need better team to impose requirements upon Property 
Developers. 
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Q8 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan would seek to conserve and enhance 
Cartmel Conservation Area? Yes – 4 

 

Q9 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP2? Yes – 4 
 

Q10 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 Please note Cartmel just doesn’t include the Conservation Area, but more recent 
housing – actually lived in by people working and paying rates all their lives. 

 

Q 11 –Do you agree that the views identified in paragraph 2.1.4 are the more significant 
views around the villages?   Yes – 0 No – 1 

 
Comment under Q11 Not sure, not having found Map3, but I think the fields either 

side of and at the end of The Causeway are very much part of the character and “internal” 
view of the village. 

 

2.2 Green Infrastructure and Landscape Character 
 

Q12 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to protect and enhance the 
landscape around the villages? Yes – 4 

 

Q13 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP3? Yes – 4 
 

Q14 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 The very words ‘housing estate’ does not fit with the conservation area, but this 
should not be an excuse to attempt new builds anywhere but the conservation area. 

 If flowers are planted anywhere in the village, they should be wild flowers providing 
a corridor for bees, bats, birds etc. 

 Light pollution and inappropriate signage should be included in this section – as per 
‘views’. 

Q15 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to designate local green 
space? Yes – 5 

Q16 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP4? Yes - 4 

Q17 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 The field between Headless Cross, The Causeway and Priest Lane and the field 
adjacent the playground should all be designated green space. 

Q18 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should protect and enhance green 
infrastructure and biodiversity? Yes – 5 

Q19 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP5? Yes – 4 

Q20 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 Potential to examine any future development proposal with a particular emphasis on 
how the development may affect land ‘Downstream’ i.e. nutrient run offs. 

 Land to the south of The Causeway – 7 Acres Field, extension of village to the south. 
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 Ensure that in LANP5 ‘Species’ includes humans. 

 Please see answer to Q11 above. 
Q21 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to minimise light pollution in 
the Parish? Yes – 3 

Q22 – Do you agree with the Draft Policy LANP6? Yes – 4 

Q23 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 We need no further light at night than we already have. 

 Street and sine age lighting should be restricted and escape of light from agricultural, 
commercial and social buildings including domestic garden and outdoor lighting to 
be monitored and controlled. 

 Any new development appears that street lighting must be included. 

 Can we make progress to reducing existing light pollution over time, including that 
from the racecourse. 

 

2.3 Active Travel 

Q24 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to improve pedestrian 
movement in the Parish? Yes – 4 

Q25 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP7? Yes – 4 

Q26 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 We need a 20mph speed limit that is enforced 
 There is a seasonal problem along Cark Rd (i.e. race meetings) the road can’t take 

double decker buses meeting coaches. One resident could not get back to her house 
except by walking down the middle of the road dodging traffic both ways (some 
were stationary). 

 Some protection for walkers coming up and down Haggs Lane – there are blind 
bends and speeding vehicles. 

 

2.4 Future Residential Development 

Q27 – Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan should seek to include a Policy in relation 
to new housing in Allithwaite and Cartmel in addition to SLDC Policies? Yes – 4 

Q28 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP8? Yes – 3 No – 1 

Q29 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 Would like to see only social housing built for local people only. 
Q30 – Do you agree that the rise of second homes in Cartmel is an issue for the 
Neighbourhood Plan to address? Yes - 4 

Q31 –Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP9? Yes – 3 
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Q32 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 All 2nd homes to pay full rates including business rates if it is let out to 3rd parties. 

 Higher Local Authority Rates for 2nd homes. 

 Second homes where not a bona fide business, should be rated at a higher rate than 
normal 1st homes. 

Q33 –Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan need a Policy in addition to SLDC Policy 
DM18 to manage caravan and chalet parks in the Parish? Yes – 3 

Q34 –Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP10?   Yes – 4 

Q35 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy? 

 Caravans and individual chalets should have rates applied to them as per 2nd homes. 

 We do not need any more caravan or chalet parks at all. 
 Mature screening is essential at the outset of any further planning permission, not 

reliance on saplings which are going to take a decade or more to mature. 
 

2.5 Building a Vibrant Community 

Q36 –Do you agree that the Neighbourhood Plan needs a Policy for community facilities and 
infrastructure? Yes – 3 

Q37 – Do you agree with Draft Policy LANP11?   Yes 3 

Q38 – Have you any suggestions or additions to the Policy 

 Schools and public buildings should be obliged in statute to be made available for 
community purposes outside their hours of operation, or where their facilities are 
not required by their purpose. 

 Well, any community facilities would be appreciated, we have so few. 

 
2.6 Parking 

Q39 –Do you agree that the Parish Council should investigate options to address parking in 
Cartmel and Allithwaite?   Yes – 4 No - 1 

Q40 –Do you agree with the Parish aspiration? Yes – 3 No - 1 

Q41 – Have you any suggestions or additions? 

 Since the implementation of parking restrictions – double yellow lines, motorists 
think they can park ANYWHERE ELSE without regard to safety, common sense or 
other road users. 

 Large car parking area, before cars enter Cartmel Village – requested by Planning as 
part of any future housing developments. 

 More parking will mean more visitors. Businesses may like this, but we’re in danger 
of ‘killing the goose....’. We must recognise there are some busy occasions where 
the village is ‘full’. 
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GENERAL QUESTIONS 

Q42 – Are there any other land-use issues that should be addressed in the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan? 

 New housing should be built in keeping with properties already in the area. NO 
MORE yellow lines inside the village and no more parking allowed on the roads other 
than people that live there. 

 Holker Plans? 

 Flood mitigation measures. 

 One-way traffic system as originally outlined in CTI Plan. 

 
Q43 – Have you any further suggestions or comments? 

 Adopt CTi findings as starting point and collage overlapping areas of internet. 

 Phrasing such as ‘unless able to demonstrate a need’ or ‘except in special 
circumstances’ needs to be buttoned down to minimise wriggle room! 
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Appendix 4 – Formal Regulation 14 

Consultation Documents 2021 
Consultee Letter 

Allithwaite and Cartmel Parish Council 
 

Chairman: Vice Chairman: Parish Clerk: 

Cllr Caroline Johnson Cllr Mike Lamb Julie Hendry 

calcartmel@gmail.com mikelamb34th@yahoo.com 

acpc.clerk@gmail.com 
tel: 015395 32054 tel: 015395 32876 tel: 07809621550 

 

 
1st September 2021 

Name of household 

Address line 1 

Address line 2 

Address line 3 
Address line 4 

 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON THE ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL DRAFT 

NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

I am writing to advise you that the Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) 

has been published, in draft form by the Parish Council, and we are entering the 6-week Formal 

Consultation on the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

The consultation period runs from 6th September – 12pm on Friday 29th October 2021. 

 

Copies of the documents, Neighbourhood Plan and Design Guide, can be viewed and downloaded from 

www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk or on the Parish website: www.allithwaiteandcartmel.co.uk. 

 

Every household will receive an information booklet about the Plan and a questionnaire/response form 

with self-addressed return envelope (pre-paid). The booklet will include full details about the Formal 

Consultation and details of the policies that will guide how Allithwaite and Cartmel will evolve during 

the years up to 2029. Comments can be made wither in writing or by email to the Parish Council. 

 

Printed copies will be available to inspect in Cartmel village hall, Allithwaite Community Centre, the 

Priory and St Mary’s Churches and Grange Library. 

 

Following the Consultation all comments received will be reviewed and any necessary changes will be 

made to the Plan. The revised Plan will then be submitted to South Lakeland District Council. 

 

South Lakeland District Council will then arrange for the Plan to be examined by an Independent 

Examiner. If the Independent Examiner finds that the Plan is “sound”, then they will recommend that it 

proceeds to the next stage which is a Local Referendum. 

 

If you require any further information, please email: mikelamb34th@yahoo.com. 

Yours sincerely, 

mailto:calcartmel@gmail.com
mailto:mikelamb34th@yahoo.com
mailto:acpc.clerk@gmail.com
http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk/
http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel.co.uk/
mailto:mikelamb34th@yahoo.com
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Mike Lamb 
Chairman – 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
 

Data Protection: The information you supply will be processed by the Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group who will analyse the comments on behalf of the Allithwaite and 

Cartmel Parish Council. Any personal information you provide will be treated as strictly confidential 

and it will be used for the purposes of informing the Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan. This 

personal information will be passed to South Lakeland District Council in accordance with the 

Neighbourhood Planning regulations to enable them to consult you again at the Regulation 16 stage. 

The comments you provide will appear in full in the published Consultation Statement. 
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List of Consultees 
PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - NEIGHBOURING PARISHES 
1 Cartmel Fell 
2 Grange-over-Sands 
3 Levens 
4 Lindale and Newton-in-Cartmel 
5 Lower Holker 
6 Staveley-in-Cartmel 
7 Witherslack 

 
PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION – COUNTY/BOROUGH COUNCILS 
8 Barrow Borough 
9 Lancaster City Council 
10 Copeland Borough 
11 N Yorkshire County Council 
12 Lancashire CC 
13 Eden Borough 

 
PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION – GP SURGERIES 
14 Cartmel Surgery 
15 Haverthwaite Surgery 
16 James Cochrane Practice 
17 Nutwood Medical Practice 
18 Pensinsula Medical Practice 

 
PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION – SCHOOLS 
19 Allithwaite CE Primary School 
20 Cartmel CE Primary School 
21 Cartmel Priory CE School 
22 Grange CE Primary School 
23 Heversham Primary School 
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PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION – LIBRARIES 
24 Grange-over-Sands 

 
PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - STATUTORY CONSULTEES 
25 British Gas 
26 Cadent Gas / National Grid 
27 Civil Aviation Authority 
28 The Coal Authority 
29 Cumbria Constabulary / Police and Crime Commissioner 
30 Cumbria County Council 
31 Cumbria County Council 
32 Cumbria County Council 
33 Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership 
34 Electricity North West 
35 Electricity North West 
36 Electricity North West Ltd 
37 Environment Agency 
38 Health & Safety Executive (HSE) 
39 Highways England 
40 Historic England 
41 Homes and Communities Agency 
42 Homes England 
43 Lake District National Park Authority 
44 Lancashire and South Cumbria Care Foundation Trust 
45 Marine Management Organisation 
46 Marine Management Organisation - Consultations 
47 Morcambe Bay Clinical Commissioning Group - MBCG 
48 NATS LTD 
49 NATS plc - Nerl Safeguarding 
50 National Grid (c/o Avison Young) 
51 Natural England - Consultations 
52 Natural England 
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53 NHS England (North West) 
54 NHS Property Services 
55 Office of Rail and Road 
56 Network Rail 
57 Open Reach (BT) 
58 South Lakes District Council 
59 United Utilities Group plc 

 

PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - OTHER CONSULTEES 
60 Action with Communities in Cumbria 
61 Age UK South Lakeland 
62 Arnside and Silverdale AONB 
63 Canal and River Trust 
64 Cumbria Association of Local Councils 
65 Cumbria Bridleways Society 
66 Cumbria County Fire Service 
67 Cumbria Equalities Group 
68 Cumbria Geo Conservation 
69 Cumbria Interfaith Forum 
70 Cumbria Local Nature Partnership 
71 Cumbria Rural Housing Trust 
72 Cumbria Tourism 
73 Disability Action 
74 Holker Estate Office 
75 Inland Waterways Association 
76 Invest in Cumbria 
77 Lancaster Canal Trust 
78 Levens Estate 
79 Morecambe Bay Partnership 
80 National Farmers Union 
81 North West Ambulance Service 
82 South Lakeland CVS 
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83 South Lakes Housing 
84 Stagecoach Cumbria and North Lancashire 
85 Sustrans 
86 The Woodland Trust 
87 Tim Farron MP 

 
PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - GENERAL CONSULTEES 
88 AWAZ 
89 CAFs 
90 Cartmel Priory 
91 Cartmel Village Society 
92 Cumbria Chamber of Commerce 
93 Cumbria Housing Supply Group 
94 Cumbria Rural Housing Trust 
95 Cumbria Wildlife Trust 
96 Cumbria Youth Alliance 
97 Federation of Small Business 
98 National Trust 
99 Sport England 
100 South Lakes Equality and Diversity Partnership 
101 South Lakes Action on Climate Change 
102 Theatres Trust 

 
PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION - MISCELLANEOUS 
103 BT Group 
104 Vodafone & O2 
105 Friends of the Lake District 
106 Home Builders Federation 



42  

Residents Questionnaire 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Introduction 

Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Development Plan 

Regulation 14 Consultation on the Draft Plan 
6th September – 29th October 2021 

Thank you for supporting development of a Neighbourhood Plan for Allithwaite and Cartmel, 
which will help to influence future development of our parish and three villages. 

 

This survey will seek your views on the pre-submission draft of our Neighbourhood Plan, the 
Regulation 14 Version. The questions below ask for your feedback on each individual policy 
within the plan. The full document is available to view on the Parish Council website 
http://Allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk, in hard copy from the Village Hall or by contacting 
Julie Hendry, Parish Clerk by email: acpc.clerk@gmail.com. 

 

How the information from this consultation with be used 
Information given on this form will be used to help prepare the final Allithwaite and Cartmel 
Neighbourhood Plan for examination. Please be aware that the forms will be shared with the 
Parish Council’s Planning Consultants and your comments may be made publicly available, for 
example, if a challenge is made regarding the validity of responses. 

 

Please use this form for your comments and submit your response in one of the following 
ways: 

 

 Email as an attachment to: mikelamb34th@gmail.com Chairman of the Steering 
Group. 

 Post copies to: Mike Lamb, 6 Hazelgarth, Allithwaite, Cumbria LA11 7RS. 

 Complete the survey online: www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk. 
 

What happens next: 
After the closing date, we will consider the comments and the extent to which concerns can 
be addressed. The draft plan amended as necessary will then be submitted to South Lakeland 
District Council who will publicise the draft plan. This provides further opportunity for people 
to make representations about the plan’s proposals. The next stages following this will be: 

http://allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk/
mailto:acpc.clerk@gmail.com
mailto:mikelamb34th@gmail.com
http://www.allithwaiteandcartmel-nplan.co.uk/
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 Submission of the draft plan for independent examination; 

 Publication of the independent examiner’s report and decisions; 

 A referendum of residents on the draft plan; and 

 If the referendum result supports the draft plan it will ‘made’ and become part of the 
development plan. 

The closing date for comments is 12pm on 29th October 2021. 
GENERAL COMMENTS 

 

I am generally in favour of the Plan YES/NO 

I would like to see changes to the Plan YES/NO 

Comments on the Plan overall: 

 

COMMENTS ON POLICIES 

Policy 
No. 

Policy Name Do you 
agree? 
Delete as 

appropriate 

Any comments you have on the policy 

 Design Principles   

Policy 
AC1 

Has taken account of the 

Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Parish Design Guide 

YES/NO  

Policy 
AC2 

Development within 

Cartmel Conservation 

Area and its setting. 

YES/NO  

 

 Natural Environment   

Policy 
AC3 

Protecting and Enhancing 

Landscape Character 

around Allithwaite and 

Cartmel 

YES/NO  
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Policy 
AC4 

Protecting Local Green 

Space 
YES/NO  

Policy 
AC5 

Protecting and Enhancing 

Green Infrastructure and 

Biodiversity 

YES/NO  

Policy 
AC6 

Dark Skies YES/NO  

Policy 
AC7 

Improving pedestrian 

movement. 
YES/NO  

 

 

 Community 
Infrastructure 

  

Policy 
AC8 

New Housing in 

Allithwaite and Cartmel 

YES/NO  

Policy 
AC9 

Principal Residence 

Requirement 

YES/NO  

Policy 
AC10 

Caravan and Chalet 

Parks 

YES/NO  

Policy 
AC11 

Maintaining and 

Enhancing Community 

facilities and 

Infrastructure. 

YES/NO  
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Response Form 
 

 

 

ALLITHWAITE AND CARTMEL 
DRAFT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

 

Public Consultation 

6th September – 29th October 2021 

Representation Form 

PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN ONE FORM FOR 

EVERY COMMENT MADE 
 

 
 

 

Name  

Organisation  

Address  

Email  

Tel. No.  

 

 
To which part of the Draft Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Development Plan does 

your representation refer? 

 
Page Number  

Paragraph Number  

Policy Number  

 
 

Are you supporting, objecting, or making a comment? (Please Tick 
 

Support  

Object  

Making a Comment  

 
 

Please use the box below and overleaf for any comments. 
 

Office Use Only 
Consultee No. 
Representation No. 

) 
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Data Protection: The information you supply will be processed by the Allithwaite and Cartmel 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group who will analyse the comments on behalf of the Allithwaite and 

Cartmel Parish Council. Any personal information you provide will be treated as strictly confidential and 

it will be used for the purposes of informing the Allithwaite and Cartmel Neighbourhood Plan. This 

personal information will be passed to South Lakeland District Council in accordance with the 

Neighbourhood Planning regulations to enable them to consult you again at the Regulation 16 stage. 

The comments you provide will appear in full in the published Consultation Statement. 

 
 

Thank you for your time and interest. 

Please return this form by 12pm on 29th October 2021 to: 
 
Mike Lamb 
6 Hazelgarth 
Allithwaite 
Cumbria LA11 7RS 

 
or email: acpc.clerk@gmail.com 

mailto:acpc.clerk@gmail.com

