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15 July 2019 

 
 
To:   The Chair and Members of the County 

Council Local Committee for South 
Lakeland 

 

Supplementary Agenda 
 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL LOCAL COMMITTEE FOR SOUTH 

LAKELAND 
 
 
A meeting of the County Council Local Committee for South Lakeland will be held as 
follows:  
 
 Date: Tuesday 23 July 2019 

 Time: 10.00am 

 Place: Council Chamber, County Offices, Kendal 

 
 
Dawn Roberts 
Executive Director– Corporate, Customer and Community Services 
 
 
Group Meetings: 
 
Conservative: 9.00am Committee Room 1 
Liberal Democrat: 9.00am  Committee Room 2 
Labour  9.00am  Committee Room 4 
 
 
Enquiries and requests for supporting papers to:  Nicola Harrison 
Direct Line: 01228 226906 
Email: nicola.harrison@cumbria.gov.uk   
 

This agenda is available on request in alternative formats 
 

 
 
 

Serving the People of Cumbria 
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MEMBERSHIP 
 

Conservative (6) Liberal Democrat (11) 
 

Mr J Airey 
Mr B Berry 
Mr RK Bingham 
Mr J Bland 
Mr M Brereton 
Mr WJ Wearing 
 

Mr W Clark 
Mr SB Collins 
Mr GD Cook 
Mr N Cotton (Chair) 
Mrs S Evans 
Mrs BC Gray 
Mr C Hogg 
Mr P McSweeney 
Mrs S Sanderson 
Mr P Thornton 
Mrs J Willis 
 

Labour (1) 
 
Mr M Wilson 
 

 

 
 
Parish Council (2) 
 

South Lakeland District Council 
(2) 
 

Mr A Muirhead 
Mr J Saunders 

Mr G Archibald 
Mr J Brook 

 
 

ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
 
 
Agenda and Reports 
 
Copies of the agenda and Part I reports are available for members of the public to inspect 
prior to the meeting.  Copies will also be available at the meeting. 
 
The agenda and Part I reports are also available on the County Council’s website –  
www.cumbria.gov.uk   
 
Background Papers 
 
Requests for the background papers to the Part I reports, excluding those papers that 
contain exempt information, can be made to Legal and Democratic Services at the 
address overleaf between the hours of 9.00 am and 4.30 pm, Monday to Friday. 

http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/
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A G E N D A 
 
 
PART 1: ITEMS LIKELY TO BE CONSIDERED IN THE PRESENCE OF THE PRESS 

AND PUBLIC 
 

8   COUNTY HALL OFF STREET PARKING ORDER 
 

[Electoral Divisions: All South Lakeland]  
 
To consider a report by the Acting Executive Director – Economy and Infrastructure  
 
This report advises on the County Hall Off Street Car Parking Order. 
 
   
(Pages 119 - 144) 
 
10   TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDERS 

 
To consider the following reports from the Acting Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure.   
 
 
a   Prohibition of No Waiting at Any Time Fell Foot and Newby Bridge   

(Pages 145 - 160) 
 

b   Castle Estate and Oxenholme 20mph and 20mph Speed Limit Various Order 
2019   
(Pages 161 - 196) 
 

 
 
 



This page is intentionally left blank



 

 

 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL LOCAL COMMITTEE FOR 
SOUTH LAKELAND 

Meeting date: 23 July 2019 

From:  Acting Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure 

 
 
 

 COUNTY HALL OFF STREET CAR PARK 

 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 This report advises Members of the Local Committee for South Lakeland, 
the outcome of the meeting of the South Lakeland Highways and Transport 
Working Group (“the Working Group”) on 19 June 2019, in accordance with 
the Recommendation in paragraph 3.1 of this report.  

1.2 A copy of the report to the Working Group is attached as Appendix 1. 

1.3 A copy of the minutes of the Working Group is attached as Appendix 2.   

1.4 In addition, Members of the Local Committee for South Lakeland are asked 
to agree the further recommendations in accordance with paragraphs 3.1.3 
and 3.1.4 of this report. 

1.5 A copy of the plan showing the various Areas covered by the Order is 
attached as Appendix 3. 

2.0 STRATEGIC PLANNING AND EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 

2.1 As the traffic authority, the County Council has power to regulate traffic and 
to introduce traffic regulation orders and designate parking places for the 
purpose of preventing congestion of traffic.  

2.2 There are no equality implications arising out of this report. 
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3.0 RECOMMENDATION 

3.1 That the Local Committee approve the following recommendations of the 
South Lakeland Working Group, namely: - 
 

3.1.1 that The County of Cumbria (County Hall, Kendal) (Off Street Parking 
Places) Order 20>< (“the Order”) be brought into operation: - IN PART i.e. to 
exclude Areas 3 and 8 at this time AND SUBJECT TO approval of the 
Inclusive Access Scheme submitted under Condition 3 of planning 
permission ref 5/19/9001 and to any potential modifications arising from it. 
 

3.1.2 That the introduction of the Order in relation to Areas 3 and 8 be deferred 
until such time as it is evidenced that through demand additional spaces are 
needed (where upon a further report will be taken back to the Local 
Committee).  
 

3.1.3 That the Local Committee agree that in relation to Area 6, the Order be 
amended to include parking for Class F Vehicles - minibus and small 
passenger vehicles. This is to support in house provision of Pupil Transfer 
transport.   
 

3.1.4 That the Local Committee agree that in relation to  Area 5, the Order be 
amended so that the operating hours of Area 5 are reduced from 0800 hours 
to 1800 hours, Monday to Sunday (including public and bank holidays) to 
0915 hours to 1800 hours, Monday to Friday(including public and bank 
holidays). Saturday and Sunday hours to remain unchanged i.e. from 0800 
hours to 1800 hours.  This is to alleviate congestion associated with the drop 
off of pupils attending Stramongate School. 

4.0 BACKGROUND 

4.1 The background to the proposal was detailed in the report to Working Group 
which is attached as Appendix 1. The Minutes of the Working Group are 
attached as Appendix 2. 

4.2 The Working Group sought clarification on the following issues: -  

4.2.1 A drop off and pick up solution for Stramongate school parents. 

It is therefore proposed to change the operating hours in Area 5 (Large Car 
Park) from 0800 hours to 1800 hours, Monday to Sunday (including public 
and bank holidays) to 0915 hours to 1800 hours, Monday to Friday 
(including public and bank holidays).  This will support parents/guardians 
dropping off their child/children.  Stramongate School begins at 0900 hours.  
Changing the charging period from 0800 hours to 0915 hours allows 
parents/guardians to drop off and return to their vehicles. 

4.2.2 Access issues for emergency vehicles if parking is displaced onto 
Busher Walk and Burneside Road. 
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The junction of Busher Walk and Burneside are already controlled by 
parking restrictions, including residents parking, 1 hour parking and double 
yellow lines.  Therefore emergency vehicles will not be affected by any 
potential displacement.  Displacement will also be monitored once the Order 
is introduced.  No proposed changes are recommended to be made to the 
Order at this stage. 

4.2.3 Secure bicycle storage to the front of County Hall. 

Discussions have been had with planners regarding this request and secure 
bicycle storage will be provided at the front of County Hall.  This does not 
form part of the Order. 

4.2.4 Approach Stagecoach to establish if staff discounts could be provided 
to staff accessing the bus service to commute to work 

CCC officers have approached Stagecoach regarding this option and will 
continue to have discussions around this possibility.  

4.2.5 Parking for School Transport vehicles 

Area 6 (rear of Police Station) has been identified as an area suitable for 
providing parking for vehicles needed for School Transport.  As School 
Transport utilise mini buses, there is a need for a relaxation in the class of 
vehicles allowed to park in Area 6.  It is recommended that Vehicle Class F – 
minibus and small passenger vehicles, will now be able to park in Area 6 as 
per the recommendation at paragraph 3.1.3 of this report. 

4.2.6 Inclusive access for parking 

CCC officers are working with a local disability group to independently 
review the number and location of disabled spaces across all areas.  It has 
been recognised that additional spaces are required to the front of County 
Hall, in Area 1, while less are required to the rear of County Hall, in Area 4.  
The provision and location of disabled spaces do not impact on the TRO.  
Cumbria County Council’s Development Control and Regulation Committee 
have put a planning condition to address inclusive access. 

4.3 Staff Discounted Annual Permits 

The provision of a staff ‘discounted’ annual permit will be addressed through 
the formal HR staff engagement relating to changes in terms and conditions 
of employment for Kendal and Carlisle based staff. 

The timeline is set out below: 

Consultation/Engagement timeline 

9 July Initial discussions with Trade Unions (Completed) 

1 August Consultation with staff and trade unions commences (30 days) 

1 September Consultation ends 

2 – 15 Sept Consideration of feedback/proposals received 

23 Sept Proposed changes – and potential issuing of notice to cease current 
parking arrangements (12 week period) 

1st January 2020 Proposed new approach comes into force. 
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In addition to the above, CCC officers will continue dialogue with SLDC 
Officers relating to the feasibility/viability of shared permitting arrangements 

5.0 OPTIONS 

The Local Committee approve the recommendations in paragraph 3 of this 
report5.2 The Local Committee do not approve the recommendations at 
paragraph 3.1 of this report and make alternative, less onerous 
recommendations, e.g. Less restrictive hours and/or parking tariffs.  

6.0 RESOURCE AND VALUE FOR MONEY IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 There are no direct financial implications for Local Committee arising from 
the recommendations contained within the report.  However should Local 
Committee introduce the order, this, the works, and future maintenance will 
be met from Corporate Property capital and revenue budgets.  Parking 
charges including those for staff discounted annual permits would accrue to 
the Corporate Property revenue budget and penalty charge notices to the 
Parking Enforcement budget. (NG15/07/19) 

7.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

7.1 7.1 The legal implications in respect of the recommendations at paragraphs 
3.1 and 3.2 are contained in the report to the Working Group which is 
attached as Appendix 1. 

7.2 7.2.   There are no additional implications in respect of the recommendations 
at paragraphs 3.1.3 and 3.1.4. (KB – 16.7..2019) 

8.0 CONCLUSION 

This report seeks Local Committee approval of the Recommendations at 
paragraphs 3.1.1 to 3.1.4 inclusive of this report.  

 
 

Angela Jones 
Acting Executive Director – Economy and Infrastructure 
 

July 2019 
 
 
  
 
 
Please ensure that every part of this section where there is an asterisk*  is completed in 
accordance with the instructions before sending the report to Democratic Services, following 
which please delete this sentence. 
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APPENDICES 
 
Appendix 1: Report to the Working Group held on 19 June 2019 
Appendix 2 – Minutes of the Meeting of the Working Group held on 19 June 2019 
Appendix 3 – Plan showing Areas comprising County Hall Kendal Parking 
Restrictions 
 
Electoral Division(s): Kendal Strickland and Fell, Kendal 
 

*  Please remove whichever option is not applicable 
 

Executive Decision  No 

 

Key Decision  No 

 

If a Key Decision, is the proposal published in the current Forward Plan?   N/A* 

 

Is the decision exempt from call-in on grounds of urgency?  No* 

 

If exempt from call-in, has the agreement of the Chair of the relevant 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee been sought or obtained? 

  N/A* 

   

 

Has this matter been considered by Overview and Scrutiny? 
If so, give details below. 

 No* 

  

 

Has an environmental or sustainability impact assessment been 
undertaken? 

  N/A* 

   

 

Has an equality impact assessment been undertaken?   N/A* 

   

 
N.B. If an executive decision is made, then a decision cannot be implemented until the 

expiry of the eighth working day after the date of the meeting – unless the decision is 
urgent and exempt from call-in and necessary approvals have been obtained. 

 
 
PREVIOUS RELEVANT COUNCIL OR EXECUTIVE DECISIONS 
[including Local Committees] 
 
South Lakeland Highways and Transport Group December 2018 
South Lakeland Local Committee January 2019 
South Lakeland Highways and Transport Group June 2019 
 
 
CONSIDERATION BY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
 
Not considered by Overview and Scrutiny. 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
No background papers. 
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REPORT AUTHOR 
 
Contact: Allan Harty         Tel:   07795827042 

 Email address: allan.harty@cumbria.gov.uk 
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 Agenda Item ** 
 

HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORT WORKING GROUP 
FOR SOUTH LAKELAND  

Meeting date: 19 June 2019 

From:  Senior Manager – Property  

 

 

REPORT 

COUNTY HALL, KENDAL: OFF-STREET PARKING ORDER 

 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 This report advises Members of the Highways and Transport 
Working Group (“the Working Group”) of the outcome of statutory 
advertisement and consultation of The County of Cumbria (County 
Hall, Kendal) (Off Street Parking Places) Order 20>< (“the Order”) 
and seeks a recommendation from the Working Group that the Local 
Committee agrees to introduce the Order in accordance with 
Recommendations in paragraph 3.1 of this report. 

1.2 These changes to restrictions are at County Hall, Kendal and are to 
relieve or prevent congestion by providing off-street parking spaces. 

1.3 A copy of the Notice which summarises the restrictions which are 
proposed to be introduced under the Order is attached as Appendix 
2 and plans showing the proposed restrictions are attached as 
Appendix 1. 

2.0 STRATEGIC PLANNING AND EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 

2.1 The County Council, as highway authority, has general statutory powers to 
improve highways for which they are responsible and to provide equipment 
for those highways.  It also has a statutory duty to maintain the highway.  As 
the traffic authority, the County Council has power to regulate traffic and to 
introduce traffic regulation orders and designate parking places for the 
purpose of preventing congestion of traffic.  This report seeks a 
recommendation from the Working Group that the Local Committee agrees 
the introduction of the Order. 

2.2 There are no equality implications arising out of this report. 
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3.0 RECOMMENDATION 

County Hall Car Park 

3.1 That the Working Group consider the representations which have been 
received to the statutory consultation and advertisement of The County of 
Cumbria (County Hall, Kendal) (Off Street Parking Places) Order 20>< (“the 
Order”) and to recommend that the Local Committee: - 
introduce the Order IN PART i.e. to exclude Areas 3 and 8 at this time AND 
SUBJECT TO approval of the Inclusive Access Scheme submitted under 
Condition 3 of planning permission ref 5/19/9001 and to any potential 
modifications arising from it. 

3.2 That the Working Group recommend that the Local Committee defer the 
introduction of the Order relating to Areas 3 and 8 until such time as it is evidenced 
that through demand additional spaces are needed, where upon a further report will 
be taken back to the Local Committee. 

 

4.0 BACKGROUND 

County Hall Car Park 

4.1 The background to each of the proposals was detailed in the previous report 
to the Working Group on December 12th 2018, and this report seeks to 
advise the Working Group of comments and representations received 
concerning a number of the proposals. 
 

4.2 In the Working Group report on December 12th 2018, a number of health and 
safety concerns were raised with the current state of the car park.  A 
condition survey by WYG identified that the two lower rear parking areas are 
in very poor condition and have the potential for claims against Cumbria 
County Council as landowner for damage to persons and vehicles. 
 

4.3 Members of the Working Group are asked to note that in the statutory 
consultation letter those written to are advised of the following: 

“Please can you send any comments to the Assistant Director, Corporate 
Governance, Cumbria House, 107 – 117 Botchergate, Carlisle, CA1 1RD, 
or by email to kim.baxter@cumbria.gov.uk by 14 March 2019 marking 
your correspondence with reference KB/4.4.996/15.001239.             

Should you not send a response by this date, the assumption will be 
made that you are in full support of this proposal.  

This statement is used to allow officers to gauge whether the proposals 
are generally favourably met, as it is made clear to those being consulted 
that a lack of response will be taken as supporting the proposal. 

4.4 A summary of the representations is as follows: -  
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4.4.1 Sunday parking – Six objections were received to the introduction of 

charging on a Sunday. These are summarised in Appendix 3 along with 
officer comments and recommendation.   It should be noted, however, that 
free  parking on a Sunday until 1 pm, is already included in the advertised 
Order. 
 

4.4.2 Charging rate – Nine objections were received to the daily charging rate of 
£6. These are summarised in Appendix 4 along with officer comments and 
recommendation. The recommendation proposed is to introduce the daily 
charge as advertised on the grounds that the rate is comparable to other 
South Lakeland District Council car parking areas in Kendal. CMT has 
agreed and the Unions have been engaged to confirm a discount rate of 
£3.50 per day for Kendal based staff.  This rate is comparable with other 
city/town centre Pay and Display rates payable by County Council staff, i.e. 
Cecil Street, Carlisle and Barrow-in-Furness. 
 

4.4.3 Not to relieve or prevent congestion – Eight objections were received on 
the basis that the effect of the Order would not be to relieve or prevent 
congestion, but rather as an income generating exercise. These are 
summarised in Appendix 5 along with officer comments and 
recommendation. The recommendation here is to introduce the Order, as 
advertised, on the basis that the Order meets the statutory grounds set out in 
section 32(1) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, which are more 
particularly referred to at paragraph 7.6 of the Legal Implications section of 
this report. By introducing charging, it will discourage people making 
unnecessary trips through the heavily congested town centre purely for the 
convenience of free parking. These people would presumably choose to 
park in a location which is conveniently located for both their origin and their 
destination. The remaining uncontrolled on-street parking is further out of 
town, hence it would reduce car trips into the town centre, with the potential 
of bringing about modal shift in how people travel, encouraging more walking 
and cycling.   
 
Areas 3 and 8 will be dealt with as a second phase of work, if it is evidenced 
that through demand additional spaces are needed.  Therefore this order will 
be brought into operation in part, with areas 3 and 8 being omitted from the 
Order at this time, although areas 3 and 8 may be introduced at a later date 
subject to a further report.  A new Order will not need to be advertised 
providing the original proposed restrictions in areas 3 and 8 remain the 
same. Until the second phase comes into place, as a temporary measure it 
is proposed to use Area 3 (see Appendix 1) as an area to provide car 
parking for on-call firefighters requiring rapid access to the fire station. There 
will be no charge for firefighters parking on this area.  The requirement for 
provision of firefighter parking was established through feedback during the 
consultation.  
 

4.4.4 Planning – Six objections were received on the basis that statutory 
consultation and advertisement of the Order had taken place in advance of 
planning permission being granted.  These are summarised in Appendix 7 
along with officer comments and recommendation. The Order will not be 
brought into force unless and until planning permission has been granted. 
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Four members of the Development Control and Regulation committee 
who are also members of the Local Committee that made the decision to 
advertise the TRO recused themselves from the planning decision.   

 

4.4.5 Consultation – Six objections were received that the advertised Order had 
not complied with the County Council’s own service procedure SP12/006, 
and staff had not been sufficiently consulted. These objections are 
summarised in Appendix 8 along with officer comments and 
recommendation.   Consultation was carried out in accordance with the 
Council’s Service Procedure No. 12/006, which is attached as Appendix 12 
and also in accordance with the statutory requirements of The Local 
Authorities’ Traffic Order (Procedure) (England and Wales) Regulations 
1996 (which are attached as Appendix 13 (Regulation 6 refers), which is 
referred to in more detail in the Legal Implications section of this report.. 

 

Regarding staff, two briefing sessions were held on the 11/01/2019 and 
15/02/2019.  A Better Places for Work (BP4W) email was available to all 
staff, also an intranet page with information including a copy of the order; 

http://www.intouch.ccc/bp4w/countyoffices.asp 

There were a number of comments/objections that were received from staff 
throughout the Traffic Regulation Order process, therefore staff were aware 
of the implications of the proposed Order. 

 
4.4.6 Displacement – Seven objections were received that the Order would cause 

the displacement of vehicles which would ordinarily have parked for free on 
the former car parking area, onto other streets around County Hall, thereby 
creating more congestion, rather than relieving it. These are summarised in 
Appendix 9 along with officer comments and recommendation.    
 
Displacement surveys are typically used when parking controls such as 
duration limits are being imposed, i.e. how long you can park in the car park. 
Whilst a charging regime is being introduced, there is no duration limit 
(parking is still available all day, with charges in line with other council car 
parks), the number of spaces at the car park is increasing, from 239 to 307, 
an increase of 68 spaces. 

If some proportion of traffic demand is purely due to the car park currently 
being ‘free’ and would park elsewhere due to the introduction of charging, 
then this demand would likely disperse throughout Kendal, depending on the 
origin and destination of the trip, rather than relocating in the immediate 
vicinity.  

There are already existing parking controls on nearby streets (1 hour for 
non-residents) so long-stay parking would not be able to displace to the 
immediate vicinity, and short stay parking would be suitably controlled 
through the existing measures. 
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In addition it is proposed that the local team monitor the situation in the 
vicinity and if deemed appropriate look at the introduction of a Residents 
Permit Scheme, which could restrict parking to short stays for all vehicles, 
with residents receiving permits to exempt them from the restrictions.   
 

4.4.7 Decrease in green space – One objection was received that the 
introduction of the Order would result in the loss of green space.  This is 
summarised in Appendix 10 along with officer comments and 
recommendation reflecting   that green space will not be affected. 
 

4.4.8 Short term parking for school drop off – One objection was received that 
the existing car park is currently used for both morning and mid-afternoons 
for short term parking whilst dropping off or picking up children from 
Stramongate Primary School.  The objector requested to allow limited 
parking for at least 30 minutes free at appropriate times. This is summarised 
in Appendix 11 along with officer comments and recommendation that 
Cumbria County Council does not provide parking on Council premises for 
schools or other organisations to meet operational requirements for parking.  
Providing off-street car parking spaces specifically for a school for drop-off 
and pick up times sets a precedent that is unlikely to be met elsewhere.  This 
is summarised in Appendix 11 along with officer comments and 
recommendation that Cumbria County Council does not provide free parking 
on Council premises to support school or other organisations parking needs.  
Providing off-street car parking on non-school land specifically for a school 
sets a precedent that cannot be supported more broadly. 
 

4.4.9 Qualifying permits – One objection was received that staff were not able to 
comment fully on the Traffic Regulation Order process due to a lack of 
information as to who the permits holders will be for the Qualifying Staff 
Permits.  This is summarised in Appendix 13 along with officer comments 
and recommendation that the Order sets out the principal of having permits, 
not who the permits holders will be.   
 
Qualifying staff to receive a permit(s) will be determined based upon a 
separate formal HR engagement process in line with the criteria below: 
 
“Staff who provide ‘emergency’ front line services, and are required to easily 
access/egress Kendal County Hall.” 
 

4.5 Members can choose to follow officer recommendations for these locations, 
or they can choose to make their own recommendations.  
 

4.6 The County Council’s Development Control Committee resolved on 23 May 
2019 to grant planning permission.      
 

4.7 Currently, the planning decision notice has been delayed by the need for a 
revised tree protection plan and landscaping plan to be submitted.  Once 
these are received, Development Control will be in a position to consider 
issuing the decision notice. 
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4.8 At the request of Members of the Development Control and Regulation 
Committee a pre-commencement condition for an inclusive access scheme 
is to be included in the planning permission.  The proposed  pre-
commencement condition is set out below. 
 
“Prior to the commencement of development, full details of a scheme for 
inclusive access shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. The scheme shall include: 
 
a) Details of existing levels of disabled parking provision, its location and 
its quality;  
b) Consideration of the appropriate level of disabled parking required for 
the Council Offices and Public Car Parking use taking into account Appendix 
1 of the Cumbria Development Design Guide; Traffic Advisory Leaflet 5/95; 
Department for Transport (2005) Inclusive Mobility A Guide to Best Practice 
on Access to Pedestrian and Transport Infrastructure; a profile of the 
council’s workforce and political membership (in terms of age and disability); 
demographic trends in respect of the age profile of the county and the 
districts population and the County Council’s Equality Action Plan; 
c) Consideration of the destinations of less ambulant users of the 
parking facilities and the most convenient location(s) for blue-badge bays to 
be located in relation to these; 
d) A clear written justification of the number of accessible parking 
spaces proposed and the reasons as to their siting/distribution. 
e) Confirmation that all accessible parking spaces are on a level surface 
with no gradient exceeding 1:60, no drainage cross-fall exceeding 1:50 and 
that appropriate slip resistant surface materials are utilised. 
f) Consideration of step-free access routes (with associated provision of 
suitable gradients) across the scheme including details of gradients of 
pedestrian routes; 
g) Consideration of the accessibility of pay and display machines ticket 
machines to serve disabled bays (these should comply with the 
recommendations in BS 8300-1:2019); 
h) A plan showing the number, layout and distribution of blue badge 
parking bays across the scheme; 
 

Notwithstanding the contents of the plans numbered and named within condition 2 
(approved scheme), the approved scheme for inclusive access shall be 
implemented in full as part of the development and shall be retained thereafter 
throughout its operational life.” 

 

5.0 OPTIONS 

5.1  The Working Group consider any representations referred to in paragraphs 
4.3.1 to 4.3.9 inclusive, with options being to; 

 Agree the recommendation to Local Committee  that the Order be 
introduced as advertised (and so overrule any objections which may have 
been received after their due consideration); 
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 Recommend to Local Committee that the Order be introduced IN PART only 
(and so upholding some of the objections which may have been received). 

Recommend to Local Committee that Order be introduced with less 
restrictive operational hours and/or parking tariffs.  Recommend to Local 
Committee make alternative recommendations. 
 

6.0 RESOURCE AND VALUE FOR MONEY IMPLICATIONS 

 

6.1 There are no direct financial implications of the recommendation contained 
within the report.  However should the Local Committee introduce the order, 
this, the works, and future maintenance will be met from Corporate Property 
capital and revenue budgets.  Parking charges would accrue to the 
Corporate Property revenue budget and penalty charge notices to the 
Parking Enforcement budget (Pauline Cameron 4.6.19) 

 
 

7.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
7.1 Section 32(1) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (“the 1984 Act”) 

provides that “Where for the purpose of relieving or preventing congestion of 
traffic it appears to a local authority to be necessary to provide within their 
area suitable parking places for vehicles, the local authority, subject to Parts 
I to III of Schedule 9 to the 1984 Act— 
 

7.1.1 may provide off-street parking places (whether above or below groundand 
whether or not consisting of or including buildings) together with means of 
entrance to and egress from them…” by means of an off-street Order. 
 

7.2 The Local Committee must be satisfied, before agreeing to bring the Order 
into operation, that it will have the effect of relieving or preventing congestion 
of traffic.  The Senior Manager, Property Services, has set out at paragraph 
4.3.3 the reasoning for this. 
 

7.3 Section 35(1)  of the 1984 Act provides that as respects any parking place 
provided under section 32 (above), the off-street Order may make provision 
as to the use of the parking place, and in particular the vehiles or class of 
vehicles which may be entitled to use it; the conditions on which it may be 
used; the charges to be paid in connection with its use (where it is an off-
street one), and the removal from it of a vehicle left there in contravention of 
the order and the safe custody of the vehicle and the power to make 
provision as to the payment of charges shall include power to make 
provision requiring those charges, or any part of them, to be paid by means 
of the hire or purchase in advance, or the use, of parking devices in 
accordance with the order.  
 

7.4 An order under subsection 35 (1) above may provide for a specified 
apparatus or device to be used as a means to indicate the time at which a 
vehicle arrived at, and the time at which it ought to leave, a parking place, or 
one or other of those times, or the charges paid or payable in respect of a 
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vehicle in an off-street parking place; or as a means to collect any such 
charges, and may make provision regulating the use of any such apparatus 
or device […].  
 

7.5 An order under section 35 (1) above may also provide for regulating the 
issue, use and surrender of parking devices; for requiring vehicles to display 
parking devices when left in any parking place in respect of which the 
parking devices may be used; without prejudice to the generality of 
paragraph (b) above, for regulating the manner in which parking devices are 
to be displayed or operated; for prescribing the use, and the manner of use, 
of apparatus designed to be used in connection with parking devices; for 
treating the indications given by a parking device, or the display or the failure 
to display a parking device on or in any vehicle left in any parking place, as 
evidence (and, in Scotland, as sufficient evidence) of such facts as may be 
provided by the order; for the refund, in such circumstances and in such 
manner as may be prescribed in the order, of the whole or part of the 
amount of any charge paid in advance in respect of a parking device; for the 
payment of a deposit in respect of the issue of a parking device (and for the 
repayment of the whole or any part of any such deposit.  
 

7.6 In Section 35 “parking device” means either a card, disc, token, meter, 
permit, stamp or other similar device, whether used in a vehicle or not, […] 
which, being used either by itself, or in conjunction with any such apparatus 
as is referred to above indicates, or causes to be indicated, the payment of a 
charge, and the period in respect of which it has been paid and the time of 
the beginning or end of the period, or whether or not the period for which it 
has been paid or any further period has elapsed, or the period for which the 
vehicle in relation to which the parking device is used is permitted to park in 
the parking place, and the time of the beginning or end of the period, or 
whether or not the period for which the vehicle in relation to which the 
parking device is used is permitted to park in the parking place or any further 
period has elapsed; or operates apparatus controlling the entry of vehicles to 
or their exit from the parking place, or enables that apparatus to be operated; 
or any other device of any such description as may from time to time be 
prescribed for the purposes of this section or section 35A below, namely a 

“credit card” being a card or similar thing issued by any person, use of which 
enables the holder to defer the payment by him of the charge for parking a 
vehicle; and “debit card” being a card or similar thing issued by any person, 
use of which by the holder causes the charge for parking a vehicle to be paid 
by the electronic transfer of funds from any current account of his at a bank 
or other institution providing banking services.]  
 

7.7 The Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales) 
Regulations, which are attached as Appendix 13 to this report, provides that 
before making (bring into force) an Order, consultation shall have been 
carried out with the consultees referred to in Regulation 6.  The Senior 
Manager, Property, has confirmed that consultation in respect of the Order 
has been carried out in accordance with Regulation 6. 
 

7.8 Furthermore, the Senior Manager, Property, has confirmed that in addition to 
the statutory consultation procedure referred to in paragraph 7.6 above, the 

132



 

Page 9 of 10 

consultation procedure detailed in the Council’s own Service Procedure, 
12/006, attached as Appendix 12, has also been carried out.  
 

7.9 The Local Committee has the power, as set out at paragraph 5.1.2 (g) of 
Part 2D of the Constitution, to approve the making of traffic regulation orders 
in accordance with powers under Parts I, II and IV of the 1984 Act, except for 
the making of traffic regulation orders which involve the introduction of 
charging for on-street residents permits, which are delegated to the 
Executive Director – Economy and Infrastructure subject to a decision of the 
appropriate member body to introduce such charges. (KB – 10.6.2019)  

 

8.0 CONCLUSION 

 
8.1 This report seeks to advise Members of the Working Group of comments 

and representations received to The County of Cumbria (County Hall, 
Kendal) (Off Street Parking Places) Order 20>< during the statutory 
consultation and advertisement procedure and to recommend that Local 
Committee agree to introduce the Order as advertised subject to approval of 
the Inclusive Access Scheme submitted under Condition 3 of planning 
permission ref 5/19/9001 and to any potential modifications arising from it.  
 

Peter Hosking 
Highways Network Manager 

 
Allan Harty 
Senior Manager, Property 
 

19 June 2019 
  
 
APPENDICES 
 
Appendix 1: County Hall Car Parking Areas - A4 Plan 
Appendix 2: Draft Notice & Schedules detailing proposed restrictions, charges & 
exemptions. 
Appendix 3: Sunday Parking 
Appendix 4: Charging Rates 
Appendix 5: Financial not congestion 
Appendix 6: Traffic Assessment 
Appendix 7: Planning 
Appendix 8: Consultation 
Appendix 9: Displacement 
Appendix 10: Green Space 
Appendix 11: Short Term Parking 
Appendix 12: Service Procedure 12/006  
Appendix 13: Qualifying permits 
Appendix 14: The Local Authorities Traffic Order (Procedure) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 1996  
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Electoral Division(s): Kendal Strickland and Fell, Kendal 
 
 

Executive Decision  No 

 

Key Decision  No 

 

If a Key Decision, is the proposal published in the current Forward Plan?   N/A 

 

Is the decision exempt from call-in on grounds of urgency?  No 

 

If exempt from call-in, has the agreement of the Chair of the relevant 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee been sought or obtained? 

  N/A 

   

 

Has this matter been considered by Overview and Scrutiny? 
If so, give details below. 

 No 

  

 

Has an environmental or sustainability impact assessment been 
undertaken? 

 No  

   

 

Has an equality impact assessment been undertaken?  No  

   

 
PREVIOUS RELEVANT COUNCIL OR EXECUTIVE DECISIONS 
South Lakeland Highways and Transport Group December 2018 
South Lakeland Local Committee January 2019 
 
CONSIDERATION BY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
 
Not considered by Overview and Scrutiny. 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
No background papers. 
 

Contact:  Allan Harty         Tel:   07795827042 
  Email address: allan.harty@cumbria.gov.uk 
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SOUTH LAKELAND HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION WORKING GROUP 
 
 

Minutes of a Meeting of the South Lakeland Highways and Transportation Working 
Group held on Wednesday, 19 June 2019 at 10.00 am at  
 
 

PRESENT: 
 

Mr SB Collins (Chairman) 
 

Mr N Cotton 
Mrs BC Gray 
Mr WJ Wearing 
Mr M Wilson 
 

Mr J Airey 
Mrs S Evans 
Mrs S Sanderson 
Mr P Thornton 
 

 
Also in Attendance:- 
 
Mr M Dooz - Traffic Manager Team Leader 
Mr P Hosking - Highways Network Manager 
Mr M Conefrey - Strategic Manager - Planning and Commissioning 
Mr R Lewis - Traffic Manager 
Mr G Archibald - South Lakeland District Councillor 
Mr A Harty - Senior Manager - Property 
 
 
 
1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Mr J Bland. 
 
2 MINUTES 
 
Corrections to the Minutes of 17 April 2019: 
 
Add in Councillor Archibald to the attendance. 
 
Minute 111, page 6, second paragraph, 4th line: remove the word ‘since’. 
 
Minute 115, page 8, spelling correction to Miller Bridge (not Millom) 
 
Minute 115 page 8, Shap Road not Burton Road. 
 
RESOLVED that,   subject to the corrections above, the minutes of the meeting held 

on 17 April 2019 be approved. 
 
3 TRAFFIC REGULATION ORDERS 
 
a County Hall, Kendal: Off Street Parking Order 
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A report was considered from the Senior Manager – Property and the Highways 
Network Manager regarding the County Hall: Off Street Parking Order. The report 
advised on the outcome of the statutory advertisement and consultation of the 
County of Cumbria (County Hall Kendal) (Off Street Parking Places) Order >< (‘the 
Order’) and sought a recommendation from the Working Group that South Lakeland 
Local Committee agree to introduce the Order in accordance with the 
recommendations in the report before members. A copy of the Notice summarising 
the restrictions were attached as Appendix 1 to the report. 
 
In introducing the report, the Senior Manager – Property and the Highways advised 
that since the process had commenced, changes had been made to the scheme. It 
was now recommended that areas 3 and 8 be excluded and the Order be 
introduced in part. He commented on the successful consultation process, 
highlighting discussions with the Police and Cumbria Fire and Rescue Service and 
their requirements. After consulting the market, it had become apparent that it would 
be prudent to defer the introduction of areas 3 and 8 until it had been evidenced that 
there would be demand for the additional parking spaces. He guided members 
through the objections that had been received to the proposal. 
 
The Local Member, Mr Thornton voiced his concerns. He stated that once charges 
were in place there would likely be displacement of cars on to the surrounding 
streets. He requested a parking payment scheme for staff who currently parked at 
County Hall.  The Senior Manager – Property stated that a residential parking permit 
scheme would be addressed. The Local Member requested that bicycle racks be 
placed in the front car park.  
 
In response to member questions the Senior Manager – Property advised that the 
first review of the scheme would be in March 2020 to ascertain performance and 
understand its impact, an offer for staff to pay for parking would be addressed and 
how long it would take for the scheme to pay for itself, advising that income had 
been modelled on 85% occupancy. The South Lakeland District Councillor advised 
that SLDC would welcome its car park permit scheme being extended to cover the 
County Hall car park. He commented that omission of areas 3 and 8 would reduce 
the income level and asked if this had been modelled. He advocated the use of safe 
drop off for children stating that in some areas of South Lakeland, a 20 minute drop 
off period was allowed in some car parks. The Senior Manager – Property advised 
that the development of areas 3 and 8 would be postponed until the economic 
viability of the scheme had been ascertained and that a number of members had 
been involved in the development of the proposal. The Local Member stated that he 
had agreed that demand be ascertained before areas 3 and 8 were developed. 
 
A number of members supported and welcomed the proposal but were concerned 
with potential car displacement into residential areas, that staff parking should be 
reasonably prices and that a review should take place in 6 months’ time. It was 
highlighted that in the Conservative Group, a number of members had expressed 
concern at the reduction in number of disabled spaces at the front of the building. A 
short discussion took place on the parking arrangements for members on the days 
of full Council meetings. A member asked that drop off provision for children 
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attending at Stramongate School be addressed. A member was reassured by the 
Senior Manager – Property that dialogue would take place with bus operators.  
 
A member asked that monitoring take place on the ability for emergency vehicles on 
Busher Walk to exit onto the main road if there was parking displacement onto 
surrounding streets. It was confirmed that there would be ducting for electric car 
charging facilities on all parking bays. 
 
The Local Member commented on the method for staff to pay for parking, drop off 
parking for Stramongate school, revenue would be received from year one of the 
scheme and that a revue of the scheme would be regular. 
 
Discussion ensued on the safer routes to school scheme and its application across 
all schools in the County. A number of members advised that they were investing in 
the scheme at schools in their divisions and that discussions were taking place at 
Cabinet level regarding parking issues at schools in Ulverston and safer routes to 
school. The Chair of South Lakeland Local Committee commented on his work with 
officers and members on the potential for funding from the Local Committee 
(currently at discussion stage) for safer routes to school. It was confirmed that 
parking meters would gather parking data. 
 
It was moved by Mr Cotton and seconded that the recommendations as set out in 
the report be agreed. By assent of the Working Group it was 
 
RESOLVED that, 
 

1 After considering the representations which have been received to the 
statutory consultation and advertisement of The County of Cumbria (County 
Hall, Kendal) (Off Street Parking Places) Order 20>< (“the Order”) South 
Lakeland Local Committee be recommended to introduce the Order IN PART 
i.e. to exclude Areas 3 and 8 at this time AND SUBJECT TO approval of the 
Inclusive Access Scheme submitted under Condition 3 of planning 
permission ref 5/19/9001 and to any potential modifications arising from it.  

2 South Lakeland Local Committee be recommended to defer the introduction 
of the Order relating to Areas 3 and 8 until such time as it is evidenced that 
through demand, additional spaces are needed, where upon a further report 
will be brought back to the Local Committee.  

 
b Busher Walk Service Road (North-South leg) Traffic Regulation Order 

2019/2020 
 
A report was considered from the Acting Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure regarding Busher Walk Service Road (North-South Leg) Traffic 
Regulation Order (TRO) 2019/20. The report sought a recommendation from the 
Highways and Transportation Working Group that the Local Committee agree to 
progress to statutory advertisement and consultation on proposed No Waiting At 
Any Time and One Way traffic flow restrictions on Busher Walk Service Road 
(North-South leg), Kendal to improve parking issues and traffic flow. 
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The Senior Manager – Property advised that a full briefing had been provided on the 
TRO to Cumbria Police following an enquiry relating to their Tactical Arms Unit. The 
Local Member supported the proposal. 
 

RESOLVED that, 

1 South Lakeland Local Committee be recommended to agree to proceed to 

statutory consultation and advertisement of “No Waiting at Any Time” and One-

way traffic flow restrictions on Busher Walk Service Road (North- South Leg), 

Kendal as shown on the plan attached as Appendix 1 of the report. 

2 In the event  that there are no unresolved objections at the expiry of the 

statutory advertisement and consultation period,  South Lakeland Local 

Committee be recommended to agree that the No Waiting At Any Time and 

One-way restrictions be brought into operation, as advertised  

c Prohibition of "No Waiting At Any Time" Fell Foot and Newby Bridge 
 
A briefing note was considered from the Traffic Management Senior Technician 
regarding the Prohibition of "No Waiting at Any Time" at Fell Foot and Newby 
Bridge. Concerns had been raised regarding parking causing obstructions on 
sections of the A592, C5048 and C5041 at Fell Foot and C5026 Newby Bridge. The 
roads had no restrictions in place to limit parked cars causing an obstruction 
therefore, there the proposal was to implement No Waiting at Any Time Restrictions. 
 
The Local Member gave her support for the Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) 
commenting on the local issues with parking, vehicle displacement, people not 
wanting to pay for parking, the fact that the roads were narrow and that residents 
had been trapped in their homes due to inconsiderate parking. It was noted that the 
National Trust had extended their car park to try to resolve parking issues and the 
Parish Council had regular meetings with the National Trust. 
 
Members supported the Local Member and asked that the parking situation be 
monitored. Discussion took place about forthcoming road configuration changes 
near the Swan Hotel Bridge. 
 
RESOLVED that, a full report regarding the Traffic Regulation Order with 

recommendations as to the bringing into operation of the Order 
be presented to Local Committee at its meeting on 23rd July 
2019 

 
d Castle Estate and Oxenholme 30mph and 20mph Speed Limit Various 

Order 2019 
 
 A briefing note was considered from the Traffic Management Team Leader 
regarding the Castle Estate and Oxenholme 30mph and 20mph Speed Limit Various 
Order 2019. The County Council had been asked to review road safety concerns 
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within the Castle Estate area and therefore had developed proposals to try and 
improve the road safety within the Castle Estate. 
 
Members were advised that members and Kendal Town Council had been informed 
of the proposals.  
 
RESOLVED that, a full report regarding the Traffic Regulation Order with 

recommendations as to the bringing into operation the Order be 
presented to Local Committee at its meeting on 23th July 2019. 

 
e Webb View and Earle Court Traffic Regulation order 2019/2020 

A report was considered from the Acting Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure regarding the Webb View and Earle Court Traffic Regulation Order 
(TRO) 2019/2020. The report sought a recommendation from the Working Group 
that the Local Committee agree to progress to statutory advertisement and 
consultation on proposed No Waiting at Any Time restrictions on Webb View and 
Earle Court, to improve accessibility and traffic movement. 

The Local Member advised that residents did not dispute the proposal but had 
queried whether the yellow lines should be longer. He highlighted that there were 
active residents in the extra care housing building who parked cars in the vicinity 
therefore parking problems occurred when there were visitors, resulting cars being 
parked on pavements. He asked whether this was due to a design problem when 
the property was built and whether current planning applications took into 
consideration the future adoption of roads. The Highways Network Manager would 
take this up outside of the meeting. A short discussion took place on the 
responsibility of District Councils to listen to the advice of the County Council when 
progressing planning applications. 

A member raised that the County Council should be monitoring that it was not 
undertaking highways work which should be undertaken by developers. 

Mr Thornton moved and Mr Cotton seconded that the recommendations as set out 
in the report be agreed. With the assent of the Committee, it was 

RESOLVED that, 

1 South Lakeland Local Committee agree to proceed to statutory consultation 

and advertisement of “No Waiting At Any Time” restrictions on Webb View & 

Earle Court, Kendal as shown on plan attached as Appendix 1 of the report 

2 In the event that there are no unresolved objections at the expiry of the 

statutory advertisement  and consultation period, South Lakeland Local 

Committee agree that the No Waiting At Any Time restrictions referred to in 

paragraph 3.1 above, be brought into operation, as advertised  
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4 KENDAL INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS UPDATE 
 
The Chair gave a verbal update on Kendal Infrastructure Improvements. This 
included improvements to the Kendal Northern Access Route and on Kendal Town 
Centre Improvements.  
 
He talked about the impact on the highway network if the motorway was closed and 
advised that in the near future, Highways England would be closing one 
carriageway of the M6 motorway in order to repair a bridge at Langrigg which would 
impact on Kendal’s highways network. 
 
RESOLVED that, the position be noted. 
 
5 UPDATE ON THE DELIVERY OF THE 2019/20 DEVOLVED AND NON-

DEVOLVED CAPITAL PROGRAMME. 
 
The Highways Network Manager introduced a briefing note which gave an update 
on the delivery of the 2019/20 Devolved and Non-Devolved Capital Programme. He 
provided an update on the Surface Treatment Programme advising on the schemes 
that had been delivered on the ground and highlighted that the C5058 Scar Foot 
Farm to A5074 via Crossthwaite had been removed from the Programme as the 
carriageway surface was too soft for the surface dressing to be applied. Non critical 
work had now commenced. He advised on the progress made on Footway 
Resurfacing, stating that the team was progressing well with the work. Members 
were informed of drainage works, with an explanation being provided about the 
challenges around the culvert replacement under Plumgarths to Crook Road.  
 
A member asked whether in addition to programmed work, emergency work was 
undertaken. The Highways Network Manager advised that there was too much 
patching work to be included in the report but if carriageways could not be repaired 
as they were so badly damaged, other repair work was considered. If a carriageway 
was not safe then an agreed scheme would be considered. 
 
Members raised a number of issues at Sandes Avenue and the uneven carriageway 
in front of County Hall that would need to be followed up. A short discussion took 
place on the effectiveness of jet patching to which the Highways Network Manager 
undertook to report back to the Group at a future meeting on this matter. 
 
RESOLVED that,  a further briefing note be presented to members at the next 

meeting of the Working Group. 
 
6 UPDATE ON THE DELIVERY OF THE 2019/20 GULLY CLEANSING 

PROGRAMME 
 
The Highways Network Manager introduced a briefing note which gave an update 
on the delivery of the 2019/20 gully cleansing programme within South Lakeland. 
The Highways Network Manager informed the Group that although the gully 
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cleansing programme had been behind schedule the previous year, this was now up 
to date using the funding from Central Government. Members were informed of the 
working patterns of the gully wagons deployed across South Lakeland. 
 
Members welcomed that gully cleansing work was up to date. In response to a 
member question, the Highways Network Manager reported on how gully cleansing 
was programmed and that gully cleansing works were carried out on the way to 
specific areas to make it economically viable. 
 
The Highways Network Manager reported that the County Council now had its own 
camera for gully cleansing work which could efficiently locate and mark accurately 
where problems were, this reduced reliance on the Sapphire gully wagon. 
 
Members asked that they be informed where gully work was being undertaken as 
there were instances where the work may not have been completed and they could 
check on its completion. 
 
A member asked that following the initial gully cleanse after the initial leaf drop in 
the autumn, that a second gully cleanse take place to ensure flooding was avoided. 
The Highways Network Manager advised that the County Council worked with 
South Lakeland District Council on this work. 
 
RESOLVED that, a further update be brought to the next meeting of the Working 

Group 
 
7 UPDATE ON THE DELIVERY OF THE 2019/20 INFRASTRUCTURE 

RECOVERY PROGRAMME 
 
The Highways Network Manager introduced a briefing note which gave an update 
on the delivery of the 2019/20 Infrastructure Recovery Programme (IRP). The 
Highways Network Manager reported that the IRP would conclude at the end of the 
financial year and advised on the progress made by the Team. This included the 
reopening of Ford Bridge at Burneside and work being undertaken at Broadhead 
Bridge, Grayrigg. In terms of the latter, work was ongoing with Network Rail 
regarding realignment of the bridge and watercourse and it was noted that there 
was no historical proof of bridge ownership. It was noted that planning permission 
would be required to demolish elements of the previous Gooseholme Bridge.  
 
Discussion took place on the scant information available, the mixed messages 
received and the lack of communication with members regarding the planning 
permission which had already been granted and the demolishing of elements of the 
bridge. The Highways Network Manager would respond to members about the 
current position of the project. Members highlighted that there was a Member 
Protocol which, in this case, had not been adhered to. 
 
The Highways Network Manager reported on progress at Victoria Bridge. It was 
noted that the Local Member had been fully briefed on the work. A member advised 
that a temporary footbridge was in place Middleton Hall Bridge. Another member 
commented on a site visit meeting at Gurnal Bridge, on the narrow road which could 
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lead it to it becoming a rat run and the need to protect the river bank. The Highways 
Network Manager reported on the drainage improvement scheme at The Helm, 
Oxenholme adding that he would identify the final destination of the water flow from 
the A65 and let Mrs Gray know. Members would be advised of the design for the 
replacement of Lupton Ford footbridge. 
 
RESOLVED that, the briefing note be noted. 
 
8 ITEMS FOR FUTURE MEETINGS OF THE WORKING GROUP 
 
Members were provided with information on the current weed spraying programme. 
 
The Chairman of South Lakeland Local Committee informed members that he was 
keen to develop and establish a Local Committee budget for safe walking and cycle 
routes to school. It was likely that the Fund would be £50k and members would be 
able to apply for funding for improvements to routes. South Lakeland District Council 
would also be providing funding. Further discussion on this would take place at a 
future meeting of the Working Group. 
 
A member drew the Group’s attention to the concerns of residents regarding the 
number of accidents on the A590. The ability of side roads to support the volume of 
traffic when diversions were in place and the length of time that roads were closed 
when there was an accident was discussed. The Council’s Traffic Manager would 
prepare a report for the next meeting of the Group on his work with Highways 
England on diversion routes. 
 
The Highways Network Manager was asked to ensure that the highways team 
checked that signage was not obscured by saplings. 
 
Following discussion amongst members, the following would be placed on the 
Agendas of the Working Group: 
 

 Safe Walking and Cycle Routes to School 

 Bridges and Structures Programme (once a year) 

 Clean air and enforcement 
 Cumbria County Council and Highways England’ work on diversion routes 

 
9 DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
The next meeting of the Working Group would be held on 2 September 2019 at 
County Offices, Kendal at 10.00am. 
 
 

The meeting ended at 12.30 pm 
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COUNTY COUNCIL LOCAL COMMITTEE FOR 
SOUTH LAKELAND 

Meeting date: 23 July 2019 

From:    Acting Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure 

 
 
 

PROHIBITION OF NO WAITING AT ANY TIME IN 
FELL FOOT& NEWBY BRIDGE 

 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report sets out the responses to the statutory consultation and 
advertisement of The County of Cumbria(Various Roads, South Lakeland 
Area)(Consolidation of Traffic Regulations) (Order 2002) (Fell Foot and 
Newby Bridge) Variation Order 20>< (“the Order”) 

1.1 The proposals are summarised in the statutory notice which is attached 
as Appendix 1 and shown on location plans which are attached as 
Appendix 2 to this report. 

1.2 The report seeks a resolution on the proposed introduction of the 
Order. 

 

2.0 STRATEGIC PLANNING AND EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 

2.1 The introduction of Traffic Regulation Orders is a devolved function of 
this Local Committee and helps support the County Council objective of 
meeting its casualty reduction targets and its delivery of Community 
Strategy and Cumbria Agreement outcomes and Council Plan priorities, 
which are 

 

 To safeguard children, and ensure that Cumbria is a great place to 
be a child and grow up 
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 To enable communities to live safely and shape services locally 

 To promote health and wellbeing, and tackle poverty 

 To protect and enhance Cumbria’s world class environment 

 To provide safe and well maintained roads and an effective 
transport network 

 To promote sustainable economic growth, and create jobs 

 To support older and vulnerable people to live independent and 
healthy lives 

 To be a modern and efficient council 

Members are advised that generally the measures contained in the 
proposals contribute to these commitments by continuing to ensure that 
the council are able to provide an effective and safe Highway Network. 

2.2 The prioritisation, programming and design of highway improvement 
schemes have the potential to generate either beneficial or adverse 
impacts on people with mobility or vision impairments.  The 
development of detailed proposals is undertaken in accordance with the 
County Council’s policies and procedures for equality and diversity. 

3.0 RECOMMENDATION 

3.1    That Local Committee resolves that The County of Cumbria (Various Roads, 
South Lakeland Area)(Consolidation of Traffic Regulations) (Order 2002) 
(Fell Foot and Newby Bridge) Variation Order 20>< brought into operation as 
advertised having taken into account the objections which were received, 
and having also taken into consideration the matters contained in Section 
122(2) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 which are more specifically 
referred to a paragraph 7.2 of this Report.  

4.0 BACKGROUND 

4.1 The County Council has been requested by Councillor Sue Sanderson and 
the police to review the parking which is causing obstructions and road 
safety issues on sections of the A592, C5048 and C5041 at Fell Foot and 
C5026 Newby Bridge. Currently these roads do not have any restrictions in 
place to limit parked cars causing an obstruction. It is therefore proposed to 
implement No Waiting at Any Time Restrictions. 

 
4.2 Attached as Appendix 1 is the statutory notice for the advertising and 

consultation of the Fell Foot and Newby Bridge proposal. 
 

4.3  Attached as Appendix 2 is the plan detailing the proposal 

4.4   The background information and reasons for each of the proposals are 
set out in the Statement of Reasons which is attached as Appendix 3. 
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4.5 Statutory consultation and advertising of the Order, began on Thursday 23rd 
May 2019 and ended on Thursday 13th June 2019. Letters were hand 
delivered to all affected properties and businesses on A592, C5048 and 
C5041 Fell Foot and C5026 Newby Bridge and proposals were advertised in 
the Westmorland Gazette on 23 May 2019.   

 
4.6   A total of 25 letters were distributed to residents in the A592, C5048 and 

C5041 at Fell Foot and C5026 Newby Bridge. A total of eight responses were 

received, 5 responses in support which include the Parish Council of Staveley 

in Cartmel and Police and 3 respondents objected. 

4.7   Appendix 4 summarises and recommends the outcomes from the various 
comments and objections received for each of the proposals. 

4.8   The cost of the Order in terms of staff resources and advertising and any 
implementation measures as a result of the making of the Order (£3,000) 
have been allocated through the Members Highway Priority Works for 
the Cartmel Division 

5  OPTIONS 

5.1 Local Committee approve the recommendation at paragraph 3.1 of this 
report  

5.2   Local Committee do not approve the recommendation at paragraph 3.1 
of this report.   

5.3   Local Committee approve the bringing into force of the Order in part, 
other than in accordance with the Recommendations, or with (less 
onerous) amendments. 

6  RESOURCE AND VALUE FOR MONEY IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 The cost of the Order and the implementation of proposals that are approved to 
be implemented will be met from the allocation of funding through the Members 
Highway Priorities for the Cartmel Division. Members are asked to note that 
there will be some future maintenance costs which will need to be met from 
future revenue budget allocations. 

7 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

7.1 The County Council, as Traffic Authority, must take into consideration the 
matters contained in section 122(2) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 
(“the 1984 Act”) detailed below, in considering whether it is expedient to agree 
to the implementation of the Order detailed in this Report for the reason 
specified at sections 1(1) (a), (c) and (f) of the 1984 Act, namely for avoiding 
danger to persons or other traffic using the road or any other road or for 
preventing the likelihood of any such danger arising, for facilitating the 
passage on the road or any other road of any class of traffic (including 
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pedestrians), and for preserving or improving the amenities of the area 
through which the road runs. 

7.2 Under Section 122(2), the matters which must be taken into account 
exercising that duty are: - 

(a) The desirability of securing and maintaining reasonable access 
to premises; 

(b) the effect on amenities of an area; 

(c) the national air quality strategy prepared under section 80 of 
the Environment Act 1995; 

(d) the importance of facilitating the passage of public service 
vehicles and of securing the safety and convenience of persons 
using or desiring to use such vehicles; and 

(e) any other matters appearing to the authority to be relevant. 

          convenience of persons using or desiring to use such vehicles; 
and 

(e) any other matters appearing to the authority to be relevant. 

 
  7.3   Local Committees may, pursuant to Part 2D, paragraph 5.1.2 (g) of the  

Constitution, approve the making of traffic regulation orders in 
accordance with powers under Parts I, II and IV of the Road Traffic 
Regulation act 1984, except for the making of Traffic Regulation 
Orders which involve the introduction for on-street residents permits, 
which are delegated to the Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure subject to a decision of the appropriate member body 
to introduce such charges. (KB – 16.7.2019) 

8 CONCLUSION 

It is recommended that the Order be bought into force in accordance with 
the Recommendation. 

 
Acting Executive Director - Economy and Infrastructure 
 

July 2019 
 
 

148



 

  
 
 
APPENDICES 
 
Appendix 1   Statutory Notice summarising the proposals 

Appendix 2  Plans 

    

Appendix 3  Statement of Reasons 

  

Appendix 4  Consultation Summary and Recommendations 

 
Electoral Division(s): Cartmel 
 

 

Executive Decision Yes  

 

Key Decision  No 

 

If a Key Decision, is the proposal published in the current Forward Plan?   N/A 

 

Is the decision exempt from call-in on grounds of urgency?  No 

 

 

Has this matter been considered by Overview and Scrutiny? 
If so, give details below. 

 No 

  

 

Has an environmental or sustainability impact assessment been 
undertaken? 

  N/A 

   

 

Has an equality impact assessment been undertaken?   N/A 

   

 

 
 
PREVIOUS RELEVANT COUNCIL OR EXECUTIVE DECISIONS 
[including Local Committees] 
 
Non 
 
 
CONSIDERATION BY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
 
Not considered by Overview and Scrutiny. 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Consultation responses 
 
REPORT AUTHOR 
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Contact: Mo. Dooz 
Traffic Management Team Leader 
mo.dooz@cumbria.gov.uk 
01539 713347 
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Appendix 1 Statutory Notice 
 

THE COUNTY OF CUMBRIA (VARIOUS ROADS, SOUTH LAKELAND AREA) 

(CONSOLIDATION OF TRAFFIC REGULATIONS) (ORDER 2002) (FELL FOOT AND 

NEWBY BRIDGE) VARIATION ORDER 20>< 

 

1. The Cumbria County Council hereby give notice that it proposes to make the above 

Order under Sections 1, 2, 19, 32, 35, 35A, 38, 45, 46, 47, 49, 51, 53 and 64 of the 

Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984. 

 

2. The effect of the proposed Order will be to introduce “No Waiting At Any Time” 

restrictions: - 

 

(i) On parts of the A592, C5041 and C5048 in Fell Foot; and 

(ii) On parts of the C5026 in Newby Bridge.  

 

PLEASE REFER TO THE DOCUMENTS ON DEPOSIT FOR FULL DETAILS. 

 

3. Full details of the proposed Order, together with plans showing the lengths of road 

concerned, a statement of the Council's reasons for proposing to make the Order and a 

copy of the Order to be varied, may be inspected at the offices of Cumbria Highways, 

County Offices, Kendal, and the offices of the undersigned during normal working 

hours. 

 

4. If you wish to object or to make representations regarding the proposed Order you 

should write to the undersigned or by email to kim.baxter@cumbria.gov.uk, by 13 

June 2019, marking your correspondence with reference KB/4.4.1020/15.001469 
 

 

The Chief Legal Officer, Cumbria County Council, Cumbria House, Carlisle, CA1 

1RD 

Dated: 23 May 2019 
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Appendix 2 - Location plans 
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Appendix 3- Statement of reasons 
 

THE COUNTY OF CUMBRIA (VARIOUS ROADS, SOUTH LAKELAND AREA) 

(CONSOLIDATION OF TRAFFIC REGULATIONS) (ORDER 2002) 

(FELL FOOT AND NEWDBY BRIDGE) VARIATION ORDER 20>< 

 
Statement of Reasons 

Cumbria County Council considers that it is expedient to propose to make the above 
Order for the following reasons: - 

 for avoiding danger to persons or other traffic using the road or any other road 
or for preventing the likelihood of any such danger arising, or 

 for facilitating the passage on the road or any other road of any class of traffic 
(including pedestrians), or 

 for preserving or improving the amenities of the area through which the road 
runs 

The proposals, as shown on the plans, are as follows: - 
 
Plan 1 Fell Foot  
 
Concerns have been raised regarding parking causing obstruction on sections of the 
A592, C5048 and C5041 at Fell Foot. A592, C5048 and C5041 are currently 
unrestricted and can become congested with vehicles. This can make it difficult for 
residents as well as refuse vehicles and emergency services to pass through. 
No Waiting at Any Time (double yellow lines) restrictions are proposed to assist 
traffic flow. 
 
Plan 2 Newby Bridge  
  
Concerns have been raised regarding parking causing obstruction on a section of 
the C5026.  The C5026 is currently unrestricted and can become congested with 
vehicles. This can make it difficult for vehicles as well as refuse vehicles and 
emergency services to pass through. 
No Waiting at Any Time (double yellow lines) restrictions are proposed to assist 
traffic flow. 
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South Lakeland Local Committee 23 July 2019 

Appendix 4 – Consultation Summary 

 

Fell Foot and Newby Bridge TRO 2019 

Consultation Summary 

RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION, ADVERTISING AND OBJECTIONS DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Statutory Consultees 

Staveley-in-Cartmel Parish Council  

 No objection to the proposed restrictions. 

Cumbria Constabulary 

 In full agreement of the proposals. 

 The restrictions are necessary for the safety of road users as the indiscriminate parking creates a serious danger to drivers, pedestrians 

and cyclist through the seriously reduced visibility and road width. 

 Proposals are justified and proportionate to the scale of the problem experienced year on year.  

Responses 

Ref No. RESPONDENT COMMENT 

1 Business/landow
ner 

 No objections to the proposals made 

2 Business  Fully supportive of proposals 

3   Fully supports the proposals 

 DYLs will help alleviate congestion and enable sustainable transport bus line between Lakeside 
and Lakeland Motor Museum to continue to operate 
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4 Resident  Strongly object to the restrictions 

 Does not feel parking problem exists 

 DYLs will be terrible eyesore 

5 Resident  Objects to the proposals 

 Parking only an issue a few times a year 

6 Resident  Objects to the proposals 

 Would like the upper section of the C5041 to remain unrestricted 

 Parking problems only occur a certain times of the year 

 

Summary and conclusion: 

 8 responses received. 

 5 responses in support. 

 3 responses in objection. 

 Recommended that the proposals are implemented as advertised due to the safety issues indiscriminate parking is causing. 
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COUNTY COUNCIL LOCAL COMMITTEE FOR 
SOUTH LAKELAND 

Meeting date: 23 July 2019 

From: Acting Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure 

 
 
 

CASTLE ESTATE 20MPH & OXENHOLME 30MPH  & 
SPEED LIMIT VARIOUS ORDER 2019 

 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 This report sets out the responses to the statutory consultation and 
advertisement of The County of Cumbria (Various Roads in the District 
of South Lakeland)(Consolidation and Provision of Speed Limits) 
(Order 2018) Variation Order (No.3) 20><(“the Order”) 

1.2  All of the proposals are summarised in the statutory notice which is 
attached as Appendix 1 and shown on location plans attached as 
Appendix 2 to this report. 

1.3 The report seeks a resolution on the proposed introduction of the 
Order. 

2.0 STRATEGIC PLANNING AND EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 

2.1 The introduction of Traffic Regulation Orders is a devolved function of 
this Local Committee and helps support the County Council objective of 
meeting its casualty reduction targets and its delivery of Community 
Strategy and Cumbria Agreement outcomes and Council Plan priorities, 
which are 

 To safeguard children, and ensure that Cumbria is a great place to 
be a child and grow up 

 To enable communities to live safely and shape services locally 

 To provide safe and well maintained roads and an effective 
transport network 

 To promote sustainable economic growth, and create jobs 
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 To be a modern and efficient council 

Members are advised that generally the measures contained in the 
proposals contribute to these commitments by continuing to ensure that 
the council are able to provide an effective and safe Highway Network. 

2.2 The prioritisation, programming and design of highway improvement 
schemes have the potential to generate either beneficial or adverse 
impacts on people with mobility or vision impairments.  The 
development of detailed proposals is undertaken in accordance with the 
County Council’s policies and procedures for equality and diversity. 

3.0 RECOMMENDATION 

3.1 That Local Committee resolves that The County of (Various Roads in 
the District of South Lakeland)(Consolidation and Provision of Speed 
Limits) (Order 2018) Variation Order (No.3) 20>< is brought into 
operation as advertised, having taken into account the objections which 
were received, and having also taken into consideration the matters 
contained in Section 122(2) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 
which are more specifically referred to a paragraph 7.2 of this Report.  

4.0 BACKGROUND 

4.1 The County Council has been requested by Councillor Chris Hogg and 
residents to review the road safety concerns within the Castle Estate area. 
Cumbria County Council has developed proposals to try and improve the 
road safety within the Castle Estate. The scheme includes a new speed limit 
of 20mph and measures designed to increase driver awareness of their 
speed, aiming to reduce the appeal of the estate as a shortcut. 

 
4.2 The proposed reduction in the speed limit is intended to reduce traffic 

speeds on these roads, to create a safer environment for all road users, and 
to prevent the likelihood of danger to the public. The roads are mainly 
residential with significant volumes of parked vehicles, so a speed limit of 20 
mph is considered appropriate and reasonable. The layout and nature of the 
roads means that a 20 mph speed limit will be self-enforcing. 

 
4.3 The County Council has been request by Councillor Brenda Gray to develop 

a proposal to change part of the existing 40mph speed limit to 30mph limit on 
the B6254 near Oxenholme train station, from a point 33m northeast of the 
centre of its junction with Helmside Road (Oxenholme) to a point 386m 
southeast of the centre of its junction with U5631, to improve pedestrian 
safety and traffic flow movements. 
 
 

4.4 Attached as Appendix 1 is the statutory notice for the advertising and 
consultation of the Castle Estate and Oxenholme proposals. 

4.5     Attached as Appendix 2 are the plans detailing the proposals as follows; 
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        Plan 1 Castle Estate, Kendal proposed reduction speed limit from 30mph to 
20mph 

 
        Plan 2 Proposed new 30mph speed limit & changes in 40mph- B6425 near   
       Oxenholme  
 

4.6 The background information and reasons for each of the proposals are 
set out in the Statement of Reasons which is attached as Appendix 3. 

4.7 Statutory consultation and advertising of the Order, began on Thursday 30th 
May 2019 and ended on Thursday 20th June 2019. Letters were hand 
delivered to all affected properties and businesses on Castle Estate, Kendal 
and to residents in the B6254 near Oxenholme. Proposals were advertised in 
the Westmorland Gazette on Thursday 30th May 2019.   
 

4.8    A total of 300 letters were distributed to residents in Castle Estate, Kendal. A 
total of 49 responses were received, one from statutory consultations list and 
48 from residents, which 45 were in favour.  

 
4.9    A total of 25 letters were distributed to residents in the B6254 near 

Oxenholme. A total of 22 responses were received, two from the statutory list, 
the Parish Council New Hutton and Old Hutton Parish Council and 21 from 
residents, which 19 were in favour, 

4.10   Appendix 4 and 5 summarises and recommends the outcomes from the 
various comments and objections received for each of the proposals. 

4.11  The cost of the Order in terms of staff resources and advertising and any 
implementation measures as a result of the making of the Order (£3,000) 
have been allocated through the Members Highway Priority Works for 
the Kendal Castle and Kendal South Division 

5.0 OPTIONS 

5.1  Local Committee approve the recommendation at paragraph 3.1 of this 
report  

5.2 Local Committee do not approve the recommendation at paragraph 3.1 
of this report.   

5.3 Local Committee approve the bringing into force of the Order in part, 
other than  in accordance with the Recommendations, or with (less 
onerous) amendments. 

6.0 RESOURCE AND VALUE FOR MONEY IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 Costs already incurred on bringing TRO proposals to this stage and, if it is 
agreed to bring the TRO into operation, the cost of the Order and the 
implementation of proposals could be met from the Members Highway 
Priorities allocations for the Kendal Castle and Kendal South Divisions.  
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6.2 If it is agreed to bring the TRO into operation there would also be some 
future maintenance costs which could be met from the annual devolved 
Highways revenue allocation. (NG 16/07/19) 

 

7.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

7.1 The County Council, as Traffic Authority, must take into consideration the 
matters contained in section 122(2) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 
(“the 1984 Act”) detailed below, in considering whether it is expedient to 
agree to the implementation of the Order detailed in this Report for the 
reason specified at sections 1(1) (a), (c) and (f) of the 1984 Act, namely for 
avoiding danger to persons or other traffic using the road or any other road 
or for preventing the likelihood of any such danger arising, for facilitating the 
passage on the road or any other road of any class of traffic (including 
pedestrians), and for preserving or improving the amenities of the area 
through which the road runs. 

7.2 Under Section 122(2), the matters which must be taken into account 
exercising that duty are: - 

(a) The desirability of securing and maintaining reasonable access 
to premises; 

(b) the effect on amenities of an area; 

(c) the national air quality strategy prepared under section 80 of 
the Environment Act 1995; 

(d) the importance of facilitating the passage of public service 
vehicles and of securing the safety and convenience of persons 
using or desiring to use such vehicles; and 

(e) any other matters appearing to the authority to be relevant. 

          convenience of persons using or desiring to use such vehicles; 
and 

(e) any other matters appearing to the authority to be relevant. 

 
  7.3   Local Committees may, pursuant to Part 2D, paragraph 5.1.2 (g) of the  

Constitution, approve the making of traffic regulation orders in 
accordance with powers under Parts I, II and IV of the Road Traffic 
Regulation act 1984, except for the making of Traffic Regulation Orders 
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which involve the introduction for on-street residents permits, which are 
delegated to the Executive Director – Economy and Infrastructure 
subject to a decision of the appropriate member body to introduce such 
charges. (KB – 16.7.2019) 

 

8.0 CONCLUSION 

8.1    It is recommended that the Order be bought into operation in accordance 
with the Recommendation. 

Acting Executive Director - Economy and Infrastructure 
 

July 2019 
 
 
  
 
 
 
APPENDICES 
 
Appendix 1   Statutory Notice summarising the proposals 

Appendix 2  Plans 

    

Appendix 3  Statement of Reasons 

  

Appendix 4  Consultation Summary and Recommendations 

 
Appendix 5  Consultation Summary and Recommendations 

 
 
Electoral Division(s): Kendal Castle and Kendal South 

 

Executive Decision Yes  

 

Key Decision  No 

 

If a Key Decision, is the proposal published in the current Forward Plan?   N/A 

 

Is the decision exempt from call-in on grounds of urgency?  No 

 

 
 

Has this matter been considered by Overview and Scrutiny? 
If so, give details below. 

Yes* No* 

  

 

Has an environmental or sustainability impact assessment been 
undertaken? 

  N/A 
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Has an equality impact assessment been undertaken?   N/A 

   

 

PREVIOUS RELEVANT COUNCIL OR EXECUTIVE DECISIONS 
[including Local Committees] 
 
None 
 
CONSIDERATION BY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
 
Not considered by Overview and Scrutiny. 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Consultation responses 
 
 
REPORT AUTHOR 
 
Contact: Mo. Dooz 
Traffic Management Team Leader 
mo.dooz@cumbria.gov.uk 
01539 713347 
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Appendix 1 

 

CUMBRIA COUNTY COUNCIL  

  

THE COUNTY OF CUMBRIA (VARIOUS ROADS IN THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH  

LAKELAND)(CONSOLIDATION AND PROVISION OF SPEED LIMITS) (ORDER 
2018)  VARIATION ORDER (NO.3) 20><  

  

1. The Cumbria County Council hereby give notice that it proposes to make the 

above Order under Section 84 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984.  

  

2. The effect of the proposed Order will be to: --  

  

(a) Introduce a 20 mph speed restriction on the entire lengths of the 

following            

roads in Kendal Town: -  

Castle Road, Castle Park, Castle Walk, Castle Grove, Lower Castle 

Park, Castle  Riggs, Castle Circle, Castle Drive, Castle Oval, Castle 

Close and Castle Dale; and  

  

(b) Extend the existing 30 mph speed restriction on the B6254 near   

Oxenholme, from  a point 33m north east of the centre of its junction 

with Helmside Road, Oxenholme, to a point 386m south east of the 

centre of its junction with the U5631 (in place of the existing 40 mph 
speed restriction).  

  

3. Full details of the proposed Order, together with a statement of the Council's   

    reasons for  proposing to make the Order and a copy of the Order to be varied,   

    may be inspected at the offices of Cumbria Highways, County Offices, Kendal     

    and the offices of the undersigned  during normal working hours.  

  

4. If you wish to object or to make representations in relation to the proposed Order  

    you should  write to the undersigned, or email kim.baxter@cumbria.gov.uk, by 20  

   June 2019, marking  your correspondence with reference KB/4.4.1022/15.001472.  

  

Chief Legal Officer, Cumbria County Council,, Cumbria House, 117 Botchergate, 
Carlisle CA11RD  

  

Dated 30
th
  May 2019  
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Appendix 2 Plans 
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Appendix 3 - Statement of reasons 
 

 
THE COUNTY OF CUMBRIA (VARIOUS ROADS IN THE DISTRICT OF 

SOUTH LAKELAND)(CONSOLIDATION AND PROVISION OF SPEED LIMITS)  

(ORDER 2018) VARIATION ORDER (NO. 3) 20><  

  

STATEMENT OF REASONS  

  

Cumbria County Council considers that it is expedient to propose to make the above 
Order for the following reasons: -  

  

 for avoiding danger to persons or other traffic using the road or any other  
road or for preventing the likelihood of any such danger arising, or  

 

 for preserving or improving the amenities of the area through which the road  
runs  

  

In addition the County Council wishes to respond to the appeals of local people, who 
have requested a speed limit amendment on these lengths of road:  

  

1.  A 20mph speed limit for the entire lengths of Castle Road, Castle Park,  
Castle Walk, Castle Grove, Castle Drive, Castle Riggs, Castle Circle, Castle  
Drive, Castle Oval, Castle Close and Castle Dale, Kendal, to improve  
pedestrian safety and traffic flow movements; and  

  

2.  A 30mph speed limit on the B6254 near Oxenholme, from a point 33m  
northeast of the centre of its junction with Helmside Road (Oxenholme) to a 
point 386m southeast of the centre of its junction with U5631, to improve  
pedestrian safety and traffic flow movements (to replace the existing 40 mph 
speed restriction)  
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CONSULTATION SUMMARY – CASTLE ESTATE, KENDAL - PROPOSED REDUCTION IN SPEED LIMIT, 
FROM 30MPH TO 20MPH 

 

RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION, ADVERTISING OBJECTIONS, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Statutory Consultees 
 
Collision Reduction Officer (south) 30 May 2019 09:50 – “Castle estate 20 mph limit, Is there any physical road alterations being put 
in? 
 
On the Castle Drive piece of road facing the football fields and Castles this is the area where we get some speed complaints. Most 
of the estate manages itself speed wise and the,20 mph would help, but this would be my only area of concern as we would then 
not enforce the 20 where periodically we do.” 
 
CCC response 30 May 2019 15:06 “I refer to your email where you raised a question relation to a Statutory Consultation for a 
20mph speed limit for the Castle Estate, Kendal. You asked if there were to be any physical road alterations being put in. The 
answer is yes, we are to install pedestrian crossing islands at both junctions where Parkside Road meets the Castle Estate (Castle 
Drive and Castle Grove), along with hatched road markings at these junctions to give an indication to drivers of a reduced junction 
width, thus hopefully slowing them down upon entry to the estate. 
 
Thank you for your question and comments. Now you have this information, would you be supporting or objecting to the proposed 
reduction in speed limit?” 
 
Collision Reduction Officer (south) 30 May 2019 15:06 – “I am certainly in favour of the scheme and support it in my official capacity 
.The pedestrian crossings and markings will be of great assistance. Could something be considered like extra markings on Castle 
drive to reinforce the speed limit as this road sometime gets speed issues now.” 
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CONSULTATION SUMMARY – CASTLE ESTATE, KENDAL - PROPOSED REDUCTION IN SPEED LIMIT, 
FROM 30MPH TO 20MPH 

 

Other responses for proposal to implement a reduction in speed limit for the Castle Estate, from 30mph to 20mph on the 
entire lengths of Castle Road, Castle Park, Castle Walk, Castle Grove, Castle Drive, Castle Riggs, Castle Circle, Castle 
Drive, Castle Oval, Castle Close and Castle Dale 
 

Ref 
No. 

SUPPORT, 
OBJECT OR 

NO COMMENT 

COMMENT CCC COMMENTS 

1 Support 

I fully support the proposal to reduce the speed limit 
from 30mph to 20mph on the Kendal Castle 
estate.  However, I think it would be better to also add 
speed humps like we have on lots of other estates in 
Kendal because these actually work. Changing the 
traffic signs from 30 to 20 is all well and good but the 
reality is that the same idiots that  
currently speed through the estate ignoring the speed 
limit and the safety of others will be the same people 
who will ignore the 20 mph enforcement.   Speed 
humps slow people down - fact. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

2 Support 

l live on castle oval referring to your 20 mph plan, l am 
not against that. l am just concerned where you are 
going to put the double yellow lines...My main concern 
is that you take away parking, especially down castle 
road...this would open the road up and create a rat run 
thru the estate, at the moment castle road deters 
motorists taking a short cut 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

3 Support N/A 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

4 Support 
Think it’s a great idea. Thank you. Your hard work is 
much appreciated 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

5 Support N/A  

6 Support Excellent idea to reduce the speed limit in this Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
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CONSULTATION SUMMARY – CASTLE ESTATE, KENDAL - PROPOSED REDUCTION IN SPEED LIMIT, 
FROM 30MPH TO 20MPH 

 

residential area. Particularly important with the number 
of parked cars on the street, and with the streets being 
narrow. 

Local Committee decision in due course. 

7 Support 

I do agree with 20mph but how do you aim to 
implement that restriction is a puzzle. I had my front 
bumper pulled off because of a car speeding. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

8 Support None  

9 Support None  

10 Support 
I would also like to see a one-way system to improve 
safety. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

11 Support 
It should be the same 20mph on all the estates in my 
opinion. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

12 Support 20mph OK 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

13 Support 

On the last feedback form I filled in, I mentioned about 
a sign just past castle Stores on the left. The sign says 
"slow children playing", it is in a dangerous place and 
needs moving because when you try to pull out of the 
road end you cannot see what is coming from the left 
unless you edge out quite a way. The sign restricts your 
vision. Could it be relocated? 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

14 Do not Support 

The estate is so congested with parked vehicles, it 
nearly impossible to exceed 30mph, to my knowledge 
there has been no reported RTCs involving a pedestrian 
on this estate in over 30 years 
 
 
 

Our Email 08/07/2019 17:02 - Please can we ask that you 
consider retracting your objection to the current proposals 
given that all of the other representations have been in 
support, which indicates that there are many local families 
who use, walk or drive around the Castle Estate who feel the 
reduction in speed limit from 30mph to 20mph would 
benefit them by assisting visibility at junctions and 
driveways, improve the safety when walking this route and 
benefit the overall amenities of the area. It would assist the 
community who voiced their strong support the proposed 
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CONSULTATION SUMMARY – CASTLE ESTATE, KENDAL - PROPOSED REDUCTION IN SPEED LIMIT, 
FROM 30MPH TO 20MPH 

 

reduction in speed limit to see it installed in a quicker 
timescale. 

Respondent 14 Email response 08 July 2019 21:09 - I may 
have mentioned this fact in my previous response, but I have 
lived on the Castle Estate for over 50 years and I can count 
on one hand, the many RTC's involving pedestrians on the 
estate. I again, mention the fact that the estate is so 
congested with parked vehicles that it is virtually impossible 
to exceed the 30 mph, yet alone 20 mph. One these grounds 
me and my wife refuse to retracted our original opposition 
to this plan. 
 
Knowing the apathy that is prevalent on this Estate I would 
believe that out of the many consultation questionnaires 
sent out, I would only predict a return of around 30%. 
 
Our Email Wed 10/07/2019 14:23 -  
We write to advise that the objection to the proposed speed 
limit reduction on the Castle Estate will be given 
consideration at the next South Lakes Local Committee 
meeting. We would like to take this opportunity to thank 
you for your representation in the consultation. We hand 
delivered the documents to be sure that we reach the 
households and businesses in the affected area and to 
respond to prediction, the amount of people who chose to 
respond was around 15%.  
 
The recommendation to reduce the speed limit is in 
response to the potential consequences and the likelihood 
of a potential adverse event recurring that provided this 
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CONSULTATION SUMMARY – CASTLE ESTATE, KENDAL - PROPOSED REDUCTION IN SPEED LIMIT, 
FROM 30MPH TO 20MPH 

 

determination, not simply the numbers of killed, seriously 
injured, or the road traffic collision statistics. 
 
Many thanks again for your response and interest in this 
consultation. We will endeavour to inform you of the Local 
Committee decision in due course. 

 

 

15 Support None  

16 Support None 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

17 Support Firmly support 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

18 Support None 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

19 Support 

But will not slow traffic. I'm sure an island would help 
pedestrians but I suggest speed humps on entering the 
estate. Ithas worked at Morrisons 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

20 Support 
I support especially due to the number of children and 
elderly people who use these roads 

 

21 Support 

I think it’s a very good idea, drivers do not obay the 
speed signs at present. I would also like a white line 
outside my drive because people park across it. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

22 Support None 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

23 Support 
Needs policing 20mpg does not mean drivers will stick 
to it. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

24 Support 
Gentle speed bumps at the three entrances to the 
Castle Estate 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 
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CONSULTATION SUMMARY – CASTLE ESTATE, KENDAL - PROPOSED REDUCTION IN SPEED LIMIT, 
FROM 30MPH TO 20MPH 

 

25 Support 
Looking forward to it - traffic can come through too fast 
and dangerous for children and elderly 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

26 Support None 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

27 Support 
We feel the implantation of speed bumps is the old way 
to stop people speeding 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

28 Support 
We wish to record our support for the 20 MPH speed 
restriction through the estate. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

29 Support None 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

30 Support 
We strongly support the introduction of a 20 mph 
speed limit on the Castle Estate  

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

31 Support 

We support the 20mph. 
 
Our gates are on this road and we have trouble getting 
out onto the main road as we cannot see the speeding 
cars coming round the corner as we try to edge out, 
especially when the cars and vans park blocking our 
view. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

32 Support 

We do support the proposed reduction in the speed 
limit from 30 to 20 mph. We do wonder who will 
enforce this. Have seen police cars doing a very good 30 
along this road. No blue light flashing. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

33 Support 

Thanks for listening to Castle residents and for your 
recent letter and proposals. 
 
We support the proposed 20mph limit as it will be 
cleaner and safer for all. 
 
Frustrated and speeding motorists along Castle Road 
remain a real and present danger. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 
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We appreciate this consultation and your proposals. 

34 Support 

We support the proposed reduction regarding a 
reduced speed limit of 20 mph in this area. 
On a couple of occasions I have reported speeding 
motorists to the Police - but short of CCTV being 
installed on the estate - there isn’t a lot they can do. It 
also has not been possible to take licence plate 
numbers. 
The Castle estate is used like a ‘rat run’ - how we have 
not had a pedestrian injury so far is remarkable. 
Children and the elderly are especially at risk. 
However - for the proposed speed limit being lowered, 
there needs to be a suitable and effective pro-active 
method of monitoring, otherwise any new system will 
not be of any use whatsoever. 
Far too many vehicles presently do not adhere to the 
current 30 mph limit - so unless serious and continuous 
monitoring precautions are put in place like cctv 
throughout the estate, it will be a total waste of time !  
Those guilty of speeding will not be deterred or have a 
need to consider consequences facing them personally, 
let alone any possible injured party. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

35 Support 
We hope these proposals improve safety for the 
residents of the estate 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

36 Support And support B6254 30mph  
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

37 Support 

We support the proposed 20mph speed limit as in 
principle it is a good idea.  However we have concerns 
about how it will be monitored - will speed cameras be 
needed?  There still seems to be no consideration of the 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 
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better view that Castle Road should be made one way 
only. 

38 Support 

Support the proposed changes to the speed limit and 
yellow lines. 
Concerns about enforcement. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

39 Support 
To confirm, both I and my husband welcome the 
reduction of the speed limit to 20 mph 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

40 Support 

Both my wife & I would support the proposed 20 mph 
speed limit. 
We also like the idea of modifying the road junctions 
from Parkside road into Castle Drive & Castle Grove. 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

41 Support 

I am writing on behalf of four people to confirm our 
support for the proposed reduction in speed limit form 
30mph to 20mph.  
 We completely support the 20mph proposal, but 
question its value unless there is some way of policing 
it. We suggest the installation of those automatic speed 
detectors that display the speed of oncoming cars with 
smiley or sad faces, as these seem to be effective 
elsewhere. We particularly think they should be 
installed on Castle Road near the junction with Castle 
Grove, as this is the beginning of the straight onto 
which cars accelerate. I think also think it will be 
essential to have additional 20mph signs located 
throughout the estate as reminders of the speed limit.  

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

42 Support Good Idea concerning  safety  

43 Support We welcome a reduction in speed limit 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

44 Support 

I DON'T THINK CHANGING THE COLOUR OF THE SIGNS 
FROM GREEN TO RED WILL HAVE ANY EFFECT ON 
PEOPLE SPEEDING 

Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

180



CONSULTATION SUMMARY – CASTLE ESTATE, KENDAL - PROPOSED REDUCTION IN SPEED LIMIT, 
FROM 30MPH TO 20MPH 

 

45 Support all traffic to be 20mph  

46 Support 
This is good but will only work if we have some passing 
places to avoid traffic jams. 

 

47 Support Fully agree with the proposal 
Thanked for their representations, will inform them of the 
Local Committee decision in due course. 

48 Do not support 

We do not support the proposal. Whilst we 
acknowledge that there is a perceived question of 
safety in the estate, we maintain that it is indeed 
merely 'perceived.' 1) due to parked cars there are few 
stretches where speed in excess of 20 is achievable. 2) 
Is there evidence os serious injury or death to justify 
this proposal. 3)There is an appearance that the 
proposal is made by a local politician merely to obtain 
votes. 4) There is no small matter of expense involved, 
in our lifetime the probably will be no cars anyway, and 
not one life will have been saved in the meantime. 5) 
Who will enforce it? If you cannot enforce a 30mph 
what is the point of a 20mph. 6) An attempt to 
introduce a 20mph across town. 7) There are already 
20mph signs on the edges of the estate, which seem to 
have no effect. 8) If accepted we can look forward to 
the removal of the system of streetlights as less 
obtrusive. 
 

Our Email Thu 11/07/2019 12:52 - We write to advise that 
the objection to the proposed speed limit reduction on the 
Castle Estate has been received. We would like to take this 
opportunity to thank you for your representation in the 
consultation. 
 
The recommendation to reduce the speed limit is in 
response to the potential consequences and the likelihood 
of a potential adverse event recurring that provided this 
determination, not simply the numbers of killed, seriously 
injured, or the road traffic collision statistics. 

Concerns were raised by local people where unsafe 
vehicular speeds were highlighted to Cumbria Highways and 
the local County Councillor. To avoid danger to persons or 
other traffic using the road or to prevent the likelihood of 
any such danger arising, or to preserve or improve the 
amenities of the area a possible measure is a reduction in 
the speed limit along the proposed sections of the Castle 
Estate, Kendal. Coupled together with plans to install 
pedestrian crossing islands at Castle Drive and Castle Grove 
junctions with Parkside road and junction road markings, the 
measures will work together to reduce speeds along the 
proposed sections of the Castle Estate, all contributing to 
the self-enforceability of the new 20mph Zone. 
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During this statutory consultation we have received an 
overwhelming majority of support for the proposals. Please 
can we ask that you consider retracting your objection to the 
current proposals given that all but 2 of the other 
representations have been in support, which indicates that 
there are many local families who use, walk or drive around 
the Castle Estate who feel the reduction in speed limit from 
30mph to 20mph would benefit them by assisting visibility at 
junctions and driveways, improve the safety when walking 
this route and benefit the overall amenities of the area. It 
would assist the community who voiced their strong support 
the proposed reduction in speed limit to see it installed in a 
quicker timescale. 

Please help once more by confirming whether you support 
our proposals, object, or feel neutral? The reason we ask, is 
that we are required to record responses and with your 
response being the only objection we would like to clarify 
your stance once more before we prepare a report for South 
Lakes Local Committee. 

1. Respondent 48 email response Thu 11/07/2019 
15:27 - You say that the measures are proposed to 
prevent future consequences or events: this rather 
tends towards the case we stated that there is no 
evidence of past ‘events’ that give rise to this 
proposal, only feelings expressed by certain parties – 
unidentified and unqualified. It also tends towards a 
belief that future behaviour on the road will worsen 
– that we are becoming less socially aware of our 
responsibilities to our neighbours, a contention to 
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which we strongly object. There is also the issue of 
the future of vehicular traffic as a whole to consider; 
there is every reason to hope that traffic volumes 
will actually decrease as the government eventually 
gets to grips with our carbon footprint. 

2. Once again the spectre of the ‘local councillor’ raises 
its ugly head – we have no objection to Liberal 
Democrats, we support them and we vote for them, 
you could say that we are Liberal Democrats – but it 
does rather look like a councillor chasing votes. The 
remarks to your Highways officers we can actually 
vouch for as our neighbour brought to their 
attention the speed of cars turning from Parkside 
Road into Castle Drive, the measures at the junction 
being quite sufficient to address the issue without 
imposing an estate-wide 20mph limit which would in 
no way alleviate the issue as they would not see the 
signs until they had already entered the street. 

3. We wholeheartedly endorse the proposals to install 
pedestrian crossing islands and road markings, this 
being, in our view, sufficient unto the needs. 

4. We note you are hoping for a self-enforceable speed 
limit – a laughable conjecture. 

5. During the consultation you have received 
‘overwhelming’ support but are not prepared to give 
numbers but you are prepared to damn us with 
quoting the objections as two – hardly equitable 
practice. There are 275 households in the Castle 
Estate; if you can demonstrate that a democratic 
majority of 137+ households have supported your 
proposals then we would certainly consider 
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reviewing our position, but regrettably we are left 
with the feeling that you might consider 10 
supporters against 2 objectors to be subjectively 
‘overwhelming’ whilst it would in fact remain wholly 
undemocratic and would ignore the fact that the 
vast majority are either indifferent or not in favour 
and the fact that they are too busy to respond 
should not be taken as tacit approval. 

6. Finally though you did not mention it in your e-mail 
there is the issue of empirical evidence that a 
reduction from 30mph to 20mph makes the slightest 
difference in terms of the number of incidents and 
gravity of injury or damage. We suppose that this is 
because there is none locally, so in the interests of 
fairness and we note that Kendal is not the only 
place nationally to be trying this on, we would 
happily accept evidence from anywhere in the UK 
that shows that a reduction from 30mph to 20mph 
makes any difference. We suspect that you know as 
well as we do that serious accidents causing grave 
injury or damage occur at speeds well in excess of 
30mph and fiddling with the speed limits at 
unnecessary cost is not going to make the slightest 
difference. 

We still firmly and strongly object to this blatant vote 
catching and undemocratic proposal to institute a 20mph 
speed limit whilst fully supporting other measures to restrict 
the access to the estate and easing the crossing of the busy 
entry ways which are the only points at issue. The one lane 
access along Castle Road is beautiful example of traffic 
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calming and reducing the yawning openings to the estate at 
Castle Drive and Castle Grove, which positively invite speed, 
would probably solve the entire problem. 

 
Summary and conclusion for the CASTLE ESTATE, KENDAL - PROPOSED REDUCTION IN SPEED LIMIT, FROM 30MPH 
TO 20MPH                                                                                                                                                                                             
 

 One statutory consultee responses received, from Collision Reduction Officer (south) for Cumbria Constabulary who “certainly in favour 

of the scheme and support it in my official capacity.” 

 Total resident responses were 48. 

  In relation to the recommendation for 20mph speed limit we received 46 responses in regard to supporting limit and 2 objections. 

 
After analysis of the responses we can conclude that the opinion of the recommendation to implement a 20mph speed limit had 
been received positively. 
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CONSULTATION SUMMARY – PROPOSED NEW 30MPH SPEED LIMIT - B6254 NEAR OXENHOLME 

 

RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION, ADVERTISING OBJECTIONS, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Statutory Consultees 
 
RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

RESPONDENT 
SUPPORT, OBJECT OR 

NO COMMENT 
COMMENTS SUMMARY 

CCC COMMENTS 

1 
Old Hutton 
Parish Council Support 

Old Hutton Parish Council is in favour of the 
extension of the 30mph limit along the B6254. 

We are writing to 
advise that your 
comments will be 
taken into 
consideration and will 
also write to you with 
the Local Committee’s 
decision in due 
course. 

2 New Hutton PC Support 

At its meeting on 31-05-2019 New Hutton Parish 
Council agreed to support the proposal to move the 
30mph signs from Oxenholme to a point farther 
along the B6254 towards Old Hutton. However, the 
Council believes that the limit has not been 
extended far enough. It should be on the Old 
Hutton side of the junction of the B6254 and 
Beehive (Garths) Lane (U5632). This would reduce 
the speed of traffic at the very sharp corner west of 
Beehive where vehicles, especially large lorries, 
often cut the corner. 

We are writing to 
advise that your 
comments will be 
taken into 
consideration and will 
also write to you with 
the Local Committee’s 
decision in due 
course. 

 
  
Other responses for proposal to implement a reduction in speed limit for the Castle Estate, from 30mph to 20mph on the 
entire lengths of Castle Road, Castle Park, Castle Walk, Castle Grove, Castle Drive, Castle Riggs, Castle Circle, Castle 
Drive, Castle Oval, Castle Close and Castle Dale 
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Ref 
No. 

SUPPORT, 
OBJECT OR 

NO COMMENT 

COMMENT CCC COMMENTS 

1 Support 

Two suggestions. 1) Extend the proposed 30mph 
speed limit onto Hayclose Lane (from Helm) 
beyond the layby on the right and right hand band. 
Numerous accidents have occurred travelling south 
on Hayclose Lane towards the Helm. They have 
taken the left-hand band too fast just before the 
parking layby. On several occasions a car has 
ended up going through the hedge into a field on 
the right, One incident I remember a car came 
round the left hand bend too fast and smashed into 
a van parked on the layby.  By the parking layby it 
is busy with pedestrians, coming back to the cars, 
horses and children, Dray wagons unloading at the 
Station Inn, and motorists coming from the railway 
station at an alarming speed.. 2) To extend the 
proposed 30mph speed limit to include Beehive 
Hamlet and the Beehive junction. There are two 
bad bends in this area. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

2 Support 
Fully in Support, in fact wish the 60mph on most 
rural roads would be reduced too 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

3 Support None 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

4 Support 
The 30mph speed limit should be extended beyond 
the Beehive Houses, the Beehive lane should be 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
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30mph. you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

5 
Do Not 
Support 

The existing 40mph is more than adequate, and in 
many cases the speed proposed can't be exceeded 
at 40mph. 

CCC Email Response Thu 27/06/2019 11:32 
sent again after no reply on Thu 04/07/2019 
10:43 - I refer to your representation under the 
above consultation where you have indicated that 
you object to the proposed speed limit changes. 
 
We would initially like to thank you for your 
representation. This statutory consultation is in 
response to concerns that were raised by local 
people where unsafe vehicular speeds were 
highlighted to Cumbria Highways and the local 
County Councillor. To avoid danger to persons or 
other traffic using the road or to prevent the 
likelihood of any such danger arising, or to 
preserve or improve the amenities of the area a 
possible measure is a reduction in the speed limit 
along the proposed section of the B6254 to assist 
visibility at junctions and the driveways along the 
route, turning movement safety and safety of 
pedestrians walking and crossing.  
 
During this statutory consultation we have received 
an overwhelming majority of support for the 
proposals. Please can we ask that you consider 
repealing your objection to the current proposals 
given that all of the other representations have 
been in support, which indicates that there are 
many local families who use the B6254 who feel 
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the reduction in speed limit from 40mph to 30mph 
would benefit them by assisting visibility at 
junctions and driveways, improve the safety 
walking this route and benefit the overall amenities 
of the area. 
 
Please confirm whether you support our proposals, 
object, or feel neutral? The reason we ask, is that 
we are required to record responses and we would 
like to clarify your stance for South Lakes Local 
Committee. 
 
No Reply from respondent 5 as of 120/07/2019 

 

6 Support 

I would like to see the speed limit restrictions 
extended to Beehive lane. The speed that cars 
drive past there frightens me, faster than 40mph. 
They would really appreciate any consideration for 
this area 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

7 Support 
Excellent idea especially as it is very bendy and 
often used by pedestrians and horse riders 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

8 Support 

I strongly support this. I have previously requested 
a pavement to be put in which has been rejected 
and would only happen if someone got hurt. When I 
walk on the road with my 2 young children, I often 
have to jump into the side because of the fast cars, 
making it 30mph would be brilliant. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

9 Support 
I confirm my SUPPORT for the proposed 30mph 
speed limit. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
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I also offer some additional comments. I typically 
commute to Warrington on the train from 
Oxenholme and have to run the gauntlet of walking 
down the B6254 from nearby The Glen B&B at the 
top of the hill above Oxenholme Station. This 
speed limit change has to be a positive move, 
however I would also say that the narrow 
pavement-less section just below the B&B needs 
widening. I experience regular near misses here 
and have on a couple of instances have been hit by 
close pass car wing mirrors, it’s an accident waiting 
to happen. 

you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

10 Support 

I am fully in support of an extended 30mph speed 
limit, but I should have thought it would be more 
sensible to extend it even further towards Old 
Hutton to include the hamlet of Beehive Cottages. 
There are two bends between the new speed limit 
and Beehive Lane, one extremely dangerous 
because the inside of the bend is concealed by a 
high banking with a hedge on top, the other bend 
shallower but with an unofficial lay-by used by 
United Utilities to park to access the Thirlmere 
Viaduct, which crosses the road at this point. An 
impatient driver, not prepared to wait for one such 
driver pulling into the lay-by, nearly pushed us off 
the road as we were coming the other way. Again 
the hedges are high and drivers have no visibility 
round the bend. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

11 Support Support 30mph on B6254 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
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course. 

12 Support 
We support the proposed 30 mph speed limit on 
the b6254 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

13 Support 

I regularly walk along this road from my house to 
the Helm and into Oxenholme with my baby in a 
push chair and a dog. Cars pass too fast, some 
don't move over. A pavement would be beneficial. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

14 Support 

I support the proposed new 30 mph speed limit 
B6254 near Oxenholme. 
 
It would be much safer if the 30mph limit could take 
up to the M6 with a 20mph limit through 
Middleshaw , St.John's (passing the school) and 
Bridge End. 
This road is narrow in places, has sharp bends and 
hills. Used by large HGV's, which in places have to 
cross the white line and threaten oncoming cars, 
walkers, horse riders and many cyclists. The 
current 40mph restriction is to high for the local 
conditions. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

15 Support 

Please consider extending the 30mph as far as The 
Beehive - east side of Beehive Lane because of 
continuing sharp bends and no verges 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

16 Support 

Absolutely brilliant if you are able to reduce the 
speed anywhere on the B6254, please introduce 
some restrictions along the B6254 through 
Middleshaw. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

17 Support Comments & suggestions We are writing to advise that your comments will 
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I would very much welcome an extension of the 
current 30mph zone to at least an area near 
Beehive Lane on the B6254 (possibly beyond). 
 
My rationale for welcoming such an extension is as 
follows: 
The section between the Station Inn (where the 
pavement starts) and the unnamed road around the 
back of the Helm is a blind summit. 
There are many pedestrians, cyclists and horse 
riders who regularly utilise this stretch of road (the 
unnamed road around the back of the Helm 
completes a circular route). 
My neighbours and I find ourselves using this 
stretch of road regularly – there is no pavement 
present and it’s a blind summit.  
When I was working in Kendal (and I might again 
work in Kendal in the future) I was commuting 
to/from work on foot – necessitating use of this 
section of road – both in daylight hours and in 
darkness. You incur many vehicles travelling at 
excessive speed on this blind summit.  
My neighbours walk their children on this section of 
road regularly on the way to/from school. There is 
no footpath, and no viable alternative route. 
 
The section of road adjacent to the Station Inn & 
downhill once past crest of summit (if travelling in 
the direction of Kirkby Lonsdale) offers an 
opportunity to accelerate. Vehicles can sometimes 
be travelling at an estimated 50 or 60 mph by the 
time they pass our house. 
Equally, vehicles travelling from Kirkby Lonsdale 

be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 
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towards Oxenholme will frequently be travelling at 
similar speeds (possibly slightly slower). They don’t 
tend to brake until they are descending down the 
hill in the vicinity of the Station Inn. 
 
Now that approved Car Parking is being offered at 
Oxenholme House, & given that the carpark has 
been granted additional parking places from its 
initial allocation, the relocation of the 30mph zone 
is especially important. 
 
In the past few years I have been aware of three 
incidents (there may have been more). 
• Two occasions where vehicles have crashed 
through the railings on the top corner of the station 
car park (vehicles that were descending from the 
Station Inn toward Kendal) – breaking through the 
railings. 
And one occasion where a vehicle overturned on 
the ‘bends’ between our house and Beehive lane. 
I assume that excessive speed may well have 
played a part in all three of these incidents. 

18 Support 
I WELCOME THE CHANGE, WOULD BE SAFER 
FOR PEDESTRIANS. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

19 Support 

If I Can suggest that it should be extended to the 
junction with Beehive Lane, I walk along the road 
daily and many cars drive very close to you. 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

20 Support 
My partner and I walk along the road from our 
house and cars go at 50mph speed up and down it 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
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while not moving over and not slowing down to give 
some room, it's getting quite scary. A pavement 
would make us feel safer. 

you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

21 Support I quite agree 

We are writing to advise that your comments will 
be taken into consideration and will also write to 
you with the Local Committee’s decision in due 
course. 

 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION FOR THE PROPOSED NEW 30MPH SPEED LIMIT - B6254 NEAR OXENHOLME 
 

 Two statutory consultee responses received, one from Old Hutton Parish Council in support and the other from New Hutton Parish 

Council also in support. 

 Total resident responses were 21. 

 In relation to the recommendation for a new 30mph speed limit we received 20 responses in regard to supporting limit and 1 objections. 

 
After analysis of the responses we can conclude that the opinion of the recommendation to implement a new 30mph speed limit 
had been received positively. 
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