
Appendix D – Note of Local Member Workshop on the Eden Local Plan Preferred 
Options Consultation & Local Member Comments   
 
Local Member Workshop 
 
On 11 September 2014 a workshop was arranged with the Cumbria County Council 
members for Eden.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Eden Local Plan 
Preferred Options Consultation.  In attendance was:  
 
Members 
 
Cllr. Martin Stephenson 
Cllr. Hillary Carrick  
Cllr. Mary Robinson  
Cllr. Gary Strong 
Cllr. Neil Hughes 
 
Officers  
 
Graham Hale – Spatial Planning Team Leader 
Graeme Innes – Senior Planning Officer  
Jonathan Smith – Area Highways and Transport Manager  
Kevin McGeough – Development Management Officer – Eden  
David Sheard – Area Support Manager North   
Jeff Tweddle – Area Engagement Officer  
 
Set out below is the key feedback received from members. 
 
General Local Plan Comments  

 Members commented that the Local Plan needs to make reference to 

Neighbourhood Planning and how infrastructure will be delivered if an area has a 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

 Members stated the impact upon Education infrastructure needs to be fully assessed 

and taken into account by Eden District Council. 

 In relation to the amount of dwellings that the consultation document proposes to be 

delivered in Penrith, Members raised serious concerns in relation to the strategic 

infrastructure deficit that will exist in Penrith.  This includes infrastructure the County 

Council is responsible for such as Highways, Transport, Education, Adult Social Care 

and Surface Water Flooding.  Members raised particular concern in relation to the 

Highways and Transport infrastructure deficit within Penrith.  It was considered that a 

strategic approach needs to be taken, to avoid piecemeal solutions being developed.  

Members also commented on the importance of developing a robust Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan in conjunction with the County Council to ensure that the proposals in 

the Local Plan are deliverable. 

 Members asked Officers to ensure that Eden Local Committee plays an active role in 

the production of Eden District Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which will need 

to address any identified deficit. 

 Concern was raised by a Member in relation to Eden District Council not having 5 

years supply of available housing, and the effect this is having on the ability of the 

County Council to mitigate the effect on its infrastructure.  Eden District Council will 
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need to ensure that the Local Plan will allocate enough sites to ensure that they will 

have 5 years supply of available housing. 

 Members commented that Eden District Council need to ensure that sewerage is fully 

considered as part of the Local Plan.  

 Members raised concern in relation to the affordability of housing within Penrith. 

 Members commented on the importance of effective engagement between County 

Council Officers and Eden District Council Officers.  In order to properly address 

infrastructure issues.  

 Members commented that Eden District Council need to be clear in relation to the 

justification for allocating ‘open space / amenity land’. 

 Members raised an issue in relation to the NPPF and the reduced ability of Local 

Planning Authorities to refuse planning applications that are not providing adequate 

infrastructure.  A Member suggested that this issue be taken up by Cumbria Planning 

Group to campaign nationally about the shortcomings of national planning policy. 

 A member commented that the impact of zero carbon homes needs to be considered 

by Eden District Council as part of the Local Plan, and policies need to be included 

dealing with the matter. 

Area Specific Comments  

 A Member raised concern in relation to Yanworth being classed as a ‘Key Hub’ 

despite there being no housing or employment allocated there.  There seem to be 

similar inconsistencies with other ‘Key Hubs’. 

 A Member commented that there was concern from a number of local residents in 

relation to the Gypsy and Traveller site at Maiden Hill when there is sufficient 

capacity at the site at Inglewood Road.   

 A Member commented that residents within Great Salkeld are content with the 

designation as a smaller village / hamlet as it will allow for a small amount of 

affordable housing to be delivered. 

 A Member explained that a number of residents within Lazonby are concerned that 

Lazonby is designated as a ‘key hub’.  There have been a number of residential 

developments which have already taken place in Lazonby, where it is felt locally that 

the developers have not provided sufficient infrastructure.  It is felt the designation as 

a ‘Key Hub’ will leave Lazonby vulnerable to more residential development. 

 In relation to Shap a Member commented that the Local Plan needs to be clear as to 

what infrastructure will be required if all the proposed allocated sites come forward. 

 In relation to Appleby a member commented that generally residents are content to 

see it designated as a Market Town.  It is felt that the infrastructure within Appleby 

has capacity so there is no immediate concern.  In relation to the surrounding villages 

to Appleby the overall it is felt that the level of proposed development is appropriate.  

 A Member raised concern in relation to the number of homes that are proposed to be 

delivered in Penrith and the affect it could have on air quality. 

 A Member commented that a link road is needed between Gillwilly and the A6.  New 

residential allocations should not prevent the link road coming forward. 

 Concern was raised in relation to proposed allocation N3 where there is also a 

planning application for housing to be determined.  Members considered that a 

through road may be required through the site as part of the overall mitigation 
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required to deliver the Local Plan.   If the planning application is determined without 

full consideration of what the strategic solution is for Highways and Transport within 

Penrith it may prejudice the ability to deliver the Local Plan. 

 A member suggested that in order address the impact of the proposed housing 

developments within Penrith it would be worth the County Council and Eden District 

Council considering a Park and Ride system.  

 

Local Member for Penrith East Comments  

Policy LS1 

I support this strategy.  

Residents may be confused by the new terminology....'key hubs'...for development, when 

previously EDC have talked about 'key service centres'. 

The County Council are developing a new service delivery model using 'key service hubs'. It 

might be helpful for the two councils to be mindful of the similarities and differences 

especially in discussion with residents. 

Policy LS2 

The housing allocation for Penrith has dropped, but has it dropped far enough so as to allow 

enough building in other settlements. I am concerned that settlements with established 

primary schools, pubs and community centres may become unsustainable if there are n't 

enough new houses.  

Policy PEN  Plan for Penrith 

I am very pleased to see the desire to create a safe and engaging atmosphere for 

pedestrians in the centre of Penrith.  

The objectives set out on Page 30 rely on close working between Eden District council and 

the County Council. If the vision is to be achieved I hope the two councils can find better 

ways to work together especially at elected member level. Both councils need to share the 

vision. 

There is a lot of detail about improving the infra-structure I hope Eden District Council does 

adopt the community infra-structure levy as this feels like the most reliable way of securing 

developer contributions and the infrastructure needed by the town. 

The map page 32 shows the cemetery extension on the land now used by allotments. Where 

would new allotment land be if this land was used as a burial ground? Is it time to think about 

and managing cemeteries differently? 

Map P33. It is very disappointing to see the new document is using plans that are out of 

date. 

I welcome all the areas marked as open space and note the comments about there being 

relatively little open space. When you examine the map carefully, very little of the pink area 
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is truly public open space. All open space in the built up area of Penrith needs to kept safe 

from the developer. 

Map P34. The wood on the left hand side of the road as you enter Carleton Hall Road is 

missing from the map. How will it be designated? 

Map P34 List Page 40. You have designated the land P101 as housing. Local residents wish 

this to remain as an open space and I strongly support their view. Pategill is already a dense 

area of housing. Your document describes Pategill as a deprived area. It is hard to see how 

you can justify taking open space away from this community. 

Map P38 

There is no indication as to whether this would be a residential site for Travellers or a 

temporary stopping place. If it is to be a residential site it is a very long way from all 

amenities including schools and is sited on a very busy and dangerous road.  

Pat Niner’s research into the location of Traveller sites found that the majority were in 

unsuitable locations. If Eden use with this site one more will be added to that list. 

This site does not meet the first test of suitability policy HS7 number 1 Page 109 

 

Policy PEN 2 

I welcome the idea of developing master plans for each main area. I hope the master plan 

for the Old London Road site will include more than a fair share of open space for young 

children as the completed developments there include none….(Ridley Court) 

Policy RUR2 

The policy reads well, but should the policy include measures to make sure that in renovated 

building we are not just planning for more fuel poverty. Eg should we be insisting on higher 

levels of insulation in such buildings? 

Policy DEV3 

Look at the car parking problems in areas of relatively new development eg Pategill, Ridley 

Court and the new houses just over the railway bridge in Castletown. Should n’t we be 

insisting on more parking at the outset rather than just the minimum requirement 

Policy DEV4  

Very much welcome the paragraph 4.5.2 relating to CILs 

Policy COM1 

I welcome this policy 

Policy COM2 Welcome the intention to undertake a more detailed survey of open space and 

recreation. 
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