
Appendix 3 – Consultation Responses  

ID  Name / 
Organisation  

Comments  CCC Response  Document 
changed? 

1A Cumbria 
House 
Builders 
Group  

It is understood that previous stakeholder consultation has taken place 
with the local planning authorities prior to this formal consultation 
exercise. Story Homes are disappointed that this consultation did not 
extend to the development industry as many of the issues noted below 
could have been discussed and addressed within this consultation draft.  

The County Council is a consultee to the Local Planning 
Authorities, it was therefore considered appropriate to 
initially engage with the Local Planning Authorities. 
 
 

No  

1B   It is considered that the document would benefit from greater clarity in 
terms of confirming its purpose. Whilst it is clear that the document 
seeks only to provide advice and guidance to LPA’s and developers, the 
document states that it provides guidance on the design elements that 
combine to create successful residential development in Cumbria.  
 
This implies that the document covers all elements of design associated 
with residential developments, and this is not the case. The document in 
actual fact provides guidance in relation to the design and technical 
standards associated with the creation of streets and surface water 
drainage. It would be helpful if this was clarified within this section of the 
document. 

Further clarity has been provided in relation to the 
guide’s role and that the document will only relate the 
County Council’s responsibility as Highway and Lead 
Local Flood Authority.   
 
The name will also be changed to add further clarity.   

Yes 

1C   We also consider it would be helpful to clarify the planning status of this 
document within this section. As a guidance document, it should be 
clarified that the document does not form part of the Development Plan, 
nor carries the status of a Supplementary Planning Document. Therefore 
in planning terms, it does not have any formal status but the contents 
could be considered as a material consideration by LPA’s in the 
determining of planning applications.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A section has been added to explain how the document 
will be used within the planning system.   
 
The document is not and SPD, it provides guidance to 
developers and LPA's how CCC as a consultee the 
County Council will respond to planning application 
consultations. 

Yes 



1D   Managing the Process  
 
This section of the document seeks to clarify the process of how 
deviations from the proposed guidance within the document should be 
dealt with in order to “provide a design which is satisfactory and can be 
adopted as part of the highway network”. The section finishes by stating 
that deviations from the standard details are possible but need to be 
agreed with the County Council. Whilst it is acknowledged and 
supported that deviations can be made, it would be useful to highlight 
that there are two separate processes involved, firstly securing planning 
permission and secondly securing adoption of the highway network. The 
former is governed by the LPA’s and the latter by the County Council. 
We consider that it would be helpful if the document recognised this and 
provided further clarity to confirm that where a LPA has granted planning 
permission for a development that the Highways Authority would seek to 
work with both the LPA and Developer to ensure the highways network 
is adopted. 

 
 
This has been clarified. 

Yes  

1E   Lastly, it seems that the third paragraph stops in mid sentence and it 
appears further text needs to added to complete the sentence.    

The sentence has been amended.  Yes  

1F   There are differing requirements for information to be provided subject to 
the development being, small or Minor / Major / Strategic. It is not clear 
on page 5 of the document what the definitions of these developments 
are and further clarity is required. 

Further clarity has been provided to define the 
classifications. 
 
 

 
 
Yes  



1E   A Stage 1 Road Safety Audit – this would not be undertaken until the 
scheme design has been largely frozen and is unlikely to be available at 
pre-application stage. 
 
 Scoping for Transport Statement – It should not be a requirement for 
this to be submitted in advance of the pre-app meeting in all cases, in 
particular schemes of less than 80 units. This could be better dealt with 
by discussion and agreement within the pre-app meeting. 
 
Parking Strategy – similarly, it should not be a requirement that this is 
prepared and submitted in advance of the pre-app meeting for all minor, 
major and strategic applications. This would be better discussed and 
agreed at the pre-app meeting to then be applied to the emerging 
design. 
 
Flood Risk Assessments – FRA’s are only formally required on sites 
over 1ha, therefore would not be relevant to minor applications or some 
major applications. Again, it seems overly onerous to have a completed 
FRA prior to a pre-app meeting where the final design would yet to be 
completed.  
 
Pre-application fee’s – it is noted that it is proposed to charge for this 
service and it is acknowledged that this is becoming more frequent. 
However, it would add to the cumulative cost of securing planning 
consent which in particular is an issue for small and medium house 
builders. The document also states that fees are to be agreed for 
strategic developments. It is not clear what constitutes a strategic 
development and this requires further clarity, however, it is unacceptable 
that these fees are not clearly set out in order to ensure fairness and 
transparency.  
 
 
 
 

Agreed, amendments have been made. 
 
 
 
Agreed, amendments have been made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed, amendments have been made.  
 
 
 
 
 
FRA's will need to be in line with government guidance.  
Amendments have been made to clarify. 
 
 
 
Agreed, fees will be set out clearly in the final adopted 
Design Guide.  
 
 
  

 
Yes  
 
 
 
Yes  
 
 
 
 
Yes  
 
 
 
 
Yes  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes  



1G    Standards of Service – again it is considered that these are too onerous 
and have the potential to significantly delay the pre-application process. 
We would encourage that some flexibility is applied.  
 
It is not clear how the pre-application process will affect a developer’s 
ability to discuss specific design related issues with the Highways 
Authority, which historically has always been very useful and 
constructive. It is hoped that it will be still possible to discuss specific 
issues with the officers outside of the formal pre-application process to 
ensure that minor queries can be addressed without the need to enter 
into the formal process which could take several months. Clarity on this 
issue would be welcome.  
 
Lastly, it is noted that the blue box within page five of the document 
provides a disclaimer that any pre-application advice is not binding in 
relation to advice provided in relation planning applications. This is 
disappointing and devalues the exercise. It is accepted that 
circumstances can change and this could result in advice being 
amended, however, it would be helpful if this was reworded to confirm 
that the general principle is that advice provided during an application 
will follow that set out in the pre-application process, unless specific 
circumstances change or new information is presented.  It is also not 
clear why the result of  
public consultation exercises could affect the outcome of the Council’s 
advice when the design of highways and drainage is based on technical 
standards. 

Agreed, this will be set out in final adopted Design Guide 
to allow for flexibility. 
 
 
 

Further clarity is now provided. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The County Council cannot be bound by pre-app advice, 
but amendments have been made to state that the 
advice given at pre-app stage will be the starting point of 
consideration when an application is submitted. 
 
 

Agreed, public consultation exercises will not affect the 
CCC technical response.  Amendments have been 
made. 
 
 
 

Yes  
 
 
 
 
 
Yes  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes  
 
 
 
 
 

1H   It is considered slightly odd that this level of guidance is set out within 
the introduction of the document. Notwithstanding this, the last 
paragraph relating to ransom strips appears to stray into issues above 
and beyond the purpose and remit of the guidance. This issue is a legal 
and contractual issue and not a planning or highways design related 
issue and we therefore suggest this is removed from the document.   

The County Council disagrees with this statement and 
will continue endeavour to ensure the permeability of 
sites.  

No  



1I   We note that the guide specifies minimum requirements for information 
submitted as part of planning applications, for example the LLFA 
requirements on pg. 76. Notwithstanding some issues around the details 
here, do these requirements accord with the Local Planning Authority’s 
validation checklist? This represents duplication and is likely to result in 
confusion between planning requirements with regards to provision of 
information. On this basis we would question whether this table is 
required and recommend it is removed. 

The County Council are in discussion with the LPA's to 
include the checklist as part of the overall validation 
checklist.  

No  

1J   LLFA Checklist  
 
A Flood Risk Assessment is noted as required for all applications. This is 
only required for schemes over 1ha 
  
Clarity is required on the various ‘Site Investigations’ noted in the table. 
Clear differentiation is needed between Phase 1 (desktop) and Phase 2 
(intrusive). Terminology such as ‘Full Structural, hydraulic & ground 
investigations’ is particularly unclear and potentially misleading 
 
A number of the Site Investigation types are noted as requiring 
infiltration results. Infiltration testing is only carried out when the Phase 1 
(desktop) investigation identifies potential infiltration. On-site infiltration 
cannot be a minimum requirement otherwise developers would spend 
significant sums on testing clearly impermeable ground (clays for 
example) 
 
Items such as Landscaping, Construction phasing plans and 
Maintenance programs are noted as required for all applications 
including Outline. These could be (and often are) dealt with as reserved 
matters or planning conditions therefore cannot be compulsory at initial 
application stage 
 
 

 
 
Agreed - Threshold will be inserted 1ha & Flood Zone 2 
& 3  
 
Change hydraulic calculations to drainage calculations.  
 
 
Developers need to demonstrate that infiltration is not 
appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
It is important to understand Green areas / landscaping 
as this affects SUDS on site, therefore the information is 
useful upfront. 

 
 
Yes  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 



1K   Technical Standards  
 
Shared Surface roads – pg. 14 notes a maximum of 25 plots to be 
served (or 50 in a loop), where as pg. 119 contradicts this and notes a 
maximum of 20 plots (or 30 in a loop). The standards also note a new 
restriction of maximum Shared Surface lengths of 70m. This is 
unworkable given the plot numbers allowed as 70m would only allow 
around 14-16 plots (7 or 8 units per side). We would recommend that 
this restriction be removed and lengths be simply governed using 
maximum plot numbers. 
 
Road gradients – The guide notes a maximum preferred road gradient of 
10% as we would expect, however pg. 48 contradicts this with “6% 
gradient is preferred for longitudinal carriage in new developments. 
 
The guide notes that footpaths including steps will not be considered for 
adoption. This limitation is impractical and should be reconsidered. Due 
to the topographical nature of our county, stepped footpaths will often be 
required for major pedestrian routes through housing developments and 
should be adopted accordingly (of course subject to suitable design and 
design life). Whilst we accept stepped footpaths should be avoided 
where possible, adoption of them should be subject to site by site 
consultation – a principle which is welcomed earlier in the document.    
 
 
 
 

 
 
Agreed changes made on page 14  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed this has now been changed to 6% apart from 
driveway which has remained at 10%. 

 
Yes  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes  



1L   The guide notes various SuDS components that may be used in 
developments. Whilst we agree they should be investigated to determine 
their appropriateness for any given scheme, it is important to note that 
they may be discounted for a number of reasons, including; site 
topography, ground conditions, resale considerations, maintenance 
considerations, HSE etc. Viability must also be considered - any 
technical standards that have the potential to increase development 
costs need to be assessed by the respective Local Planning Authorities 
in terms of viability implications to ensure they do not render schemes 
unviable. Whilst this point is particularly relevant to certain SuDS 
elements (Swales and associated land take for example), it is also 
applicable to all other non-standard design solutions and commuted 
sums. 

Noted. No  

1M   Appendix 5 - Commuted Sums  
 
We welcome the proposal to include these within the document for 
transparency; however, we reserve our position to provide further 
comments in relation to this issue once the commuted sum figures have 
been updated and published within the document. We would encourage 
that these figures are discussed with the respective LPA’s to ensure that 
the entire policy burden including that of the planning authority and the 
highways authority does not render development unviable. It is also 
important that the timing in which these are introduced is carefully 
considered. If unbudgeted Commuted Sums are requested on 
developments in progress it is likely to cause significant viability 
challenges. 

 
 
The County Council use industry standard rates the 
information is being provided to clarify its position in a 
clear and upfront manner. 

No  

2A Persimmon 
Homes  

Will this document be followed up with consultation on the Construction 
Guide / Specification?  

Yes, but does not fall part of this consultation process.   

2B   Persimmon acknowledges and welcomes the less prescriptive approach 
that this document sets out to take when compared to the previous 
guidance. However, it is unclear if this principle has been carried forward 
throughout all of the sections of the document; 16 pages on street 
lighting would not suggest a less prescriptive approach. 

The general principle of the updated Design Guide 
allows for a less prescriptive approach allowing 
designers and developers to be creative when 
addressing solutions, this can relate to areas such as 
layout and junction design.  However, there are certain 
areas such as street lighting where strong guidance is 
required.  

No  



2C   Persimmon appreciates that this document only represents guidance, 
however many of the Local Planning Authorities (and their members) 
treat it as policy when considering it against development applications. 
We therefore consider it important to ensure that the consultation and 
adoption process of the County Council is a robust one, and all the Local 
Planning Authorities (LPAs) are in agreement with the contents of the 
document (and the respective implications for new development in their 
respective boroughs).  This is important for all aspects of the document, 
but acutely so, in relation to Appendix 5, which is not currently available. 
It is therefore considered unacceptable to finalise this document without 
consultation on this content.  

As it is acknowledged the document does represent 
guidance and the County Council has no control over 
how LPA's and their members use the document.  All of 
the LPA's has been consulted twice and 3 workshops 
have been held on the production of the updated Design 
Guide.  Feedback has been taken into account and 
changed made where the County Council feels 
appropriate. 
 
In relation to Appendix 5 the County Council use 
industry standard rates, the County Council is providing 
this information to clarify it's position in a clear and up 
front manner. 

  

2D   Persimmon accept that all development needs to provide, (either 
through physical works, s278 agreements, s106 agreements or planning 
conditions) for mitigation against unacceptable impacts of a 
development.  There will always be impacts of development (both 
positive and negative) and the NPPF is clear that for plan making, its key 
thread of sustainable development means that development should 
proceed unless specific policies indicate otherwise and any adverse 
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits. It is not appropriate or feasible for a development to mitigate all 
of its impacts if they are not unacceptable and affect the viability and / or 
deliverability of a scheme. In order to demonstrate they are not over 
burdening schemes by additional burdensome / unsustainable 
requirements, the County Council needs to look at their requests 
holistically with each of the LPAs over which it operates. This is 
important when considering that within Cumbria’s remit some LPA’s 
have implemented CIL whilst the majority have not. Therefore it is 
expected that there will be some variation in how s106 contributions are 
dealt with across the various LPAs as there will be variation in their 
impact on the viability of developments.  
 
In relation to ‘contributions’ the guidance should be caveated to state 
that appropriate means necessary, related and reasonable in scale and 
kind. This will ensure that the policy is consistent with national policy. 

Noted, however please also note that the County 
Council's positon on planning obligations is contained in 
its Planning Obligation Policy and does not fall within the 
remit of this document. 

No  



2E   Pre- Application  
 
The requirements for pre-application discussions are considered 
onerous. The surveys and reports listed necessitate a considerable 
amount of upfront time and cost. The level of design detail in order to 
hold a pre-application discussion means the majority of the design / 
technical work would be done already, and following the outcome of the 
meeting means the risk of abortive work is high.  
 
One suggestion might be a two tiered approach, as often a discussion in 
principle can be extremely useful in the first instance. This is not 
currently feasible with the level of design work required to formulate the 
requisite information, and will discourage developers from engaging 
altogether with the County Council.  

 
 
Noted, this section has now been updated to allow for 
more flexibility.  

 
 
Yes  

 2F   Persimmon require comfort that the validation requirements set out in 
the document are not more onerous than each of the LPA’s own 
requirements. It would appear at first glance that some of the detail 
required for outline approval (if for instance you are applying for all 
matters reserved) would require design work over and above that which 
such an application necessitates or is able to provide. Likewise it doesn’t 
appear to always follow through – for example, maintenance is required 
for a Full application, but isn’t covered if you go down the Outline then 
Reserved Matters route.  
 
There are certain documents that we would not have available prior to 
an application regardless of its format. These include, but are not limited 
to Draft Construction Health and Safety Plan; or an Information & 
Communications Plan. These cannot be considered necessary or 
relatable to the application (or even in reality to the approval of 
conditions). It will certainly not be available / would have to be fabricated 
should it have to be submitted by an applicant who is not a developer.  

We are working closely with the LPA's to ensuring that 
the Design Guide aligns with their validation 
requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed. 
 

 No  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No  



    The provisions for a Transport Statement (TS) vs. a Transport 
Assessment (TA) is a little grey: what does ‘not in conformity with the 
Local Plan’ actually mean? Does a limited change in numbers 
necessitate an alternative assessment; and, for residential development 
the thresholds for TA appears to conflict when >50<80units would only 
require a TS but when considering the parking spaces it would generate 
under the requirements of this document, the same number of new 
dwellings (unless all 1bed units) would require a TA. 

If a site is allocated or proposed in an emerging Local 
Plan we consider that this is 'in conformity with the Local 
Plan'.  If the numbers of a proposal are different 
common sense will used to determine if a TA is required. 
 
The County Council would not require a TS / TA based 
on parking spaces alone for a residential development. 

No  

 2G   The document acknowledges that there can be conflict between the 
planning and adoption processes of technical design work. This has 
been a concern to Persimmon in the past and we have noted that there 
has previously been attempts to impose illegally worded conditions on 
planning permissions in order to try and artificially force the two matters 
together. (Those that attempt to require the adoption of roads prior to the 
discharge of conditions, rather than just the design work approved to 
adoptable standards).  

Noted, not relevant to the content of the Design Guide. No  

 2H   It is unclear what is meant by a user matrix (as required when parking 
spaces are less than 2.4m x 4.8m). Persimmon Homes designs parking 
spaces, driveways and their surrounding spaces where related, to NHBC 
standards.  

NPPF states LPA's can require its own parking 
standards.  It is the intention that the matrix will inform 
that process. 

No  

 2I   It is not clear why the need for disabled parking spaces is in addition to 
the requirement, and not that 1 in every 10 spaces should be to an 
acceptable disabled specification. The parking standards are considered 
excessive and far above the requirements of neighbouring highway 
authority standards, noticeably in terms of 3bed property and visitor 
provision. It is assumed that the local highways authority have the 
evidenced need to justify this requirement (and stand by such levels if 
challenged).  

Noted, disabled parking provision for detached private 
housing is normally not required and only applies to high 
density residential developments. 
 
CCC will justify its response in relation to parking on a 
case by case basis. 

No  

 2J   It should be made clear that the remit of Cumbria County Council in 
relation to the Landscaping is limited only to those areas impacting on 
highways and / or to be adopted for maintenance by the County Council.  

It is important to understand Green areas / landscaping 
as this affects SUDS on site, therefore the information is 
useful upfront. 

No  

 2K   Are the requirements to consider Urban Creep on top of storm events 
and climate change in the surface water calculations inline or in excess 
of national policy? This is not the case in the areas that we are aware of 
in the rest of England. Can this be justified? 

CCC disagree please see BS8582:2013 Code of 
Practice for Surface Water Management for 
Development Sites Section 8.   

No  



 2L   United Utilities will not currently adopt off line detention basins as this 
document states. It is appreciated that they are currently considering 
their position on this, but the statement would appear a little premature 
and presently, untrue. They have, relatively speaking only just taken the 
decision to agree to adopt online basins.  

Whist United Utilities are currently considering the issue, 
they do have the ability to adopt therefore CCC 
considers it is appropriate to include as an option. 

No  

 2M   As with all previous comments it is assumed, and should be clearly 
acknowledged prior to adoption of this document, that the LPAs 
recognise and accept the additional burden in relation to development 
area and costs that these SUDs and technical requirements will have on 
new development across Cumbria.  

Noted, all of the LPA's has been consulted twice and 3 
workshops have been held on the production of the 
updated Design Guide.  Feedback has been taken into 
account and changed made where the County Council 
feels appropriate. 

No  

 2N   Appendix 8  
 
Persimmon Homes fundamentally disagree with a number of the 
elements contained within this appendix. It is felt that further review and 
a round the table discussion with technical representatives of developers 
and contractors following this consultation is essential and invaluable. 
The requisite contact from Persimmon for this matter would be Kevin 
Farrington, Technical Director (kevin.farrington@persimmonhomes.com) 
 
The document introduces increased fees (in some cases of over 400% 
the current levels) for s38 agreements for some development. That is 
significant and considered unjustified and unacceptable. Again, the fact 
that Appendix 5 cannot be viewed is not acceptable. We categorically 
state that the document cannot be taken forward for adoption without the 
publication and consultation of this content. The section on Advance 
Payment Code (and related assessment) in particular needs further 
clarification and explanation. As does the additional stage in the Safety 
Audit requirements.  

 
 
The County Council use industry standard rates, the 
County Council is providing this information up front to 
clarify its position from an early stage.  

 
 
No  



3A Cumbria 
Conservation 
Officers 
Group  

The guide is welcomed and is considered to contain much useful 
advice.    However, there are some points of concern that we would like 
to raise, which do not question the intent of the advice but question 
some of its explanation and presentation.  An annotated version of the 
draft document is attached and provides some additional specific 
comments and questions and provides some suggested alternative 
wording in addition to the points below. 
 

Noted N/A 

3B   The title of the document suggests that this is a Design Guide for all 
residential and commercial developments in Cumbria.   Whilst its scope 
extends beyond the highway itself, it concerns the highway and its 
vicinity.  It is not a comprehensive design guide -  ie it only relates to 
new areas of development rather than small infill development or 
alterations to the existing built environment and it does not cover the 
siting, layout and design of buildings or curtilage. The title and 
introduction should more accurately reflect the scope of the document 
and a sub-title, similar to ‘Highway Design Guidelines for New 
Development Sites’ would more accurately describe the purpose and 
content of the guide. 
 

Agreed and relevant changes have been made. 
 

Yes  

3C  The document does not encourage the consideration of the wider 
context as the first stage of any design process.  It would be helpful to 
include an initial paragraph explaining how much difference good design 
of the public realm and highways can make to the quality of life and 
enjoyment of one’s surroundings and that the wider character of the area 
should be taken account of as a first stage in any design process. The 
guide should also encourage consideration of the context of the wider 
landscape and built environment as a starting point (rural or urban, flat 
or hilly etc) and the existing characteristics of local roads (are they 
straight or sinuous, contained by walls, trees, hedges, do they have a 
particular style of road name signs etc) in order to avoid standard 
solutions which would weaken local character.  Of particular concern is 
the fact that the guide does not mention the need for additional design 
care in conservation areas or other environmentally sensitive 
contexts.      
 

It is considered that this element falls under the Local 
Plan remit of the LPA’s. 

 

3D  Since developers may not read the introduction to the document but go 
straight to sections they feel are relevant to them, it would also be very 
useful to have a reminder in each section that the wider context of what 
contributes positively to existing local character should be taken account 
of before designing any details.   
 

It is the intention to keep the document as user friendly 
as possible, it is therefore not appropriate to have 
repetition throughout the document. 
 
It is considered that there is enough flexibility within the 
guide to allow for  
 

No  



3E  An example of where the document does not seem to encourage the 
consideration of context is in the layouts demonstrating permeability 
shown on page 12. The diagrams only show internal site permeability 
and not the context of their surroundings.   This would seem to 
encourage designing in isolation and surely links and permeability with 
the wider surroundings is as, or more, important?   Could these 
examples be shown within their (or a) wider context illustrating how they 
respond to and fit within an existing street pattern?   
 

It is considered that the issue raised is more related to 
the Local Planning Authorities Local Plan rather than this 
document. 
 
Additional changes have been made to ensure that there 
is scope and flexibility to consider new developments 
within the context of their surroundings. 

Yes  

3F  Under the Section ‘Place and Movement’, the guide appears confused 
about (or at least has some strange wording in respect of) what ‘sense 
of place’ means (page 2 re knowing your place) – this suggests that 
knowing your place is about behaviour rather than the distinctive 
qualities that make each place different.   This section starts with the 
reason for the choice of the word ‘street’, but this term isn’t subsequently 
used in the section and has other paragraphs whose relevance or 
connections with the heading are not very clear.   This should be re-
written to explain its purpose more clearly.    
 

It is considered that the issue raised is more related to 
the Local Planning Authorities Local Plan rather than this 
document. 
 

No 

3G  It is considered that the document requires a fairly comprehensive edit 

including the re-writing of some complex paragraphs into plain English 

and the removal of some misleading words and expressions.  Some of 

the paragraphs appear to start from an unclear starting point or 

assumption.   Some of these have been noted in the attached annotated 

document 

Noted, some amendments have been made to make 
some sections more clear. 

Yes  

3J  The purpose of many of the photographic illustrations is unclear – 
including the cover photo which shows an historic rural road which is 
unrelated to any new development and is not even in an area of 
potential new development.   It would be more helpful and inspiring if 
more good examples of highway design and its context could be used to 
illustrate the points made, however, as noted in the annotations, it is not 
clear whether some photos are trying to show good or bad 
examples.  Each photo should be annotated to explain what it is showing 
and whether it is a good or bad example, but it is also important to 
ensure that where bad examples are shown, good examples are also 
shown or, if not available, then an explanation of how good design could 
be achieved in that particular context.  

Noted, further discussions are underway with the 
Corporate Communications team. 

 



3K  Manual for Streets has been referenced, but there are other relevant 
design documents that it is felt could be useful to designers and so could 
usefully be referenced, including:    
 
-          Streets for All: Historic England - Update expected Sept or Oct 
2017 (waiting for DfT agreement to all their case studies). 
-          Street Design for All, Civic Voice. 
-          Quality in Town and Country, Urban Design Group. 
-          Designing Streets for People, Institute of Civil Engineers 
 

Noted, it is however considered that MfS is the most 
relevant in relation to highways.  

 

4A Jane 
Derbyshire – 
Member of the 
Public  

On page 15, referring to cycle paths, the draft Design Guide states: 
  
“Designs will need to demonstrate attention has been paid to mitigate 
against anti-social abuse of the facilities by motorised and other 
inappropriate vehicles.” 
 
While nobody wants to encounter motorised vehicles on cycleways, the 
kind of barriers demanded by planners and highways authorities 
“mitigate against” many legitimate users without preventing vehicles 
such as motorcycles. The following examples situated on the cycleway 
between Maryport and Camerton, all prevent access to tricycles, 
wheelchairs, all kinds of cycle towed trailers and potentially pedestrians 
with limited mobility (a man on crutches might find the shoulder height 
barriers at Maryport challenging). There are also a small number of 
people on 2 and 3 wheeled cycles who are unable to dismount and 
negotiate their cycle through this kind of barrier 
 
The bike in the photos is a very average utility bike. The width of the 
bars is 610mm and the width across the pedals, which only just fit 
between the lower obstructions, is 300mm. It is 750mm long and does 
not wheel easily through the chicanes adjacent to these barriers, none of 
which would keep out a motorcycle. 
 
If barriers must be used, it is important that they do not force legitimate 
users onto busy roads, nor should they be used to disrupt progress just 
for the sake of it. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and agreed, the Design Guide has enough 
flexibility for these concerns to be taken into account. 

No  



4B  “Incorporating cycle lanes across junction mouths can be used as a way 
of slowing traffic when entering from the major road and also for vehicles 
on approach the give-way line. Priority still strictly rest with the main 
carriageway but this feature will create some doubt amongst all road 
users with the intended effect being that everyone shows more 
awareness and alertness at this location.”  
 
On the same page (80) the draft guide goes on to state: 
 
 “HGVs are at a disadvantage to most other road vehicles as they can 
suffer from more limited field of vision, particularly when it comes to 
seeing hazards that are in very close proximity. With the presence of 
large heavy goods vehicles it is often better to keep them separated 
from vulnerable road users such as pedestrians and cyclists.” 
 
You appear to be suggesting that vulnerable road users are used as a 
traffic calming measure for large vehicles with restricted fields of vision. 
This is so dangerous it beggars belief. Drivers routinely fail to look when 
crossing cycle lanes. I can only suggest that you read chapter 13 of 
Cyclecraft by John Franklin, this publication outlines the hazards created 
by the sort of infrastructure you are advocating here. 
 

The County Council disagrees with this statement.  The 
Design Guide is encouraging new developments to 
safely separate vulnerable road users from HGV’s, not 
use them as a traffic calming measure.  
 
Safety Audits will also have to take place prior to any 
scheme being implemented. 
 

No 

4C  Avoiding the provision of excessive visibility splays at junctions and 
accesses within the sites should make motorists use greater caution 
when entering/exiting and pedestrians will be equally encouraged to 
demonstrate caution at crossing points” 
 
Actually, as a pedestrian, cyclist and driver, I prefer not to negotiate 
junctions and crossings with restricted visibility. It is much easier to 
judge the speed of an approaching vehicle than it is to guess what is 
coming round the corner and depend on someone else’s reactions.  
 

Noted, this is however contrary to national policy. No 

4D  “Any trees which produce particular types of fruit or flowers, may 
consequently attract wildlife that can lead to the carriageway below 
becoming covered in animal waste. An accumulation of this waste is not 
only unsightly but also potentially unhealthy for anyone coming into 
contact with it.” 
 
Discouraging wildlife does not support sustainable development. 

It is not considered that his statement is contrary to 
sustainable development, the focus relates to designing 
into new development appropriate types of tree that do 
not create a safety risk. 

No 



5A Kendal 
Futures Board 

From a residential and commercial development perspective, the Kendal 
Futures Board believes that Cumbria risks becoming uncompetitive if the 
private sector are subjected to increasing constraints and costs incurred 
from adhering to design policies which are additional to those required at 
a national level. We would urge Cumbria County Council to follow 
national guidelines wherever possible rather than impose additional local 
level policies to ensure that Cumbria’s growth targets can be achieved 

The Design Guide does not pose additional local level 
policies which would increase costs and burdens to the 
private sector.  It interprets national policy and applies it 
to the Cumbrian context. 

No  

5B  We would also like to see recognition of the Kendal Public Realm Design 
Framework in the document in order to encourage the local authorities 
and private sector developers to use consistent high quality materials 
which are appropriate to the town and which will contribute to the town’s 
economic vitality in future – making Kendal a more attractive place to 
work and visit.  
 
The Kendal Public Realm Design Framework can be accessed here: 
https://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/business-and-trade/town-and-village-
projects/kendal-futures-partnership/kendal-futures/ 
 

This comment seems contrary to that above statement 
where “Kendal Futures Board believes that Cumbria 
risks becoming uncompetitive if the private sector are 
subjected to increasing constraints and costs incurred 
from adhering to design policies which are additional to 
those required at a national level”. 
 
The County Council considered that the Design Guide 
does not need altered recognise and there are policy 
hooks that can be used to align with the Kendal Public 
Realm Design Framework. 

No  

6A Cllr Mel Worth  He would like to flag the importance of appropriate infrastructure 
especially highways and drainage in relation to developments on walney 
as he is concerned re the cumulative impacts of small developments 
leading to the existing infrastructure being overcapacity and no longer fit 
for purpose 
 

Agreed and the Design Guide will ensure that the issue 
is considered. 

No  

7A  Public Health 
CCC  

Thank you for the information which is extremely comprehensive. 
 
As you will be aware, the Cumbrian population is ‘super-ageing’ and by 
2020, nearly 25% of the Cumbrian population will be aged over 65. As 
people grow older, their health needs become more complex with 
physical and mental health needs impacting on each other.    There is an 
estimated 7,721 people living with dementia in Cumbria, with around 
1,800 being diagnosed each year. As our population ages this number is 
expected to rise substantially to 12,410 by 2030. 
 
Consequently, the public health and communities team at the County 
Council are actively looking for ways to support people with dementia to 
live in the community; only a small number of the people with dementia 
live in residential care.   An initiative we are heavily involved in is 
creating ‘dementia friendly communities’ through the setting up of 
‘Dementia Action Alliances’.  This sees the County Council, district 
councils, businesses, leisure providers, voluntary organisations and all 
aspects of a local community coming together to look at ways to enable 

Some further amendments have been made to ensure 
that there are sufficient linkages in the document to 
ensure that dementia will be considered for new 
developments. 

Yes  

https://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/business-and-trade/town-and-village-projects/kendal-futures-partnership/kendal-futures/
https://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/business-and-trade/town-and-village-projects/kendal-futures-partnership/kendal-futures/


people living with dementia to overcome any barriers and to live well in 
their communities for as long as possible.  Our aim is to have 50% of 
people in Cumbria living in a dementia friendly community by 2020. 
 
Councils can encourage developers to consider how design can support 
dementia friendly communities in, for example: 
◦ the layout of roads and streetscape 
◦ the design of adequate and legible signage 
◦ the design of wider and pedestrian-only pavements with clearly-defined 
edges 
◦ the provision of more drop-off and pick-up points outside of public 
venues 
◦ the impact of good lighting 
◦ acoustics 
◦ the design and placement of seating 
◦ the design and provision of adequate toilets, including those with 
enough room for  
people who need support 
◦ the provision of more handrails at road crossings. 
 
I’ve read the guide which covers a lot of these aspects that we would 
wish to be considered - a lot of the dementia design standards are the 
same as that which help all older people living in the community, e.g. 
lifetime homes etc.     However,  it would be great if we could look at 
checking that we have everything covered - I’ve attached some 
documents that are relevant to the design guide for you to have a look 
at.  
 
If you would like to meet to go through dementia design in detail, please 
do let me know.   
 

8A Infrastructure 
Planning 
Team - CCC 

From the cycling point of view it is good.  The only thing we’d suggest is 
a photo of some good, modern residential cycle parking like bike 
hangers 

Noted, further discussions are underway with the 
Corporate Communications team. 

 

8B  In the page 6 (page 12 of the pdf file) it is stated that: “It uses a design 
speed of 20mph as its upper limit;” we think it should be the lower and 
not upper. 
 

This would be contrary to national policy and we do not 
think it would be appropriate or safe. 

 

8C  P1 - final para: should refer to “Sustainable Drainage Systems” 
(reference to “urban is old terminology). The acronym SuDS is OK.   
 

Agree  Yes  

8D  P28 – under heading “Typical carriageway widths”: the examples are not 
following but above.  

Amendment has been made  Yes  



 

8E  P41 – Figure SM1 add “housing developments” to end of title. 
 

Amendment has been made Yes  

8F  P52 – 2nd column, end of 1st para: missing text after “The design of the 

development”   

Amendment has been made Yes  

8G  P58 – 1st para: the diagrams are not “below” but on P59  
 

Amended  Yes  

8H  P78 - the text and picture under the heading “Footways” is replicated on 
P79. The wording of the 1st para, line 6 on P78 appears to have some 
missing text but appears to be correct onP79 
 

Amended  Yes  

8I  Appendix 1, para 1: Other material considerations worth mentioning are 
(national) Planning Practice Guidance and draft Local Plans.     

Amended Yes  

8J  Table 7:1 – Under Details / reference documentation, “ASSI” should be 
“SSSI”  
 

Amended  Yes  

8K  There is no reference to Dark Skies in the Design Guide. Eden is the 
third darkest district local authority in the country with 76% of the skies in 
the darkest category. Dark skies have potential benefits: help to attract 
more visitors and economic brings benefits to its communities. Policy 
ENV9 of the draft Local Plan (Proposed Submission version) states: 
“…Outdoor lighting schemes will be considered against the following 
methodology: 

1. No adverse impacts on … the wider landscape; 
2. … 
3. Minimising the potential glare and spillage;… 
4. … 
5. Minimise upward light pollution” 

New or replacement street lighting should be consistent with these 
objectives.  
The new Cumbria Design Guide represents a good opportunity to assist 
in the implementation of the Dark Sky Initiative in the whole of the 
AONB. (See attached email).  

Noted, the current lighting specification cab allow for 
Dark Skies to be considered. 

No  



  General comments on presentation: 

 Inconsistent fonts and not in line with style guide; inconsistent 
figure labelling (sometimes figure is labelled, sometimes not); 

 Pg1 – is that table listing employment sites meant to be there? 

 Other various formatting errors/inconsistencies including 
text/figure formatting errors, white text on white background, 
repeated figure numbers (Landscape/Lighting sections) 

 

Amended  Yes  

9A Nicky 
Cockburn – 
Allerdale BC 
Cllr  

Page 57 
"Does it matter? An argument in this situation 
would be that vehicle speeds are low due to 
the block paved surface and lack of verges 
and therefore there is no significant risk 
created for pedestrians through the blocking of 
the footway. Although the consequences are 
not considered to be highly negative with this 
example, where it does introduce a problem 
then retrospective steps would be required to 
provide a solution.." 
 
In my opinion YES IT DOES MATTER ! What about children dashing out 
between vehicles because they have been given strict instructions to 
stay on the pavement but cannot so dash and run? 
 
My brother is confined to a motorised wheelchair and because of parking 
on pavements he has tipped it over and obviously been injured. He also 
has to trundle in the road when he cannot get back onto the pavement. 
In addition because of parked vehicles on the pavement occasionally he 
cannot manoeuvre into his own home. 
 

This particular paragraph is related to the particular 
photograph in Figure P4 where the vehicle numbers are 
particularly low and the street is in effect being used like 
a shared surface particularly with the kerb height.  In 
normal planning application assessment adequate 
parking would be requested to avoid this scenario. 

 

10A Allerdale 
Borough 
Council  

My concern relates to consistency as we are regularly challenged by 
agents if they see any variation form site to site in the application of 
differing regulations or standards. This in turn puts planning  officers in a 
difficult position on consistency –e.g. we’ve had a recent comparable 
episode of differing working hours on different sites with Env Health  
 
Officers in providing any pre app advice will refer to your design guide 
and seek development schemes to reflect its parameters. This is of 
particular relevance to any roads being built to adoptable standards as 
the agents are well aware (and indeed) have at times undertaken 
piecemeal development in a progressive  manner seeking to bypass 
(pardon the pun) your regulations . Precedents are often referred to by 
agents. 

The updated guide will provide better consistency as all 
officers will be working to the same guidelines. 
 
It should also be noted that the document is a guide and 
officers will still need to make their own judgement call 
based on local circumstances.  

No 



10B   One last belated observation item I’ll chuck in the mix – Have any 
highway authorities amended their parking standards to account for the 
growth of the width of newer cars which appear to being getter fatter! . 

Yes increase in car size has been considered as part of 
the Design Guide 

No 

11A Lake District 
National Park 
Authority 

We welcome this comprehensive guide and thank you for providing 
clarification in respect of the application of the parking standards. One of 
the challenges of such a comprehensive guide is how to apply it to the 
range of type and scale of proposals. In this respect it is helpful that you 
will present it as separate sections and experience will show how users 
find. We suggest that you consider a brief summary guide for non expert 
users. This would be particularly helpful to us and applicants in respect 
of the type of work we are dealing with day to day such as householder 
driveways, rural accesses and single new homes. 
We would welcome the opportunity for training on the application of the 
guide and reiterate our offer to provide input on planning to that session. 

Further training will be facilitated. No 

12A Alastair Mc 
Neill 
Development 
Plans 
Manager 
South 
Lakeland 
District 
Council 

   N/A 

12B   General 
We understand the current informal consultation to the end of May will 
be followed by a 4 week formal consultation, prior to reporting to 
Cumbria CC Cabinet in July. This would seem a very short timescale to 
make any changes following the current consultation and still provide 
opportunity for further comment from the wider development industry 
prior to reporting to Cabinet. 
 

Consultation period was extended No 

12C   General 
Status of the document – titled ‘new residential developments’ - should it 
not be covering all types of development? Common principles for all? 
Note now includes Commercial Development 

Agreed, changed have been made Yes  



12D   General 
Should seek to promote new safe and attractive cycle ways and 
pedestrian routes on preferred desire lines, this may mean separating 
such routes from the highway, if pedestrians and cyclists are considered 
as priority (though image figure RH6 shows this). Reiterate comment 

Notes, there is scope within the Design Guide to do this. No 

12E   General 
Helpful for the document to cross refer to Building for Life standards, 
designing out crime principles and general inclusive design principles – 
We note inclusive design is identified as a principle 

This considered more appropriate for the Local Planning 
Authorities Local Plan rather than this document. 

No 

12F   General –interaction of employment and housing vehicle traffic 
It would be helpful for the document to refer to general principles 
regarding interaction of employment and housing traffic, especially on 
new mixed use sites. As a general principle in the adopted Development 
Briefs we have sought to ensure employment generating traffic and 
housing interacts at the minimum level possible.  

It is considered that this element will be picked up as 
part of the detailed planning process. 

No 

12G   General – rights of way 
Would be helpful for further guidance regarding addressing rights of 
way. In the adopted development briefs we have suggested possible 
realignment of these where it would help assist with enhancing levels of 
permeability (desire lines), retain other natural features example 
hedgerows, stone walls, tree belts etc. 

Appendix 9 covers PROW guidance  No 

12H   General 
Figure 2 suggests that pedestrian, then cyclists, then public transport 
should be given priority in the design process and emphasis is made on 
the use of the word street (page 3) but then section A of the document is 
entitled ‘Road hierarchy’ (although the section includes footpaths etc) – 
is ‘Road Hierarchy’ the most appropriate heading?  

Agreed - will be changed to Street hierarchy.  Yes 

12I   General 
Welcome the publication of this advice.  The document consists of 
complex details and should be simpler to understand; important detail 
becomes buried and there is a danger of the document not being used 
for the purpose it has been updated. 
Suggest that all the pertinent advice be given in either tabular or bullet 
point format for each section with foot notes to the page with the details 
behind.  For example Chapter B Visibility: the stopping sight distances in 
tabular detail is not available until the fourth and fifth pages; it is included 
within formula that enables a person to calculate these distances and 
the data becomes lost within a mass of other detail. 
 

The text are there to define context and show the 
working behind the tables. 
 
It is essentially a technical document giving guidance. 
Although CCC as endeavoured to use plain English 
throughout, some aspects are still of a technical nature.  

no 



It appears to have been written by a highway engineer for another 
highway engineer and not for a developer or planner, without those 
skills, who need to design his layout or provide advice with reference to 
easily understood highway/drainage principles.  This is a pity because 
the tabulated information is comprehensive and easy to understand. 

12J   Purpose  
Suggest including a general measure of success in regard to SUDS.   

Amended  Yes  

12K   Pre-App Charging 
The Planning & Compensation Act 2004 states in S54 “….(3) At any 
time before an application is made for any permission, approval or 
consent mentioned in subsection (2) any person may in relation to a 
proposed development consult the consultee on any matter in respect of 
which the appropriate authority is or the local planning authority are 
required to consult the consultee. 
(4) The consultee must give a substantive response to any consultation 
mentioned in subsection (2) or by virtue of subsection (3) before the end 
of— (a) the period prescribed for the purposes of this subsection, or (b) 
such other period as is agreed in writing between the consultee and the 
appropriate authority or the local planning authority (as the case may 
be). …..” . 
This is supported by Articles 22 & 23 of the DMPO 2015.  This means 
that you have a legal duty to respond, normally 21 days, to a 
consultation before an application has been made and have to report to 
the Secretary of State the number of persons (not being an LPA) who 
have consulted you.  The EA faced with the same legal issue provide the 
first response free and only charge for follow up advice and meetings. 

The Planning Practice Guidance states that:-  
 
Can statutory consultees charge for pre application 
advice? 
 
Where a prospective development raises complex 
issues some statutory consultees are legally able to 
charge a fee for an enhanced level of service at the pre-
application stage, some are not. 
To ensure transparency, where a statutory consultee 
opts to charge for certain pre-application services, it is 
strongly encouraged to provide information online about: 

 the scale of charges for pre-application services 
applicable to different types of application 
(minor/major and other); 

 the level of service that will be provided for the 
charge, including:  

o the scope of work and what is included 
(eg duration and number of meetings or 
site visits); 

o the amount of officer time; 
o the outputs (eg a letter or report); and 
o the guaranteed response times. 

Statutory consultees should not charge for a pre-
application request to advise on the likely scope of 
information necessary to enable them to provide a 
substantive response at application stage, and should 
respond to such requests within no more than 21 days. 
 
Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 15-014-20140306 
 
 

No 



12L   Surveillance of main roads/ streets 
Helpful for the guidance to support principle of positioning 
housing/development so it fronts on to roads/streets at least in part 

It is considered that the orientation of dwellings is a 
concern for the LPA and not the LHA. 

No 

12M   Surfacing of roads 
Further consideration of encouraging use of environmentally friendly 
materials / surfaces – see here http://www.macrebur.com/  
 

This design guide does not give guidance on 
construction standards.  
 
 

No 

12N   Page 7  
Support principle of ensuring no ransom strips are left at the end of 
turning heads – this has posed issues for deliverability of new 
development in some cases. Designs should be future-proofed, allowing 
for opportunities for additional development to take place where feasible 
and appropriate (as suggested in Figure RH4 page 12)  

Notes  No 

12O   Page 11 
Permeability should include connecting new developments with existing 
footpath networks wherever possible because the more convenient 
walking can be made as an option, the more people are likely to do it. 
We have often experienced resistance to this from residents and 
developers, and the need to do this and mechanisms to ensure it can 
happen need to be reinforced.  

Agreed, further amendments have been made to 
emphasise this point.  

Yes 

12P   Page 12 
Agree appropriate to say may not always be achievable to promote 
permeability Comment reiterated 

Agreed, further amendments have been made to 
emphasise this point. 

Yes 

12Q   Page 15 
Support recognition of advantages of off-road cycle routes, should make 
the same case for pedestrian routes as well especially where these 
would take advantage of promoting more direct access, serve access to 
key facilities and open space networks, support concept of shared 
surface footpath/cyclepath  

Noted, further amendments have been made to 
emphasise this point. 

Yes  



12R   Cycle Storage 
Access by emergency services Page 32 
We note the document refers to requirement for an emergency vehicle 
access for developments that contain a minimum of 50 dwellings. 
However, we feel exceptions may be justified depending on local 
circumstances – not always achievable, on one or two development 
briefs an emergency vehicle access is not achievable. 

Noted, this will be judged on a case by case basis.  The 
Design Guide has been amended to add in more 
flexibility. 
 

Yes 

12S   Parking Page 54 
Believe the Guide could say more about ensuring parking is designed so 
it does not detract from visual amenities of the area, use of different type 
of surfaces e.g. grasscrete and landscaping should be encouraged. This 
is acknowledged with reference to commercial development – page 101, 
could it not also be extended to cover residential developments? 
 
Document still refers to 1997 Parking Guidelines in Cumbria, should it 
not now say these are superseded by the guidance once adopted, even 
though they will remain the same Note document states this is the case 
now. 
 
Note SLDC is proposing to use these as guidelines and apply flexibly 
taking into account local circumstance – within Development 
Management Policies DMDPD 

Noted, further amendments have been made to 
emphasise this point. 

Yes 

12T   Parking p55 
Gate position is not consistent with 2m x 2m pedestrian visibility on p25 

Page 55 shows the location of a gate in relation to a 
parked car, page 25 shows the location of pedestrian 
spays, the two can be different. 

 No  

12U   Parking Space Dimensions p58 
Standard parking dimension width for 90o spaces needs to be increased 
to 3.2m when adjacent to a wall to allow for swept path of turning. 

A standard detail of 3.2m cannot be accepted as a 
standard detail, where required a swept path will be 
requested. 

 No  

12V   Lighting p62-p64 
Should consideration also be given to residential amenity when locating 
new streetlights on residential schemes – i.e. ensuring they are not 
placed directly in front of bedroom windows for example?  

Residential amenity is a LPA issue, however it does 
considered as part of the lighting design where possible.  

No 



12W   Page 66 
Not entirely comfortable with the idea that attracting/supporting wildlife is 
being framed as a bad thing to be avoided. Could this be re-phrased to 
recognise the particular issue whilst also making clear that one of the 
roles of the wider planting and landscaping scheme, should be to attract 
and support wildlife and provide biodiversity enhancement?  

It is not considered that his statement is contrary to 
sustainable development or biodiversity, it is about 
designing into new development appropriate types of 
tree that do not create a safety risk. 

No 

12X   Page 67 – adoptability of landscaping features by Highways Authority 
(also page 9) 
Shouldn’t CCC adopt landscaped areas adjacent to highways if they 
perform a SUDs function? Verge areas could double up as a SUDs 
feature and therefore perform a green corridor role, they may also 
include hedges and other features. Need to recognise that highways 
design should be informed by a green / landscaping framework – our 
policies seek to protect existing natural positive features such as tree 
belts and hedgerows, a way to ensure these are retained in perpetuity 
(not lost as a result of private ownership responsibility) is to align 
highways routes and pedestrian/cycle routes adjacent to them. Accept 
where they do not form part of the highway boundary – CCC will not be 
responsible for their maintenance, but in some cases they may do, 
where footways are separated from highway for example  

The County Council will only accept liability for an asset 
if it is highway related. 
 
 

No 

12Y   various comments on the SUDS guidance Clarification will be provided in the document and 
appendix 

Yes 

12Z   Should there not be a section on Sustainable Travel in relation to 
Residential Development? 

Reference has been made to the County Council’s 
Travel Plan Policy.  

Yes 

12AA   Chapter O Mixed Use Sites Page 103 - Need to acknowledge mixed use 
sites could include non-commercial development i.e. housing, this 
should be considered. Principles governing design of such sites 

Noted, the principles are the same for both residential 
and commercial.  Mixed use sites will be considered on 
a case by case basis.  

Yes  



12AB   General page 12-14 There is no reference to thresholds for secondary 
vehicle access, however, when preparing a Development Brief we were 
told schemes over 100 dwellings should have a secondary vehicle 
access 

Agreed, guidance on thresholds have been included   Yes  

12AC  Welcome further clarity regarding climate change allowance. What 

should we be referring to in DM policy – as stated in Design Guide? 

Noted. Yes  

12AD  Latest draft appears to have less guidance regarding climate change 
allowances than the last version. 

Noted, however this needs to be considered on a case 
by case basis at application stage. 

No  

12AE  Could there be consideration of stricter requirements in areas of the 
County that experience surface water drainage problems – i.e. the ‘wet 
areas’ in the Surface Water Management Plan work? 

It is considered that this would be too difficult to define 
and that there is scope within the Design Guide to allow 
for stricter requirements if required.  

No  

12AF  “Look to utilise the natural landscape to integrate SuDs and the onset 
during master planning “ Clarify this point - the ‘onset’ of what?  

Amended to clarify, onset has been removed. Yes  

12AG  “surface water runoff not collected for use….” Could there be more 
emphasis on rainwater collection at dwelling level and requirements for 
this in new development? 

There is reference to rainwater collection in the Design 
Guide. 

No  

12AH  Please clarify where the additional 30% to account for climate change 
has been derived from – why has it been reduced from 60% in the 
earlier draft?  How does the 30% relate to the table at the bottom of 
page 74 – is it the upper end allowance for residential development 
(more vulnerable, design life 2070-2115)? 
 
Our understanding of the allowances for residential development based 
on the Govt guidance and Table 1 at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-

 
Changes have been made to the document to refer 

developers to the government guidelines as they could 

potentially change in the future and it would be difficult to 

ensure the design guide keeps pace with this. 

 

Yes  



risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances is as follows: 
 
Vulnerability Climate Change Allowance 
More Vulnerable (housing) – Flood Zone 1 Central allowance. 30% 
More Vulnerable – Flood Zone 2 Use the central and higher central to 
assess a range of allowances. 30-35% 
More Vulnerable – Flood Zone 3a Use the higher central and upper end 
to assess a range of allowances. 35-70% 
 
Please could further explanation be added to the guide to explain where 
the allowance has been derived from? 
 
With regards climate change allowances in SuDS design should they be 
based on Table 1 in the Govt Guidance (peak river flow allowances by 
river basin district) or Table 2 (peak rainfall intensity allowance in small 
and urban catchments), or a combination of both?  Table 2 suggests a 
20%-40% range. 
 
Inclusion of allowance figures has been removed – there should be a 
reference to where the current figures are identified – not just current 
guidance from government.   
 
Also the second paragraph under ‘Flood Risk from the Proposed 
Development’ still refers to a ‘table on next page’ – is this not the table 
from the previous version that has now been removed? 

 

Table 1 refers to peak river flow and should not be 

confused with allowances for peak rainfall intensity in 

Table 2 

 

 

 

Table 2 should be used for drainage calculations 

Website information added to document  

 

 

Reference to table on next page has now been removed 

  

12AI  Why have the requirements relating to rainfall in excess of a 1 in 200 
year event been removed from the earlier draft?  What consideration is 
there in the Guide for more extreme weather events?  Does it go far 
enough? Reiterate comment – appears to be a weakening of the 
guidance in relation to this? 

Details have been removed in order for the guide to 
comply with Government Non-statutory technical 
standards for sustainable drainage. 

Yes  

12AJ  Under the climate change allowance table on page 74 it says “see CIRIA 
C753 The SuDS Manual Chapter 24”.  But the figures in the table do not 
appear to relate to Chapter 24 of said guide, instead they appear to be 
derived from Tables 1 and 2 at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-
assessments-climate-change-allowances .  Section 24.7.1 of the CIRIA 
guide specifies that allowances are normally specified by Govt or the 
environmental regulator and therefore not reproduced in the guide.  
Would it therefore be more appropriate for the Cumbria Design Guide to 
refer to the Govt guidance at this point rather than the CIRIA guide? 

Design guide has now been amended to refer 
developers to Government website for Climate Change 

Yes  
 



12AK  We expect climate change allowance to be based on the “upper end” 
allowance unless demonstrated that the “central” allowance will not 
cause adverse flood risk impacts either on site or downstream.” 

Developer will be required to demonstrate the impacts of 
both upper end and central to assess which will be most 
appropriate for the individual site. 

No  

12AL  Is this referring to the ‘upper end’ allowances in Tables 1 and Table 2 at 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-
allowances? If so is this a strengthening of the local position compared 
with Govt guidance?  As Govt guidance advises central allowances for 
residential development in FZ1, central and higher central allowances for 
FZ2 and higher central and upper end allowances for FZ3. We would 
welcome a stricter approach than set out nationally, but it needs to be 
clarified in the Design Guide whether this is the case.The climate 
change section seems to have been reduced as the above issues have 
been removed – does it not need more attention and guidance? 

Seem to be confusing peak river flows and peak rainfall 
flows 

No 

12AM  We expect climate change allowance to be based on the “upper end” 
allowance unless demonstrated that the “central” allowance will not 
cause adverse flood risk impacts either on site or downstream.” Is this 
referring to the ‘upper end’ allowances in Tables 1 and Table 2 at  
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-
allowances? If so is this a strengthening of the local position compared 
with Govt guidance?  As Govt guidance advises central allowances for 
residential development in FZ1, central and higher central allowances for 
FZ2 and higher central and upper end allowances for FZ3.We would 
welcome a stricter approach than set out nationally, but it needs to be 
clarified in the Design Guide whether this is the case.The climate 
change section seems to have been reduced as the above issues have 
been removed – does it not need more attention and guidance? 

Seem to be confusing peak river flows and peak rainfall 
flows 

No 

12AN  Support the urban creep requirements. 
 
Is it clear what these mean though? Does it mean that if a development 
of 35 dwellings per hectare is proposed, whatever the proposed 
impermeable area is, an assumption that this would increase by 6% over 
the development’s lifetime is built in? 
Even these allowances could cumulatively result in a significantly larger 
impermeable area than identified at approval stage and thus, use of 
permeable surfaces should be more strongly encouraged – could 
maximising permeable be referred to rather than reducing impermeable 
(page 72)? 

It is identified that that urban creep often sits outside of 
the development control process and in theory 
encouraging use of permeable would be beneficial but 
as often carried out by individual householders is difficult 
to achieve.  Therefore, this allowance should remain. 

Yes  



12AO  Should the option of SuDS being adopted and maintained by the County 
where they form part of the highway or serve the highway be included in 
this numbered list, as explained in the blue box on page 74? Page 74 
point 3 now includes this 

Currently there are no plans by Cumbria County Council 
to adopt such structures 

No  

12AP  The message about multifunctionality and variety of SuDS could be 
stronger i.e. making it very clear to developers that many of the 
requirements asked of them (open space, biodiversity enhancement, 
drainage, recreation etc) can all be met through a single well designed 
and integrated scheme that will have greater net benefits than delivering 
each element separately. 

  

12AQ  Should green walls also be included as a SuDS measure? Green walls 
(as green roofs do) can hold and intercept rainwater to slow transit to the 
ground and thus reduce runoff rates whilst having the further benefits to 
air quality, visual amenity, health and well-being, biodiversity etc 

Green walls would be considered as a SuDs measure 
subject to suitable supporting information from the 
developer 

No  

12AR  Might be helpful for the reader if the components were grouped into 
classifications with sub-headings similarly to the susdrain website e.g. 
source control, swales and conveyance channels, filtration, infiltration 
etc. 

The list in appendix 6 tends to follow the order in which 

components a developer should consider 

No  

12AS  Strongly support the principle that the site layout should be informed by 
the drainage requirements. 

Noted  No 

12AT  Support the emphasis on the importance of pre-application discussions. Noted  No  



13A Francis 
Mason-
Hornby – 
Member if 
Public  

I am a member of the Burton-in-Kendal Parish Council but am 
commenting in a private capacity. 
 
As the Lake District has become a UNESCO World Heritage Site and 
Cumbria has a great deal of National Park within it’s area please can the 
Council provide guidance to the very best street lighting so that upward 
glare is eliminated as far as possible and possibly have a policy of street 
light in some sensitive areas of high quality landscape switching off 
between say midnight and 5.00am as they do on the M6 around 
Preston. 
 
Cumbria should be one of the premier places in England where one can 
appreciate the Night Sky 
 

Noted – this does form part of the new design guidance 
and improved lighting columns  

Yes 

14A Dr Mark 
Greaves – 
Brigham 
Parish Council  

I was unable to attend the Millom presentation to CALC but I’ve had a 
look through the slides Chris Shaw and team sent. As ever the 
document’s a massive one for the ‘committed amateurs’ on a parish 
council but in general terms we welcome it. I recall some time ago a 
suggestion from you at Lillyhall, when we were discussing splay in 
Brigham, that Cumbria needed it’s own MfS document due to the 
specific rural nature of its road network – this seems like a decent step. 
 

Noted N/A 

14B  The layout section is good – this would have saved much grief about 
planning applications of the (low) quality of 2/2014/0358 in Allerdale, for 
example. We welcome the improved clarity on parking provision and 
we’re desperate to get away from the undersize garages that seem to 
count for half-a-space in some of Allerdale’s recent thinking. Cars are 
already parking on pavements in the most-recent building at the west of 
Cockermouth, at the Fitz, for example. 
 

Noted N/a 

14C  There’s something missing (a whole section?) on the perils of ribbon 
development. I really would encourage something to go in about this 
under ‘design’. Communities don’t want these (witness our own 
community-led-plan feedback here in Brigham from the residents) and 
the current objections to the ribbon application in Great Broughton, 
2/2017/0411 and its potential effect on the Harris Brow junction(s), splay 
and character of rural settlements. They do ruin the sense of place and 
offer little community enhancement. 
 

This considered more appropriate for the Local Planning 
Authorities Local Plan rather than this document. 

No 

14D  You won’t be surprised to hear me say that splay seemed too simplistic 
in the slides from the meeting but I see in the actual draft that incline is 
included; I’m calmer for that. We have had trouble with drop-kerb splay 
provision here in the village with 2/2016/0120 and we wish the 
requirements on p25 had been applied then. We failed to convince Mr 
Moultrie at that time; this will stop a repeat of that and it’s sensible but 

Noted No 



could go further where a splay along the highway should be required 
too, especially on obvious drive/walk-to-school routes. 
 

14E  Para’ 3 on p21 needs no apostrophe in ‘ road’s ’. And there’s a repeated 
passage and photo’ on pages 78 and 79. 
 

Noted Yes 

14F  We’d be happier if the ‘<50 units’ figure was lower (p116) to qualify for 
the ‘no assessment’ category. I hope I've go hold of the right end of the 
stick here. I would expect developer resistance to that but they could 
afford it. 
 

The guidance in our guide is in line with national 
guidance  the lower criteria is often used in rural 
locations as national guidance and our design guide 
allows for this.  

No 

15A Grange Town 
Council  

Grange Town Council discussed the updated Cumbria Design Guide at 
their meeting on Monday 14 August. 
I have been asked to let you know their feedback: 

i. Highways and drainage – the Town Council suggests that the 
Guide should include specifics about local conditions regarding 
drainage and that developers should familiarise themselves with 
local hydrological and drainage conditions. 

ii. Roads – there is the need to address provision of hardstanding 
at new developments for PSVs and mobile service vehicles such 
as the mobile library and bank.  

 

i. As this is a county wide guide it is not possible to 
include this in the guide on a site specific basis.  

ii. As this is a county wide guide it is not possible to 
include this in the guide on a site specific basis. 
CCC does consider site specific issues when they 
arise  

No 

16A Kendal Town 
Council  

Further to the below, please find below comments on the draft CCC 
Planning Design Guide made by our Planning Committee:  
 
Members made the following comments: 
 
• Welcome their road design which prioritises pedestrians and 
cyclists. 
• Happy with the inclusion of the pre-application information 
including the drainage and flooding. 
• Welcome the hierarchy of cycle paths on new developments. 
• Welcome the road design to help reduce speed therefore 
taking away the need for speed bumps and the speed limit 
on housing estates to be 20 MPH. 
• Some of the wording in the guide could be made simpler. 

Noted  Yes  



• Welcome the sustainable transport plan in the commercial 
section although not much mention of this in the residential 
section. 
• Felt the Design Guide is focussed on highways and drainage 
so possibly the current title could be misleading. 
 

17A Millom 
Without 
Parish Council  

On behalf of Millom Without Parish Council, I wish that you take note of 
the following concerns and issues relating to the above draft Design 
Guide. 
 
Our primary concerns reflect on the experiences of addressing two 
National Infrastructure Projects – Nugen Reactor at Sellafield and more 
importantly the North West Coast Connections Project led by National 
Grid. 
 

Noted  N/A 

17B  Chapter I Signs and Markings – page 52 – 53 
 
The need for road signage is an issue which does need careful 
consideration when taking account of both Visual and Environmental 
impact. 
 
In new developments there is an opportunity to take a case by case 
approach – but in light of Community priorities relating to Speed Limits 
within often narrow roads, is one area of signage that should not be 
discretionary. It needs to reflect what is set out in a local Community or 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

Noted and agreed. There is scope for this within the 
proposed guidance.  

No 

17C  Chapter M Landscaping page 65-68 and 101 
 
The primary concern relates to the longevity of effective and funded 
landscape management, without this falling into the lap of Parish 
Councils.  
 
But the lack of clarity on funding for the long term, noting the nature of 
Developers (e.g. House Developers)intentions to Build – Sell – Move 
On. 
 

Noted, this is however a planning issue and not normally 
adopted by the Local highway Authority  

No 

17D  Chapter N – Access Design Page 102 
 
The proposals set out in this section are sensible, but fail to address the 
issue of commercial advertising which can often follow with such 
developments – use of banners and large scale signs have a significant 
visual impact and the Guide does not address the long term operational 
constraints on commercial sites. Maybe this requires some other 
reference (s) for clarity on this matter. 
 

This is covered by separate planning and highway 
legislation.  

No 



17E  Chapter I – Sustainable Travel – page 96 
 
A welcomed section relating to Traffic management and the link to 
environmental impact and healthier living. 
 
The impact needs to consider 24 hour operations where the flow and 
noise of traffic can have a dis-proportionate impact on communities. The 
guide made no reference to such issues. 
 
The Guide appears silent on the acceptable levels on known traffic flows 
– such that any significant increase will necessitate action by the 
Developer to mitigate the impact. 
 

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
This is covered by separate planning and highway 
legislation. 
 
 
This is covered within the document. Under the TA 
section looking at capacities and local context. 

No 

17F  Chapter N Sustainable Drainage Systems – page 69-76 
 
The Guide appears silent on developments within rural communities 
where the impact on drainage can be a crucial issue, and land clearance 
such as natural foliage, trees and shrubs are removed. Such 
developments can often lead to unintended consequences with new 
flood risks. 
 
Rural communities are isolated from drainage systems – such as 
sewage arrangements and again it is not apparent how developments 
within rural communities are appropriately addressed within this draft 
Design Guide. Its focus is more urban centric, and lacks consideration 
for rural communities. 

Noted – this element is covered in the Design guide. 
Green field run off should be retained or improved.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted – this element is covered in the Design guide. 
Green field run off should be retained or improved.  
 

N/A 

17G  Projects Led by the Planning Inspectorate 
 
The Parish Council would like to seek assurance as to how Projects 
which fall under the jurisdiction of the Planning Inspectorate? How does 
this Design Guide take into account large infrastructure projects? In 
other words where does Guide sit in the overall hierarchy of governance 
within the Project Management process? 
 

The guide is a guidance only. It will carry weight in the 
planning process , but is subservient to planning policy 
document. The main reason for the guide is to comply 
with national guidance used by the inspectorate.  

N/A 

17H  Summary Position of Millom Without Parish Council 
 
This Guide has a wide and significant scope to address. The comments 
have been limited to key areas which have a direct impact on rural 
communities such as those which fall within the domain of Millom 
Without Parish Council.  
 
The Parish Council welcomes the intent of the Design Guide and also 
feels there is room to ensure rural issues are more appropriately 
addressed within this document, some of which are outlined in this letter. 
 

Noted  No 



18A Brookhouse 
Group  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft document.  

Brookhouse (and our wholly-owned housebuilding subsidiary Lancet 

Homes) are an active investor and developer in the Cumbria region, with 

completed housing developments in Barrow and Newby Bridge, on site 

and selling in Ulverston, and with land interests being promoted in 

Grange, and Kirkby. 

Whilst we recognise the need for good design guidance, development 

viability can be very sensitive to over-restrictive policies. Given this, and 

the collective need to deliver housing and affordable housing across the 

region, we request that the following comments are incorporated. 

We have broken down the representation to follow the sections of the 

Guide, and for ease of reference highlight requested amendments in 

bold.  

 

Noted  N/A 

18B  General 

 It is critical that the guide supports the delivery of housing in 

Cumbria and does not impose constraints that could undermine 

the viability of a scheme or render an allocated site 

undevelopable. For example, we are involved in a number of 

allocated sites within the South Lakeland Local Plan – Land 

Allocations (adopted December 2013) which have challenging 

topography and significant abnormal costs where steeper 

gradients will be required to make the development work.  This 

can be part of the character of an area and contributes to local 

distinctiveness in accordance with NPPF.  

 We have reviewed the comments made by Cumbria House 

Builders Group in their representation dated 1
st
 September 2017 

and support the contents therein. 

 

 
 
 
Noted, it is not considered the guide will impose 
constraints that could undermine the viability of a 
scheme or render an allocated site undevelopable. 

 

18C  Road Hierarchy 

 The final diagram (Figure RH5 on page 12) should include 

the opportunity for short pedestrian / cyclist connections 

between the remaining cul-de-sacs / private drives. This 

provides for a more varied layout where there is a hierarchy of 

 
 
Whilst figure RH5 is does not explicitly demonstrate the 
opportunity for short pedestrian / cyclist connections, 
pedestrian and cyclists permeability is a key theme 
throughout the guide. 

 
 
No  



permeability in favour of pedestrians and cyclists. For example, 

where two one-sided private drives are connected to allow 

greater length of active frontages while maintaining the low 

speed pedestrian priority environment.  

 

  Type of New Residential Highway 

 There are a number of significant discrepancies between the 

design criteria for types of New Residentials Highways / Streets 

(page13/14) and the table in appendix 4. We would suggest 

that there is more flexibility in the use of the various street 

types. For example, it might be appropriate for a primary 

street (5.5m carriageway width, 2m footways both sides) to 

serve lower number of dwellings where gradients are 

steeper, helping accommodate cyclists (dynamic envelope 

– Fig CW3 page 29) or where on street parking for visitors 

would be desirable.   

 The criteria for the Secondary Street requires a footway width of 

2m. It should be clarified that the footway could be on either 

side of the carriageway depending on access requirements 

e.g. no frontage access to dwellings on one side of the street 

which can often be the case where an existing feature such as 

dry-stone wall or hedgerow is to be retained.  

 The criteria for shared surface streets should be more flexible 

and not specify a maximum length provided a suitable turning 

head / loop is provided. This would allow the creation of a wider 

range of street character types in accordance with Manual for 

Streets (MfS) (4.7). 

 

 
 
Noted, it is considered that the guide allows for flexibility 
in relation to carriageways widths to take into account 
local circumstances. 

 
 
No 

  Visibility 

 The visibility splays at private accesses as required in Fig V11 
(page 25) are inconsistent with MfS which states that the 
absence of wide visibility splays at private driveways would 
encourage drivers to emerge more cautiously (MfS 7.8.3). Also, 
this would prevent houses being located at the back of footway 
which may be desirable to create a more traditional street type 
or to reinforce local distinctiveness in accordance with NPPF. 
We would suggest that is it replaced with the normal visibility 
requirements appropriate to the SSD values for the location.  

 

 
It is considered that figure V11 is appropriate to ensure 
the safety of pedestrian safety.  

No  



  Junction & Radii 

 It is noted that the maximum reversing distance for a refuse 
vehicle is 12m (Figure T1 – page 38). If this distance is applied 
to Figure T3 (page 40) then the maximum length of permitted 
road before a turning head is required would be increased from 
45m to 57m which would provide greater flexibility in a layout 
where larger houses may be more appropriate and help create 
more varied street types. We there request that the maximum 
dimension is increased accordingly.  

 

 
A refuse vehicle cannot be expected to reverse down a 
private drive, therefore the 12m cannot be added to the 
distances in figure T3. 

No 

  Speed Management 

 We support the design speed for the new streets that serve 
residential areas to be a maximum of 20mph. However, we think 
there is too much emphasis on restricting forward visibility by 
introducing significant curvature in the horizontal alignment of 
the carriageway. Gentle curves can provide visual interest and a 
sense of tranquillity adding to the character of the street. Straight 
sheets can increase permeability, improve legibility, support 
ease of movement and complement the pattern of street blocks 
in the locality to help reinforce local distinctiveness. MfS 
provides guidance on how a continuous link can be broken up 
by introducing features along it to slow traffic down including 
horizontal and vertical defection (7.4.4). We would request that 
the guide also supports the use of straight streets / gentle curves 
and where proposed should follow the guidance in MfS that 
includes reference to Traffic Advisory Leaflet 2/05 which 
provides additional sources of advice on traffic calming 
measures.   

 

Noted, however it is considered that there is enough 
flexibility within the guide to allow for site specific 
distinctiveness. 
 
 

No 

  Gradients 

 The gradients set out in page 48 seem to be contradictory. It 

should be made clear that a gradient of 10% (1:10) is 

acceptable as a maximum for the both primary and 

secondary streets including their footways but where 

practicable gradients of 6% are preferred.  Clearly pedestrians 

would be using these routes so the reference to 5% appears 

illogical.  

 

Agreed, relevant amendments have been made. Yes  



  Parking Bays 

 While standard dimension of a parking bay is normally 2.4m x 

4.8m we would suggest that where spaces permits the 

preferred increased dimension should be 2.5m x 5m subject 

to tracking (MfS Fig 8.20). 

 

Noted, and in some cases where appropriate 2.5m will 
be accepted. 

No  

  Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) 

 The “Peak Flow Control” section on page 72 should make 

reference to brownfield/pre-developed sites where Greenfield 

run off rates may not apply, in this instance perhaps they 

could say that the rate of discharge should never exceed 

that from the pre- developed site for any given event.  

 

It is considered that Greenfield run-off should always be 
used to ensure robust drainage schemes. 

No  

  Appendix 1 Parking 

 It is difficult to see how the inclusion of these parking standards 

provide any meaningful guidance. The residential parking 

standards include reference to visitors parking and disabled 

parking. This has been superseded by MfS that promotes 

unallocated parking on the street (8.3.21) and the Building 

Regulation Part M Access to and use of building. We would 

recommend that this section is deleted, and MfS relied on 

instead.  

 

The County Council disagrees and considers it 
appropriate to provide applicants with guidance in 
relation to standards that are considered appropriate in 
Cumbria. 

No  

19A Historic 
England  

Thank you for consulting Historic England, we are the Government’s 

statutory adviser on all matters relating to the historic environment in 

England. We are a non-departmental public body established under the 

National Heritage Act 1983. We are sponsored by the Department of 

Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and the Department of 

Communities and Local  Government (DCLG). We champion and protect 

England’s historic places, providing expert advice and resources to local 

planning authorities, developers, owners and communities to help 

ensure the historic environment is properly understood, enjoyed and 

cared for. 

 

Noted  No  



19B  Your consultation is timely because Historic England is in the process of 

updating national guidance Streets for All alongside DfT to complement 

technical advice on the planning, construction and maintenance of 

residential streets provided in the Manual for Streets (2007) and its 

companion guide Manual  for  Streets 2 (2010). Our revised guidance is 

likely to be issued in the autumn; in the meantime our previous 

Northwest guide can be downloaded at: 

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-

for-all-north-west/north-west-streets.pdf/  

The particular aim of Streets for All 2017 is to show how practical 

solutions to common problems can be achieved without harm to the 

valued character of historic places. The underlying principles are to 

reduce clutter, co-ordinate & improve street design, and to reinforce 

local character whilst maintaining safety. Streets for All is intended as a 

practical guide for everyone concerned in the complicated process of 

managing change to streets and the public realm.   

Noted  No  

19C  We commend Cumbria County Council for updating its design guidance; 

the title would however be clearer if it explicitly referred to the design of 

‘streets’ in Cumbria, if this is your intent. The front cover image showing 

an isolated rural road is an odd one to select if a primary objective of 

your document is to influence the design of new development?    

Noted, the title and front cover have been amended.  
Further clarity has also been added within the guide to 
clarify its role. 

Yes  

19D  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the 

Governments planning policies for England and how these are expected 

to be applied. The purpose of the planning system itself is to contribute 

to the achievement of sustainable development. The presumption in 

favour of sustainable development includes economic, social and 

environmental considerations; the latter includes the historic 

environment. If the County Council intend to adopt the design guide with 

a view to local authorities being guided by its principles and standards 

when determining housing and commercial planning applications, then it 

is necessary for the guide to comply with the NPPF. You therefore need 

to demonstrate how the guide will conserve and enhance the historic 

environment (S12) and contribute to the requirement for good design 

(S7).   

It is considered that there is enough flexibility within the 
guide to take into account the historic environment as 
there is a much greater emphasis on understanding a 
sense of place. 

Yes  

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-north-west/north-west-streets.pdf/
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-north-west/north-west-streets.pdf/


19E  Unfortunately Historic England cannot support the draft document in its 

current form because complying with certain aspects of the guidance 

may cause undue harm to heritage assets and/or their setting contrary to 

the NPPF. Some chapters also contradict or exclude national guidance 

relating to works in historic places set out in the Governments Manual 

for Streets and Streets for All.      

It is important to note that the guide relates to new 
development and only relates to highways and drainage. 
 
It is not considered that the guide in its updated form will 
cause undue harm to heritage assets and/or their setting 
in relation to new development.  It is therefore not 
considered that the guide is contrary to the NPPF.  

No  

19F  With over 7,500 listed buildings including three AONBs, two World 

Heritage Sites and multiple conservation areas that may be impacted by 

planned growth, Cumbria contains a rich, distinctive and diverse 

archaeological, historic and architectural heritage that should be 

acknowledged and respected. We recommend that your design guide 

includes a chapter on streetscape design in the Historic Environment to 

explain that full compliance with prescribed standards may not be 

appropriate or practicable for some developments in historic places and 

why. Alternatively, you might consider producing a supplementary guide 

on the design of streets and public space in historic places (perhaps 

working alongside Cumbria’s district Conservation Officers and 

consulting relevant heritage and design agencies)? 

It is acknowledged that Cumbria has over 7,500 listed 
buildings including three AONBs, two World Heritage 
Sites and multiple conservation areas that may be 
impacted by planned growth, Cumbria contains a rich, 
distinctive and diverse archaeological, historic and 
architectural heritage that should be acknowledged and 
respected.  
 
It is considered that the guide does allow for 
consideration of historic places and that any further 
guidance should be provided through the Local Planning 
Authorities Local Plan. 

No  

19G  Manual for Streets clearly distinguishes between feeder ‘roads’ designed 

solely for vehicle movement, and ‘streets’ designed for everyone 

including pedestrians and vehicles. At present your draft guidance does 

not make this important distinction, as a result the language and intent of 

the guide is confusing. For example, text on P13 & 14 refers to ‘roads’ 

within headings entitled ‘primary streets’ and ‘shared private access and 

courtyards’. On P11 the text refers to ‘road’ networks and users, yet the 

associated diagrams illustrate ‘street’ layouts? Both the guides author 

and readers need to understand the terms being used, their meaning 

and relevance to the advice being offered.    

Amendments have been made to ensure consistent 
language is used throughout. 

Yes. 

19H  Is it necessary to separate street design guidance for housing and 

commercial areas into separate parts as doing so undermines the 

principle of mixed use development and results in unnecessary 

duplication of text? Your guide would benefit from being cut in length, 

the use of plain English and shortening paragraphs will help. Introducing 

multiple chapters and sub chapters makes the document difficult to use 

and navigate; grouping design themes could reduce the number of 

chapters. More attention to graphic design, page layout and titles could 

It is considered that that there needs to be separate 
Residential and Commercial elements due to the 
difference in requirements. 
 
A full review has taken place to use plain English and 
shorten the document and improve readability.  A 
number of Technical elements have now been removed 
from the main document a suite of technical appendices 
have been formed. 

Yes  



also improve the documents appeal and readability.     

19I  The introduction refers to raising design standards and providing more 

emphasis on the development of innovative proposals, yet we found the 

images and case studies used to illustrate text to be generally lacking in 

design quality or inspiration. A number of images seem to be repeated, 

for example the footway image used on both P78 & 79. The document 

would look far more attractive and compelling in its messages if it was 

illustrated by a few excellent design images from across Cumbria, the 

NW design centre of excellence (Places Matter), the RIBA or 

CABE/Design Council may be able to signpost you to local or regional 

award winning projects. The guide currently provides little explanation of 

what constitutes ‘Good Design’ or how this can be achieved. Reference 

ought to be made to Section 7 of the NPPF, for example does the 

County Council promote Design Review; are there local examples of 

Design Codes that have resulted in excellent contextual street layouts or 

designs?    

The examples used are considered appropriate and are 
from the local area. 
 
 

Yes  

19J  Where best practice exists outside Cumbria, with principles, techniques 

or the use of materials applicable to your streetscape traditions or design 

aspirations, it may be appropriate to signpost customers to such 

guidance? For example, Suffolk County Council has produced an 

excellent Surface Dressing Manual: 

http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/suffolk.gov.uk/Business/Planning%20a

nd%20Design%20Advice/Suffolk%20Manual/Surface%20Dressing%20

Manual.pdf.             

Our organisation has also produced a series of technical design notes to 

accompany Streets for All covering subjects such as tactile paving, this 

shows how natural materials can be used to achieve contrast in 

sensitive areas (Manual for Streets 2 Para 2.9.7).  

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-

for-all-6-tactile-paving/tactile-paving.pdf/    

It is not considered appropriate to direct developers to 
guidance outside of Cumbria within the guide.  Whist 
developing the guide best practice has been considered 
from elsewhere. 

No  

http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/suffolk.gov.uk/Business/Planning%20and%20Design%20Advice/Suffolk%20Manual/Surface%20Dressing%20Manual.pdf
http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/suffolk.gov.uk/Business/Planning%20and%20Design%20Advice/Suffolk%20Manual/Surface%20Dressing%20Manual.pdf
http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/suffolk.gov.uk/Business/Planning%20and%20Design%20Advice/Suffolk%20Manual/Surface%20Dressing%20Manual.pdf
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-6-tactile-paving/tactile-paving.pdf/
https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-6-tactile-paving/tactile-paving.pdf/


19K  Historic England provides guidance on other aspects of streetscape 

design such as Restricted Parking Zones in historic areas and new 

developments associated with them, these can be downloaded at: 

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/caring-for-heritage/streets-for 

all/case-studies/ . Manual for Streets2 (Para 2.7.4 & 8.8.5) refers to the 

importance of historic street patterns, local materials and street designs 

that are unlikely to conform to standardised highway design or layouts. 

Street lighting, parking standards, signage and surface materials may all 

challenge normal standards in some historic places, but this may be 

necessary to retain an assets significance, or an areas character or 

appearance.      

It is considered that there is enough flexibility within the 
guide to take into account the historic environment as 
there is a much greater emphasis on understanding a 
sense of place.  Therefore new developments will be 
able to accentuate the historic setting.  

No  

19L  In summary we support the production of this guidance in principle; we 

do not however support it in its current form for the reasons set out 

above. Our concern should be easily addressed without significantly 

affecting the overall aims or objective of your guide. If you are reporting 

this draft to your members in its current form please refer to our 

organisations concerns, if you intend to amend the draft we would be 

pleased to be re-consulted prior to its adoption. If you would like 

clarification on any of the points raised please do not hesitate to contact 

me. 

It is considered that the amendments made following the 
consultation should satisfy the concerns that have been 
made.  The County Council is happy to work with 
Historic England if appropriate when responding to 
planning application consultations to ensure the historic 
environment is fully taken into account.  

No 

 

Schedule of Meetings to discuss Design Guide 

 Presentation for Cumbria Conservation Officers Group – 17 February 2017 

 Workshop for South Lakeland District Council , Lake District National Park National Park Authority, Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority, Barrow 

Borough Council Planning Authorities – 21 March 2017 

 Workshop for Carlisle City Council and Eden District Council Planning Authorities – 22 March 2017 

 Workshop for Allerdale Borough Council and Copeland Borough Council Planning Authorities – 23 March 2017 

 Presentation to Lake District National Park Planners – 12 April  

 Presentation for County Council Carlisle Local Committee – 29 May 2017 

 Workshop with County Council Elected Members – 21 July 2017 

 Presentation for Architects Plus – 5 August 2017  

 Presentation to County Council Allerdale Local Committee – 6 September  

 Three Tier Meeting Copeland (Elected Members from County Council, Borough Council & Parish Council’s) - 14 September 2017 

 Presentation to Penrith Town Council – 2 October 2017 

 Workshop with the Cumbria Housebuilders Group and the House Builders Federation – 20 October 2017  

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/caring-for-heritage/streets-for%20all/case-studies/
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/caring-for-heritage/streets-for%20all/case-studies/


 

 


