
COUNTY COUNCIL LOCAL COMMITTEE FOR SOUTH LAKELAND 
 

Minutes of a Meeting of the County Council Local Committee for South Lakeland 
held on Thursday, 25 November 2021 at 10.00 am at County Offices, Kendal 
 
 

PRESENT: 
 

Mr N Cotton (Chair) 
 

Mr B Berry 
Mr RK Bingham 
Mr J Bland 
Mr M Brereton 
Mr SB Collins 
Mr GD Cook 
 

Mrs S Evans 
Ms J Filmore 
Mr C Hogg 
Mr P Thornton 
Mr WJ Wearing 
Mr M Wilson 
 

 
Officers in Attendance:- 
 
Peter Hosking - Local Area Network Manager South Lakes 
Karen Johnson - Area Manager - South Lakeland 
Helen Karaaslan - Traffic Management Team Leader - South Lakeland 
 
Also in Attendance  
 
Mr L Hallatsch         -     Parish Council Co-optee 
Dr A Jarvis         -       SLDC Co-optee 

  
PART 1 – ITEMS CONSIDERED IN THE 

PRESENCE OF THE PUBLIC AND PRESS 
 

 

 
36 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Mr J Brook, Mr W Clark, Mrs S 
Sanderson, Mr P McSweeney, Mrs J Willis 
 
37 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

1. North Lonsdale Road, Ulverston Traffic Regulation Order 20>< 
 

A. Mr Ian Jackson read his own statement 
 

I would like to start with a brief history of the canal so I can lead in to where we are 

today. 

The canal was opened in 1726 and was used for goods in and out and had various 

businesses including boat builders. This was in the days of the work horse before 

motor vehicles were around. 



In 1876 houses were built along North Lonsdale Road. 

During the war years Armstrong Siddley serviced and tested engines at Canal Side, 

I was told.  

And so, 50 years ago R. Ainsworth set up a heavy goods vehicle repair business.  

Now, after all that time they have decided they can’t manage with the access they 

have been using and think that the residents of 8-22 North Lonsdale Road should 

have to suffer the massive inconvenience of being unable to park anywhere near to 

their houses due to double yellow lines being applied. 

It’s not just residents that will lose out, but I will address that later. 

So, let us look at what I contest is a grossly exaggerated access difficulty. 

I will agree there has been a few rare occasions when someone from Ainsworth’s 

has asked us to move our vehicle when an extra-large outsized commercial vehicle 

required access. And of course, we were happy to agree to this, but in 10 years of 

living here I wouldn’t need the fingers on both my hands to count when this has 

happened, so on average less than once a year. 

I know Ainsworth’s produced some photos and video footage of vehicles entering 

Canal Side, but these were staged and proved nothing. 

Many places and businesses have large lorries and articulated trucks delivering and 

collecting goods from their workplaces. I will give two examples, firstly close to and 

adjacent to Canal Side and on North Lonsdale Road we have Travis Perkins 

builder’s merchant. Their employees assist the drivers delivering to them by 

stopping traffic and guiding the lorries in and out of the premises. 

Another example is at the other end of North Lonsdale Road where we have our 

business unit, Cater Kwik and Pipe Production Services have their business 

premises also, large articulated lorries deliver and collect goods and often have very 

limited space to manoeuvre but with guidance they manage very well. This is the 

nature of driving a very large modern truck. 

The next point I would like to make is that once a vehicle has entered Canal Side 

and travelling towards Ainsworth’s it’s not a straight drive into their premises as 

there is a sharp right turn and a sharp left turn to negotiate to get into their yard. 

I have been monitoring the junction of north Lonsdale Road / Canal Side for a 

number of weeks now and have not seen any problems with trucks or other vehicles 

having difficulty entering or leaving canal side. I have lots of footage available if 

anyone would like to see it. 

So, my next point is if Ainsworth’s are finding that the access is now not to their 

liking and they were looking to grow their business substantially, maybe they should 

consider moving to a larger purpose-built place, with excellent accessibility. 

But I wonder why they might be reluctant to do this. 

I think one reason would be the bungalow that was built in their yard that many 

locals have commented on and wonder how it gained planning permission. 



This I would imagine could be a big influence on why they would want to stay put. 

To sum up: 

Houses and residents were there long before Ainsworth’s HGV business. Did they 

not notice or has the business outgrown its present location? 

The perceived problems are greatly overstated. 

Residents and visitors would be massively impacted if double yellow lines were 

given the go ahead. I would also like to mention the Brew Stop shop on the corner 

of North Lonsdale Road/Steel Street. Customers often park at the roadside at that 

end of North Lonsdale Road and sometimes sit in their vehicle eating their 

breakfast/lunch. If they are unable to park, they would probably drive on which may 

lead to the closure of that business. 

I ask the Committee to reject the proposal for the imposition of double yellow lines 

along this stretch of North Lonsdale Road outright. 

It is absurd and disproportionate in favouring the wants of one business against the 

needs of so many residents and others presently and in the future. 

Thank you for allowing me this time to speak. 

I would also like to add that I don’t know any resident who would be affected, that 

isn`t angry and upset by the proposals.  

 
B. Mel Milburn – Mr Ian Jackson read out the statement 

 
I apologise for being unable to be present today due to work commitments but 
authorise Mr and Mrs Jackson to read out this statement on my behalf objecting to 
the proposal of the double yellow lines being placed outside my house on North 
Lonsdale Road. 
 
Having lived on North Lonsdale Road since 1998 I don’t believe there are many 
instances where cars have had to be moved to allow access for HGV’s to Canal 
Side and Ainsworth Garage and vice versa. 
 
My ex-partner was a class 1 HGV Driver and used to park his 44 tonne HGV in the 
lockup yard which belonged to John Morgan & Co at the top of Canal Side. He had 
no issues of getting in and out of Canal Side onto North Lonsdale Road during the 
10-year period he parked there, either day or night. 
 
There is also a caravan storage compound on Canal Side and I often see 4 x 4’s 
with twin wheeler caravans having no problems with the entrance and some of 
these caravans will be 26 feet in length. 
 
My objections mainly are:- 
 

 This will leave no parking whatsoever for the residents of numbers 8 to 22 

North Lonsdale Road.  Most household now have 2 cars.  Steel Street 

already has vehicles parked on both sides of the street making in accessible 



for emergency services and sometimes the refuse lorry struggles. Some of 

the residents on Steel Street already have to park on North Lonsdale Road 

because of the insufficient parking on Streel Street and these restrictions will 

push a further 6 – 8 cars into the surrounding back street, hence blocking 

those too. 

 The inability to park outside the residence will de-value its sale value. Nobody 

wants to buy a house if they have nowhere to park. 

 Disabled residents and visitors.  Where will they be able to park? 

 North Lonsdale Road is already used as a racetrack and 95% of the road 

users do not adhere to the 30-mph speed limit.  When there are cars parked 

the vehicles must slow down.  Placing the double yellow line restrictions on 

this section of North Lonsdale Road is an accident waiting to happen 

especially when the local park is nearby.  The suggestion of changing the 

speed limit to 20mph will not work either as who is going to “police” this? 

 Has the Council actually been to survey the area?  If they had they would 

certainly deem the proposals unsuitable for the area. 

 Will the Council provide alternative parking within close vicinity to homes 

taking into account most residents have mobility/ medical conditions? 

 Usually if your business has access issues you consider relocating but 

Ainsworths won’t consider this as the bungalow in the yard is where Mr 

Ainsworth’s mother lives 

 The residents housing been there for over 100 years.  Have we no rights? 

 Mr Wilson had commented that people using the local shop and the park do 

park on the road in question, however they should be parking in the local car 

park, does anybody know where this car park is? As in 23 years of living 

down there I have never seen one? 

 
If we are unsuccessful in stopping the proposal for double yellow lines, maybe the 
grassed area (known on the deeds as “drying land”) at the back of numbers 8 – 14 
North Lonsdale Road could be turned into a car park with dedicated space for the 
owners of the aforesaid residencies, maybe with a lockable post.  Some of this land 
has already been taken by the owner of number 7 Steel Street, via a planning 
application, to create a garden so I believe this suggestion is not impossible. 
 

 
C. Jack Griffiths – read out his own statement 
 
My name is Jack Griffiths, I am a resident of North Lonsdale Road. I am here to 
explain my objection to the proposed double yellow lines. Firstly, I am understanding 
of Ainsworth’s position, I myself work in an independently owned and run, service-
based job which requires specific premises to operate. I do however hold concerns 
of the necessity of this proposal.  
 
These concerns are based on the fact that the proposal has been brought forward 
by an individual business trying to enhance their customer experience without any 
consideration for the residents of North Lonsdale Road or, more so, Steel Street. 
May I remind everyone that Ainsworth garage and their customers use words and 
phrases such as hampers, struggle and experienced problems, but are not claiming 



that access is impossible. While I understand this is an inconvenience, it is only 
temporary and can be resolved safely with relative ease, whereas the introduction of 
the proposed double yellow lines would lead to permanent inconvenience for 
residents of North Lonsdale Road and surrounding streets. May I also add that is 
problem hasn’t occurred due to residents of North Lonsdale Road, but in fact is due 
to the development of technologies which has in the 50 years of Ainsworth’s trading 
at these premises seen a huge increase in the size of vehicles that they care for. 
This begs the question, is it maybe time the business looks to re-locate or adapt, 
without inconveniencing others.  
 
The inconvenience for residents revolves around many things as can be seen from 
the objections, but what I ask is not overlooked is the lack parking for residents. 
During the day, whilst residents are at work it may appear that parking is ample, but 
this simply isn’t the case. Of an evening when people return home, Steel Street 
becomes overwhelmed by parked cars. This results in people resorting to some 
questionable parking which I’d argue this is more dangerous to playing children than 
the low-speed maneuverers carried out by aware, experienced and potentially 
assisted HGV drivers. Cars being able to park on North Lonsdale Road somewhat 
eases the congestion on Steel Street leading to a safer environment.  
 
I could list out many reasons why this proposal should be rejected. I really do 
sympathise with Ainsworth’s, but I strongly feeling that double yellow lines are not 
the way forward and a different solution should be pursued. I thank you all for 
listening and hope that my concerns are heard.  

 
 

D Ainsworth Garage – the statement was read out by an officer and 4 
photographs    were tabled for members to view 

 
Ainsworth’s Garage Ltd statement in response to the proposal to introduce restricted 
parking in the North Lonsdale Road / Canal Side area.  
 
Ainsworth’s Garage have been operating in excess of 50 years from the present 
facility. There are currently 8 businesses operating regularly from Canal Side.  
 
A large proportion of our work is the maintenance of Commercial goods vehicles 
(HGVs) of all sizes which are required by law to have safety inspections and brake 
tests carried out a pre-determined interval usually 6 weeks. These inspection 
intervals cannot be exceeded and so the vehicle must attend every inspection. We 
have around 120 of these vehicles / trailers on our books at this current time. When 
vehicles cannot access and attend their inspection this has legal implications on the 
operation of their business, therefore potentially affecting many more businesses 
than just those occupying Canal Side.  
 
Vehicles access our premises access via Canal Side; the majority attend from the 
Glaxo end because they cannot access under the low railway bridge adjacent to the 
Premier Inn. To access they require all of the width of the road. Most of the time this 
is not possible due to parked vehicles at the junction of Canal Side and North 
Lonsdale Road. If they cannot access Canal Side in a single manoeuvre this results 
in the driver having to reverse out onto the road with limited visibility of both the road 



and the pavement which is increasingly used by younger children to access the 
recently refurbished playground.  
 
When is it impossible for vehicles to gain access drivers often have to park up 
outside the playground and contact ourselves to request assistance which usually 
entails knocking on doors to try and get cars moved? Whilst parked outside the 
playground they are causing an additional road safety hazard.  
 
Exiting the Canal Side junction when cars are parked directly opposite the junction 
causes similar problems as outlined above. Drivers do their best to exit in a single 
manoeuvre but where they can’t they have to carry out multiple reversing 
manoeuvres.  
There have been two recent collisions that we are aware of that are directly 
attributable to North Lonsdale Road being blocked whilst vehicles attempt to gain 
access to our premises. Fortunately, neither resulted in injury.  
 
Two of our customers, who account for a significant volume of our work, have 
intimated that due to the access issues they regularly experience that they may be 
considering taking their business elsewhere. This will no doubt have a huge impact 
on our business.  
 
At a recent Ulverston Town Council meeting which we attended a number of 
residents suggested that the sub-station (at the junction of Canal Side and North 
Lonsdale Road) could be removed to provide wider access into Canal Side. This is 
not a feasible solution at the sub-station is still in use and is owned by United 
Utilities. Another suggestion was to widen the access from the Travis Perkins side; 
again this is privately owned land and Travis Perkins are not willing to give up land. 

 
Since the Town Council meeting we have noted that the residents have been 
parking in the 5 or 6 parking spaces on Steel Street (to the side of the houses). The 
strip of North Lonsdale Road in front of the houses, where the double yellow lines 
are proposed, has for most of the time been kept clear of cars. This supports the 
view that alternative parking can be found, that the residents are prepared to use it 
and that because the road has been kept clear there has been no congestion or 
difficulties manoeuvring into Canal Side. On the odd occasion that vehicles have 
parked where the double lines are proposed difficulties have once again been 
encountered.  
 
In summary, there are two main reasons why we fully support the implementation of 
the parking restrictions outlined in the proposal.  
 
1. The first being the direct impact on the day to day running of our business.  

2. The improvement to road safety along a stretch of road with a mix of residential 
and industrial use.  
 
The fact that residents have been using alternative parking has meant that the 
businesses operating from Canal Side (and their customers) have encountered very 
little disruption. It has demonstrated that the proposed parking restrictions would 
work and improve access in and out of Canal Side without unduly inconveniencing 
residents in terms of availability of parking space.  



 
We believe these restrictions are now required to formalise what is currently 

happening as problems are now only encountered when cars return to parking in the 
proposed restricted area. 

 
The Chair’s response (1 response to all statements) 

 
Thank you all for coming to Local Committee today to read out and present your 
statements.  The item to which you refer is to be considered within the meeting 
agenda today.   
 
The proposals for No Waiting at Any Time restrictions that have been initially and 
statutorily advertised and consulted upon, follow concerns raised regarding the 
entrance and exit of large vehicles at Canal Side being affected by cars parked 
opposite the Canal Side junction. During the consultation for the Traffic Regulation 
Order feedback was received from several business and patrons of businesses at 
Canal Side detailing difficulties parked vehicles opposite the junction cause.  
  
The report to be considered makes recommendations following consideration of the 
feedback and comments received.  It is recognised that there needs to be a balance 
between the community and the businesses taking into account the need for 
residents to park in the vicinity of their properties and the establishments to conduct 
their business.   
The report regarding the Traffic Regulation Order is to be considered as an item on 
the agenda of this meeting and your statements will be given due consideration with 
the recommendations of the report at that time. You are welcome to stay for the 
agenda item if you wish. 
 
The Chair invited Local Member Mr M Wilson to address the Committee. 
 
Mr Wilson thanked the public participants for attending the meeting and welcomed 
their clear statements. He also thanked the officers involved in developing the 
Traffic Regulation Order. He talked about how a solution to this issue had taken 4 
years to find (interrupted by the COVID 19 pandemic). He considered the road to be 
a racetrack and motorists had to be particularly mindful of traffic ahead and whether 
they were going to turn. He highlighted that officers had listened to respondents to 
the public consultation adding that the majority of respondents had been in favour of 
the proposals. He noted that Ainsworth’s had been in the area for many years. He 
referred to the refurbished SLDC playground and how the proposal aligned with the 
County Council’s Strategic Planning and Equality aims. He advised that comments 
attributed to himself, mentioned in one of the statements had been taken out of 
context. He wanted to ensure that both Ainsworth’s and residents were all treated 
fairly. 
 
Mr Wilson referred to the space behind the houses on North Lonsdale Road which 
could be used for parking and advised that Ainsworth’s were responders to incidents 
on the motorway, trunk road and County road network when called upon by the 
Police. 

 
2. A5092 Lowick Green 



 
Mr Steve Neill – an officer read out Mr Neill’s statement 
 

As this case is somewhat complicated, rather than re-submit my petition, I have 
decided to make this statement instead. This will hopefully clarify the present 
situation, as it has been ongoing for over twelve months. 
 
The A5092 was surface dressed in July 2017 and within three months the surface 
deteriorated resulting in excessive road noise, which I first highlighted to Highways 
Department six months after the work was completed. Despite nearly three years of 
emails, denials and several empty promises, I achieved nothing and no one from the 
Council had taken time to visit site to assess the situation and address my concerns. 
I felt compelled to take this matter further so decided to carry out a petition to see if 
local residents felt the same as myself, I have gathered sixty three names (including 
Councillor Ian Wharton) which is a large proportion of Lowick Green. 
 
This Petition was submitted to CCC Highways Dept in August 2020 but this was not 
forwarded on to the South Lakeland Local Committee through the Part-6A-Public 
Participation Scheme and consequently I received no correspondence from the 
Highways Dept, basically this petition was not handled correctly. I therefore 
submitted a complaint on 5 August 2021 which was handled by Andy Brown and he 
concluded that mistakes were made by the Highways Department and has now 
arranged for the petition to be submitted to the Council Committee.  
 
However, in February 2021 the Highways Department had scheduled resurfacing 
work on a nearby section of the highway and as an 'add on' (as they were aware of 
my Petition) they decided to resurface two small sections of the road going through 
Lowick (A5092) one of which (coincidentally) was outside my house. This work was 
completely inadequate for what the Petition was highlighting, we still have excessive 
road noise which affects the whole village and not just myself, the problem has still 
not been satisfactorily resolved. The source of the excessive road noise, in brief, is 
generated from the following: Degradation of the road surface, the width of 
carriageway being reduced after resurfacing, drains below the level of the road 
surface and the cat's eyes on a very twisty and narrow road. This is further 
exacerbated by the speed of traffic in the 40mph zone, which the vast majority of 
drivers seem to ignore, this is particularly apparent while using the "un signposted" 
pedestrian crossing.  
According to a report commissioned by the UK Noise Association, researched and 
written by Paige Mitchell December 2009 states: an increase in speed of 10 mph 
increases road noise by 40 to 50% 
 
I do realise that funding is always going to be an issue, however this is a real 
problem for residents along this section of road. It has a negative impact on 
wellbeing, due to the excessive noise (mainly from HGV's) commencing as early as 
5.00am, thus disturbing sleep patterns. The number of HGV's has increased 
dramatically over the last few years mainly due to the granted extension of the Ghyll 
Scaur Quarry near Millom, under Planning application 4/14/9003. As this crushed 
stone is the only material suitable for road surfaces in the whole of the UK, they are 
allowed to transport 6.2 million tons of stone over the next twenty-four years and the 
majority of this travels along the A5092. There was also a previous planning 



application 4/08/9009, which states: There is an agreement under Section 106 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 that: "Secures the financial contribution to 
the maintenance of the highway in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Area Highway's Engineer". 
At the time of these planning applications, there were some suggestions from 
various Parish Councils regarding moving the stone by rail instead of road transport, 
but this was rejected, for whatever reason.  
 
My aspirations and that of the local residents who signed the petition are: That we 
could have a quieter road through the 40mph zone of the A5092 which ideally would 
mean:  

 Smooth and quiet tarmac surface. 

 The road widened where possible.  

 Drains either flush with the road surface or replaced with off carriageway 
drains. 

 Low profile cat's eyes. 

 Better signage for the 40mph zone. 

 Flashing speed indicators at the start of the speed restriction.   

Thank you for listening to my statement and on behalf of myself and the sixty-three 
people who signed the petition we hope you can come to a solution to resolve all or 
at least some of the points raised to reduce this noise nuisance and make our road 
safer. 
 
The Chair’s response: 
 
Thank you for your statement. I understand that Mr Brown has responded to you 
regarding the original petition so I will not go over old ground. 
 
It is incorrect to say that no-one from the Council had visited site. The A5092 forms 
part of the Principal Road Network in Cumbria. As such the responsibility for the 
maintenance of this route is managed centrally through the Asset Management 
Team based in Carlisle. Mr Robinson, who was then working in the Highway Assets 
and Strategy Team undertook a site inspection on 24th August 2020.  
 
His initial findings were that the surface dressing is not the cause of the higher 
levels of noise that you would expect at this location which is subject to a 40MPH 
speed limit. The highest noise volume he observed was being generated as the 
result of “axle bounce” from un-laden tri-axles tipper lorry travelling westbound to, he 
believed, Burlington and Ghyll Scaur quarries.  The bouncing was being caused by 
poor ride quality of the surface and was in particular evident at a poor reinstatement 
at the junction of the A5084 and A5092.  This re-instatement pre-dated the surface 
dressing and is most likely as a result of utility works and part of the trench has also 
started to settle.  
 
He did observe an area of the surface dressing that had failed, in particular some 
structural failure to east of the Farmer Arms and other areas of minor fretting and 



surface dressing loss - in particular a couple of areas of surface loss around the 
centre line, however he did not observe excess noise being generated at these 
locations. Higher levels of noise was being generated by the occasional cat-eye 
over running and the “rumble strips” at the west 40MPH entry point. A couple of 
gullies were low which may have led to some additional noise if overran. 
 
No defects found would be actionable under the County Council’s Condition and 
Safety Inspection Service Procedure. There is no duty under the Highway Act to 
provide smoother and quiet road, and the County Council does not have a policy on 
low noise surfacing. 
 
The South Lakes Highways Team had arranged for resurfacing work further along 
the A5092 and took the opportunity to undertake remedial surfacing works at the 
Farmers Arms and another area of patching to address some of the maintenance 
problems found by Mr Robinson.  
 
Mr Robinson did contact you (Mr Neil) and spent at least an hour explaining the role 
of the highway authority and its duty to maintain and discussing your concerns.  
 
Going forward any actionable defects identified through the Cumbria County Council 
safety inspections will be rectified but there are no immediate plans to undertake 
further resurfacing in this area. When the road is next resurfaced or surface dressed 
then consideration can be given to introducing low profile cats eyes at this location. 
 
Enforcement of the existing 40MPH speed limit is a matter for the Police and any 
other additional signing or speed reduction measures would need to be considered 
by the Casualty Reduction and Safer Highways (CRASH) group which includes 
representatives from the Police and Cumbria Highways. 
 
 
38 EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC 
 
RESOLVED that, the press and public not be excluded from the meeting for any 

item of business. 
 
39 DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST 
 
Mr Hogg declared an interest in Agenda Item 6 as he worked for the National Trust. 
 
40 MINUTES 
 
Correction: 
 
Page 11, Minute 24, first paragraph, 1st line. Replace ‘Lakes Youth Council’ with 
‘Youth Parliament’ 
 
RESOLVED that, subject to the correction above, the minutes of the meeting of the 

Local Committee held on 5 October 2021 were confirmed as 
circulated. 

 



41 AREA WORKING - SOUTH LAKELAND 
 
A report was considered from the Executive Director – Corporate, Customer and 
Community Services regarding Area Working in South Lakeland. The report 
provided service information and offered recommendations to South Lakeland Local 
Committee for approval from the Strategic Planning Working Group meeting held on 
14 October 2021 and the Children and Young People’s Working Group meeting held 
on 25 October 2021. The report also provided Local Committee with an update on 
activity against agreed priorities and provided an overview of the current budget 
position. 

The Area Manager guided members through the recommendations as set out in the 
report and the work that was taking place in relation to the recommendations.  

The Area Manager highlighted the projects that the Contain Outbreak Management 
Fund (COMF) was being used for and explained what type of community work and 
initiatives that the COMF was supporting. Members were informed that the request 
to vire money from the General Provisions Fund to the COMF was to ensure that 28 
well deserving organisations could be financially supported. She outlined the 
excellent work being undertaken by the Community Team in supporting the 
requirements of the 28 organisations. 

Members’ attention was drawn to the 25 voluntary and community food hubs in 
South Lakeland which had developed in response to the COVID pandemic and 
consequently combined into the highly effective South Lakeland Food Forum. The 
Area Manager praised the work of the dedicated Community Team who provided 
excellent guidance and support to many groups across South Lakeland. This was 
echoed by a number of members. The Chair thanked the team and welcomed that 
so many community groups had been established. He thanked the members who 
sat on the Grant Panels in South Lakeland.  

The Chair of the Young People’s Working Group, Mrs Evans, talked members 
through some of the business conducted at its last meeting. She welcomed that the 
County Council was providing £100 for Care Leavers’ Christmas hampers. She 
advised on the work to be undertaken by the Group on low birth weights and talked 
about her experiences of a hybrid meeting. 

Mr Hogg nominated Mr Cotton as the Local Committee’s representative on 
Sedbergh United Charities. This was seconded by Mr Thornton. 

RESOLVED that,  

1 The budget update for 2021-22 including the commitments and expenditure 

to date be noted. 

 

2 The work of the Strategic Planning Working Group as set out in the minutes 

at Appendix B of the report, be noted. 

 

3 The current list of Environmental Fund and Contain Outbreak Management 

Fund schemes as outlined in Appendix C of the report be agreed. 



 

4 £9,370  be awarded to Kendal Waste into Wellbeing, towards two fully 

accessible community fridge freezer/larders from the Contain Outbreak 

Management Fund, Harnessing  Capacity, Appendix D of the report. 

 

5 £5,475 be awarded to Hallgarth Community Centre towards the improvement 

of the outdoor space from the Contain Outbreak Management Fund, 

Harnessing Capacity, Appendix E of the report.  

 

6 £4,237 be vired towards the Contain Outbreak Management Fund, 

Harnessing Capacity, from the General Provision budget to enable all eligible 

projects to be supported, Appendix F of the report. 

 

7 £7,400 be awarded to Lake District Mobility towards the cost of 2 all-terrain 

Trampers to be based at 2 National Trust sites, from the General Provisions 

Budget, Appendix G of the report. 

 

8 Councillor Cotton be co-opted onto Sedbergh United Charities.   
 

9 The work of the Children and Young People’s Working Group (as set out in 
the minutes at Appendix H of the report) be noted. 

 
42 HIGHWAYS DEVOLVED REVENUE AND CAPITAL UPDATE REPORT 
 
A report was considered from the Executive Director – Economy and Infrastructure 
regarding the Highways Devolved Revenue and Capital Update. The report 
presented the Highways Devolved Revenue and Devolved Capital and Non-
Devolved Capital Budget finance reports and updated members as to current 
progress on the budget lines as detailed in the appendices attached to the report. 

The Local Area Network Manager South Lakeland presented the report. Members 
were updated on the top slicing that had taken place and applied to the Devolved 
Revenue Budget. He was pleased to advise on the work that he had undertaken 
with colleagues on the originally predicted £41,000 overspend. This would now be 
£14,000. The Local Area Network Manager South Lakeland gave an update on the 
Devolved Capital Budget overhead charges. Although they had not yet been applied 
to budget lines, he had estimated the charges and the budget would be £130,000 
underspent. If any money remained unspent he would bring forward any works so 
the figure wasn’t realised. He advised on the £88,264 overspend in the Non 
Devolved Capital budget which was due to increased spend in the bridges and 
structures budget. 

Discussion ensued on the lack of progress on some projects in the Devolved 
Highways Capital Programme 2020/21. A member asked for assurance that 
outstanding members’ work would be completed by the end of the County Council in 
2023. Officers were asked if there were the resources to deliver the current and 
backlog of projects. The Local Area Network Manager South Lakeland explained the 
financial position for members and how budgets were managed for their divisional 



works. He commented on the length of time to progress TROs and how schemes 
would be delivered by the end of Cumbria County Council. 

The Traffic Management Team Leader – South Lakeland commented on the 
backlog of schemes and how the COVID pandemic had impacted on the Traffic 
Team’s ability to undertake their routine work. The team was also working at 60% of 
its structure. A report on the Team’s workload would be considered at the next 
meeting of the Highways Transportation and Working Group. Members were 
advised that officers would endeavour to clear the backlog of work. 
 
A member talked about how some projects had been awaiting completion for many 
years and this could be due to the restrictions applied to the budget used to pay for 
them. 
 
The Chair asked that as the Council moved into the next financial year, members be 
advised on what they could spend their divisional money on and that a tight 
timescale for spending it be enforced. 
 
In highlighting that the completion of works was a reputational issue for the County 
Council, the Deputy Leader of the Council asked members to be realistic about what 
could be completed and commented that more funding could possibly be found from 
the corporate centre to ensure their completion. He talked about how after Local 
Government Reform, the highways service would be provided by the same officers 
and there were a lot of challenges ahead. 
 
A member encouraged Parish Councils to be realistic about what works could be 
undertaken and the timescales for their completion. 
 
The Local Area Network Manager South Lakeland was asked to share the Gully 
Cleansing programme with members and Parish Councils. The Local Area Network 
Manager South Lakes undertook to share this information.  
  

RESOLVED that, the revenue and capital budget allocations for 2021/22 and the 
commitments and expenditure recorded to the end of September 2021 
and shown in appendices 1, 2 and 3 of the report be noted 

 
43 HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION WORKING GROUP 
 
A report was considered from the Executive Director – Economy and Infrastructure 
regarding the Highways and Transportation Working Group. The report provided the 
notes of the meeting of the Highways and Transportation Working Group held on 13 

October 2021 and included recommendations for consideration by the Local 
Committee. 

The Chair of the Working Group presented the report and talked about the business 
conducted at the meeting. He moved that the recommendations as set out in the 
report be agreed. This was seconded by Mr Bland. 

RESOLVED that,  



1 Local Committee notes the Minutes of the Working Group meeting of 13th October 2021 

which are attached as appendix 1 of the report. 

2 Local Committee agrees the provisional proposed allocations and schemes 
within the indicative Devolved Highways Capital Budget for 2022/23 as set 
out in appendices 1 and 2 to the Working Group report subject to any further 
changes to the budget allocation in future. (attached as appendices 2 and 3 
of the Local Committee report) 

3 Local Committee agrees the proposed, indicative, allocations and schemes for 2023/24 and 

2024/25 identified in appendices 3 and 4 to the Working Group report. (attached as 

appendices 4 and 5 of the Local Committee report) 

4 Local Committee notes the details provided in appendices 1, 2 and 3 of the 
Working Group report from the Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure (attached as appendix 6 of the Local Committee report) which 
gave a 2021/22 Flood and Development Management Update and that the 
Local Committee notes that there are no additional comments in the 
appendices to bring to the attention of Local Members. Any significant 
comments, changes and/or amendments will be highlighted in subsequent 
and future reports to the  Working Group 

 
44 NORTH LONSDALE ROAD, ULVERSTON TRAFFIC REGULATION 

ORDER 20>< 
 
The Order of Business was changed and this item was taken immediately after the 
Minutes. 
 
A report was considered from the Executive Director – Economy and Infrastructure 
regarding the North Lonsdale Road, Ulverston Traffic Regulation Order 20><. The 
report set out the responses to the statutory consultation and advertising of the 
Order. 
 
The Traffic Management Officer presented the report. She explained why the 
proposed Traffic Regulation Order was necessary and what the proposals were. 
She talked members through the work that had been undertaken to inform the 
proposal, the Consultation process and provided a synopsis of the responses 
received and the issues raised. She recommended that the TRO be brought into 
operation. 
 
A member queried whether the premises were suitable for Ainsworth’s business and 
asked if there was turning room for large vehicles on Ainsworth’s premises. The 
Local Member, familiar with the site, confirmed there was space to turn. The same 
member asked if there was space behind the houses and queried whether it could 
be used for residents’ parking. The Traffic Management Officer confirmed that the 
land behind the properties did not belong to the County Council. Mr Jackson 
advised that if a car parked behind the properties, there would not be space for 
another car to pass. 
 



Expressing his concern about how the No Waiting at Any Time (NWAAT) proposals 
would negatively impact on residents, a member suggested that proposals should 
allow a short waiting/unloading time which would help residents yet not cause 
significant issues for Ainsworth’s. He highlighted that double yellow lines on the 
other side of the road had not been reduced and noted that the Consultation took 
place in August when residents may have been on holiday and therefore not able to 
respond to the Consultation. Summing up, he considered that on balance, 
supporting a large business should not be to the detriment of local residents. The 
Traffic Management Officer confirmed that unloading could take place and blue 
badge holders could park on double yellow lines for 3 hours provided they did not 
cause an obstruction. 
 
At the request of the Chair, the Traffic Management Officer provided the rationale 
for the reduction of double yellow lines on one side of the road and how the length 
of lines were determined. 
 
A short discussion took place on the potential for the ‘drying land’ to be made into a 
car park and on who owned the land.  
 
Following a member question on what the main issues were, the Traffic 
Management Officer explained about the 24 hour access required by Ainsworth’s, 
their customers’ use of the junction, visibility problems and how the biggest difficulty 
was large vehicles exiting the junction and turning left. She also talked members 
through why NWAAT was more appropriate than No Waiting during business hours 
only. Members were informed of Ainsworth’s contract with Cumbria Police for 
vehicle recovery on the motorway which meant 24 hour access was critical. 
 
A member considered the proposals to be too onerous and suggested that the 
double yellow lines could be reduced by 1m on each side. He highlighted the knock 
on effects should parked cars be removed from the road and considered the parking 
shouldn’t be restricted because of one business’s need. 
 
After being asked to explain what options officers had considered, the Traffic 
Management Officer talked members through some of the options. The Local 
Member welcomed the Traffic Team’s technical knowledge in developing the 
proposals and supported the TRO as many would benefit. He mentioned a number 
of parking solutions which he considered were acceptable. 
 
Details were requested from a member on the financial support offered from 
Ainsworth’s for the TRO. These were detailed by the Traffic Management Officer. 
Members were informed that a site visit had taken place and information had been 
provided by Ainsworth’s when developing the proposals. 
 
In echoing the earlier comment that the proposals were too onerous, a member  
accepted that there were visibility issues but highlighted that Ainsworth’s should 
have provided data about when the road configuration had impeded HGV’s 
access/egress from the junction. 
 



It was moved by Mr Wilson that the recommendation as set out in the report be 
agreed. This was seconded by Mr Cook. Following a vote cast as follows: 6 in 
favour, 3 against and 2 abstentions (no vote from the Chair) it was,  
 
RESOLVED that, Having taken into account the objections and representations 

which were received during the statutory consultation and 
advertisement, and having also taken into consideration the matters 
contained in Section 122(2) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 
which are more specifically referred to at paragraph 7.2 of the Report, 
that The County of Cumbria (Various Roads, South Lakeland Area) 
(Consolidation of Traffic Regulations) (Order 2002) (Ulverston No.8) 
Variation Order 20>< (“the Order”) be brought into operation as 
advertised SAVE FOR the following amendment: -  

In relation to the south western side of North Lonsdale Road – that 
the extent of the “No Waiting at any time” restrictions be reduced to 
40 metres commencing from the existing restrictions at Steel Street 
junction and extending in a south easterly direction, as shown on the 
plan attached as appendix 3 of the report. 

 
45 LOCAL COMMITTEE CHAIRS AND LEADERSHIP 
 
The Chair of the Local Committee presented the minutes of the Local Committee 
Chairs and Leadership meeting held on 27 September 2021 and talked through the 
business conducted at the meeting. 
 
The Chair highlighted that meetings were dominated by the Borderlands funding for 
place based schemes. He was working with the Area Manager on a place based 
scheme for Ulverston. 
 
The Chair referred to the STEP fusion proposal. Discussion ensued on what it was, 
how long it would take for the proposal to come to fruition, and how it would bring 
substantial investment into the county. Whether the Local Committee should give its 
support to the proposal was given consideration. 
 
RESOLVED that, the minutes of the Local Committee Chairs and Leadership 

meeting held on 27 September 2021 be noted. 
 
46 PARTNER ORGANISATIONS 
 
a Outside Bodies 
 
Mr Wilson asked members to look out for the activities associated with the 
upcoming National Disability Week and asked members to support the community 
on this matter. 
 
b Children's Champion 
 



Mrs Evans provided a briefing on the activities she had undertaken as the Local 
Committee’s Children’s Champion.  
 
In terms of the business conducted at the Corporate Parenting Board, Mrs Evans 
reported on Independent Reviewing Officers, the Annual Foster Carer’s Survey and 
the PAUSE Programme. 
 
A short discussion took place on the rules and regulations set out in law pertaining 
to the reporting of exempt and confidential information in a public meeting. A 
number of suggestions were made on how members could receive this type of 
information at Local Committee in future. 
 
Members thanked Mrs Evans for her diligence and her work as the Children’s 
Champion. 
 
47 DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
The next meeting of the Committee would be held on 26 January 2022 at 10.00am 
 
 

The meeting ended at 12.15 pm 
  

 
 

 


