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Sunnyside, Appleby Road and Shap Road Area TRO 
Consultation Summary and Responses

Key: 

TRO Traffic Regulation Order
DYLs Double Yellow Lines
SLDC South Lakeland District Council

Statutory Consultees responses
Respondent Support/ 

Conditional/ 
Object

Comments Summary Our Response

Recycling and 
Refuse 
Collection SLDC

Supports I have looked at these proposals and have no issues 
with them. In many respects they work to our benefit.

Supports
Recommended that the proposals are impltemnted with 
some small ammendments to the No Waiting at any time on 
the southern side of Sunnyside.

District 
Councillor 
Ladhams

Supports

Friends of Fletcher Park AGM, discussed proposals for 
Sunnyside. Members of the Committee are concerned 
that the proposed changes will not allow visitors to the 
Castle, the park and the nearby allotments. I note that 
other proposals allow visitor parking areas but note at 
the same time that Sunnyside and Parr Street  are short 
in length. Hope some thought could be put to these 
visitors and their access to the park, Kendal Castle and 
allotments as well as parking for residents.

The proposed parking restrictions allow for parking for up to 
2 hours without a permit, unrestricted parking overnight and 
Sundays.  On the southern side of Sunnyside parking 
remains mostly unrestrcited, and it is recommended to 
reduce the length of No Waiting at any time from the 
proposed length.  

Summary and conclusions

 The proposals are supported in assisting residents with some concerns raised about visitors to the Castle, Fletcher Park and 
additional visitors.  It is recommended to reduce the length of No Waiting At Any Time restrictions on the southern side of 
Sunnyside by a total of 20 metres over two lengths, to allow for more unrestricted parking.
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Sunnyside responses
No. Respondent Support/ 

Conditional/ 
Object

Comments Summary Our Response

1 Resident of 
Sunnyside

Support with 
concerns

Proposals solves some of problems. 
Worsens the turning at the end of the road.
Strongly recommends reducing the parking bay to allow for 
turning as initial proposals presented.
Second problem is long term storage of vehicles in front of 
Fletcher Park. Needs ‘No overnight parking’ restriction.

Recommended that the length of parking bay 
be reduced to allow for tunring area and gap 
filled with a KEEP CLEAR marking as not 
possible to extend DYL’s.
Not possible to introduce further restricitons as 
part of this TRO however recommended to be 
monitored for consideration in future.

2 Resident of 
Sunnyside Objection

The current proposed scheme described in your documents 
involves the loss of a further 12 to 14 (est) parking spaces. Please 
don’t impose the extension to the no waiting zones. 
We have seen all emergency and public utility vehicles travel up 
and down Sunnyside unimpeded. It can, at times, be “tight” but 
the proposed restrictions will not ease this.

We agree with the residents parking proposed on the North side 
of Sunnyside although we would encourage you to increase the 
zone by one space and reinstate the ability to park in from of No 1 
Sunnyside, as they are forced to park in front of other residence.

Supports the residents parking, however it 
cannot be extended without readvertising. It is 
recommended to reduce the lengths of the 
DYLs on the southern side of Sunnyside which 
will reduce the amoutn of parking loss. 
Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.

3 Resident of 
Sunnyside Supports

I think that they are excellent, as does my neighbour, My only 
concern is on a Sunday when the church is open they park on the 
bridge on double yellow lines, I have asked at the church to try 
and stop them doing this but to no reply?

Enforcement of parking on DYL to be 
consdiered unless vehicles dsplaying Disabled 
Parking Badges.
Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.

4 Resident of 
Sunnyside Supports I think that they are excellent Recommended proposals are approved with 

amendments.

5 Resident of 
Sunnyside Supports

Following up our conversation I’ve had a look at the road outside 
our house and I think It would be good and work well if the double 
yellow lines could finish just before they started turning the corner 
into Fletcher Drive.

This won’t cause much deviation from your plan and it  will work 
well for us.

Supports the restricitons but requests 
amendment to shorted the DYLs outside 
property. 
Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments to DYLs on southern side of 
Sunnyside and reduced by 5 metres on 
western side of Fletcher Park junction.
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6 Resident of 
Sunnyside Objection

I would like to strongly object to the the proposed parking 
restrictions 
1. I have not experienced,  the problems and issues used as 
justification - "all-day non-resident parking causing access issues 
and parking problems for residents and their visitors”. 
2. The historic character of the street and the Sunnyside area 
negatively affected by the addition of signs and markings.
3. The proposals would deprive people easy access to their local 
outdoors areas
4. I feel the desire for some residents to park immediately outside 
their property is in NO WAY a justification for the scale of changes 
proposed, 
5. Utility and delivery drivers are able to negotiate currently. 
6. I am not aware of any accidents

Proposals have come through residents and 
Councillors.
The amount of unrestricted parking on the 
southern side of Sunnyside is proposed to be 
increased to ensure the most flexibility of the 
area for all road users.

Recommended that the proposals are 
approved with amendments.

7 Resident of 
Sunnyside

Support with 
concerns

Turning area at the top of Sunnyside up to the gates onto the 
castle hill needs DYLs on oposite side of the road;  probably little 
more than 2 car lengths to enable vehicle turning - at most 3 car 
lengths
• The proposed length of the double yellow line on the south side, 
starting opposite number 5 as far as number 13, is far too long.
• I question the length of the extension on the south side coming 
away from the canal bridge. If all of that part of the road is to be 
marked, then the current double yellow lines outside number 1 
could be shortened by one car length  
• I also question as to why Parr St residents should be permitted 
to park on Sunnyside. Sunnyside residents have never had the 
right to park on Parr St, so I seriously query why they should be 
permitted to park outside our houses 

Recommended that the length of parking bay 
be reduced to allow for tunring area and gap 
filled with a KEEP CLEAR marking as not 
possible to extend DYL’s.

It is recommended to reduce the lengths of the 
DYLs on the southern side of Sunnyside which 
will reduce the amount of parking loss. 

Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.

8 Resident of 
Sunnyside

Support with 
concerns

Idea of limiting non- residents' parking to 2 hours is OK in 
principle, the proposal is taking out too much of the current space: 
so much of the roadside will be blocked off with double yellow 
lines in the plan that there will continue to be a shortage of parking 
space. We feel that ending them opposite us sufficient to 
safeguard access for larger vehicles. 

Also observe that quite a number of people arrive to use the part 
by can/van (dog walkers, people with small children, exercise 
groups of mostly older people) and I would be sorry to see their 
usage being limited by a lack of short term spaces.

It is recommended to reduce the lengths of the 
DYLs on the southern side of Sunnyside which 
will reduce the amount of parking loss. 

Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.
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9 Resident of 
Sunnyside Objection

Considers that Sunnyside parking overall not a problem at 
present.  

Agrees parking restrictions at the top end would work to ensure a 
turning area, but the area indicated appears too large. I also agree 
with parking restrictions extending around the full corner of 
Sunnyside from Fletcher Park, which will improve access, but it is 
extended much too high. 

If new parking restrictions are to be imposed, then we would need 
residents only restrictions, as the reduction in parking will be so 
great as to cause problems.

However I would be in favour of doing nothing.

It is recommended to reduce the lengths of the 
DYLs on the southern side of Sunnyside which 
will reduce the amount of parking loss. 
Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.

10 Resident of 
Sunnyside Supports

I am glad that all day free parking will no longer be on offer to 
those who work locally.
I am glad that you are considering turning vehicles, but I think you 
are overdoing it, to the detriment of our visitors and to those 
enjoying local amenities!

I have one other suggestion. Currently there is enough room for 
two cars to park in front of 2 & 3 Sunnyside, if markings are being 
laid down, please could that be done in the form of two boxes.

It is recommended to reduce the lengths of the 
DYLs on the southern side of Sunnyside which 
will reduce the amount of parking loss. 
Individual parking bays are not proposed to be 
marked out.
Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.

11 Resident of 
Sunnyside Objection

We are objecting to the proposed introduction of section of double 
yellow lines opp No.5 to No.13. We believe that by limiting 
availability of parking on the Fletcher Park side of the road to this 
extent, this will have a detrimental impact both on residents and 
on non-residents, specifically:
• It will disadvantage those residents of neighbouring roads who 
have been parking considerately for years 
• It will also disadvantage the congregation of Parr Street Church 
• It will create difficulties that currently do not exist for those 
Sunnyside residents who have more than one car.
• Induce more short-stay drivers to park on houses side of road.  
Double yellow lines are to facilitate a complete ‘turning circle’ for 
vehicles as originally requested.

Recommended that the length of parking bay 
be reduced to allow for tunring area and gap 
filled with a KEEP CLEAR marking as not 
possible to extend DYL’s.

It is recommended to reduce the lengths of the 
DYLs on the southern side of Sunnyside which 
will reduce the amount of parking loss. 

Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.
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12 Resident of 
Sunnyside Objection

We believe that the significant reduction of parking area on 
Sunnyside would be of great detriment to the residents as 
opposed to the perceived improvement.

Residents on nearby streets will still be able to park on Sunnyside 
from 4pm and leave their vehicles over night, preventing 
Sunnyside residents from parking outside their properties.

Thanked for their response and advised that 
their concerns and suggestions have been 
documented for future consideration. 

Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.

13 Resident of 
Sunnyside Supports

I don’t have a concern on the double yellow lines. I can see that 
they are there to manage risks of access and they seem adequate 
to me. My view is that the street should be a mix of only no waiting 
and restricted parking, and the plan should not include any 
unrestricted parking as that is a cause of difficulty for all.

It is considered some unrestrictied parking 
needs to be maintained to allow flexibility for 
other users of the road accessing the Castle 
and Park.
Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.

14 Resident of 
Sunnyside Supports 

The non restricted parking on the Fletcher Park side of the road 
will exacerbate this problem in that it could easily become solely 
used by people leaving vehicles there in the long term.  This 
would, in turn, put extra pressure on the residents parking and 
also on people who want to park short term in order to visit the 
park or the castle.  It could amplify the parking problem rather 
than solve it.

It is considered some unrestrictied parking 
needs to be maintained to allow flexibility for 
other users of the road accessing the Castle 
and Park. Parking Enforcement will be key to 
ensuring correct use of the parking bays.

Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments.

15 Resident of 
Sunnyside Supports 

The proposed double yellow lines to the south side of Sunnyside, 
adjacent to Fletcher park would appear to be more extensive than 
in the consultation document. 2. Double yellow lines therefore 
need either to extend all the way up the south side of Sunnyside, 
or to be limited to those proposed in the consultation document. 

Considered some unrestrictied parking needs 
to be maintained to allow flexibility for other 
users of the road accessing the Castle & Park. 

Recommended proposals are approved with 
amendments to reduce the length of DYLs on 
southern side of Sunnyside.

16 Resident of 
Aynam Road Objection

Considers restrictions on Sunnyside for residents are 
unnecessary and residents already have good provision of 
parking at expense of surrounding streets.

All roads are public highways ,they are not in private ownership. It 
is totally inequitable to remove any nearby parking.  

I trust the needs of those with no allocated parking at the moment 
will take some priority in the decision making.

It is recommended to reduce the lengths of the 
DYLs on the southern side of Sunnyside which 
will reduce the amount of parking loss. 
After taking consideration of Aynam Road 
properties no. 32 – 35 inclusive it is considerd 
that due to lack of any parking or access to 
rear of properties that 1 discretionary permit 
may be applied for to allow a vehicle to be 
parked on Sunnyside. There is unrestricted 
parking and short term use of the parking bay 
without requiring a permit.
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17 Resident of 
Aynam Rd Objection

Raised concerns about parking for visitors who assist. Has no 
parking available at own property and needs to be able to receive 
help.

It is recommended to reduce the lengths of the 
DYLs on the southern side of Sunnyside which 
will reduce the amount of parking loss. 
After taking consideration of Aynam Road 
properties no. 32 – 35 inclusive it is considerd 
that due to lack of any parking or access to 
rear of properties that 1 discretionary permit 
may be applied for to allow a vehicle to be 
parked on Sunnyside. There will also be some 
unrestricted parking and short term use of the 
parking bay without requiring a permit.

Summary and conclusions

 In total 17 responses were received regarding the proposals for Sunnyside.  10 indicated support with some queries and 7 
objections.

 Main concerns raised were lack of full turning area at the top of Sunnyside as parking bay shown as extending right up to the 
wall at the eastern end of Sunnyside. Many responses raised concerns about the amount of No Waiting at any time, DYL’s 
proposed for the southern side of Sunnyside and the effect for visitors, accessing Kendal Castle and Fletcher Park.

Appleby Road Area responses (includes Mint Street and Crescent Green)
No. Respondent Support/ 

Conditional/ 
Object

Comments Summary Our Response

18 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support

Overall supports new proposals. Query about length of restricitons 
shown on the plan as doesn’t seem to indicate existing length 
outside property.

Respondent advised that exisitng restricitons 
are not proposed to change.

Recommended that the proposals are 
implemented as advertised on Appleby Road

19 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support

Query of following:

1) Are there any costs for the residents parking permits?

Respondent advised that there is currently no 
charge for parking permits. Annual permits are 
issued; each eligible property can apply for 1 
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2) What permits are each property entitled to - i.e. are they vehicle 
specific, are they valid for any vehicle, number of permits 
allowed?

named vehicle permit for a vehicle registered 
to the address and 1 visitor permit.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road

20 Resident of 
Appleby Road Objection

Raised concern about making Mint Street One Way due to the 
turn in from Shap Road and considers it will still be a rat run.
Indicated that it is resident vehicles taking all the spaces. Why is 
there no speed limit considered for Appleby Road in regard of 
safety concerns?

Advised respondent that points will be reported 
to Local Committee.  Any new restricitons 
implemented will be monitored closely.  
Appleby Road speed limit was not raised for 
consideration as is not suitable for a reduction.

Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road

21 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support

Supports the parking proposals and Zone H to reduce non 
resident parking. Exiting drive onto Appleby Road is difficult, even 
dangerous, at busy times with obstructed visibility. We welcome 
the one way arrangements for Mint Street and Crescent Green.

Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road

22 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support

Query number of permits per property 

Requests reduction in speed limit on Appleby Road to 20mph for 
all of Appleby Road until the junction with Queen Katherine 
Avenue. This would ensure this stretch of road is safer for those 
attending the Queen Katherine School throughout the school day 
and for those navigating the new resident parking zones.

Not addressing parking on the eastern side of Appleby Road 
opposite 107-123 Appleby Road. 

Respondent advised of permit arrangements 
and thanked for their response. Concerns and 
suggestions have been documented for future 
consideration. 

Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road.

23 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support

The proposals seem a big improvement on the first draft however  
still concerned that the one way traffic through Crescent Green is 
going to cause congestion at peak times due to the traffic lights 
positioned to the left of this junction.

Concerns noted for montioring of the scheme if 
implemented.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road

24 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support

Query length of bay to driveway, needs to be clear that driveway 
is ‘no parking’. Difficult driveway to access – need safe access. 
Otherwise happy with the proposals and think they will benefit 
motorists, residents and pedestrians in this area.

Noted to keep driveway clear with marking.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road
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25 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support

Respondent indicates that initial concerns raised have now been 
addressed and the solution now proposed protects the 
convenience of the local residents whilst ensuring a parking 
provision is available for visitors and users of local amenities. 

Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road

26 Resident of 
Appleby Road Undetermined

Concerned about vehicle size restriciton for permit applciaitons. 
Queried permit application and no. of days for visitor permits. 
Raised due to families having multiple cars for older children at 
home.

Advised about permit eligibility and indicated 
consideration of a discretionary permit could 
be given where there are exceptional 
circumstances.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road 

27 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support

Supports proposals for Appleby Road
Only issue we would like to raise is that the driveways from our 
home and the neighbouring properties - often obscured by 
commercial vehicles/transit Vans/Camper vans parking in the bay 
directly outside our house right up to our exit.  This makes it 
dangerous for us when exiting on to the road.  Can a Keep Clear 
be implemented?

Keep Clear to be considered if proposals 
approved.

Recommend Appleby Road proposals are 
implemented as advertised.

28 Resident of 
Appleby Road Suppport

Welcome the change to residents parking only.
However have issue with residents from the opposite side of the 
road who own multiple vehicles using layby to park large vans 
somtimes for extended periods.
This impedes view of oncoming trafic along Appleby road when 
pulling out from driveway .

Thanked for their response and advised that 
their concerns and suggestions have been 
documented for future consideration.

Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road

29 Resident of 
Appleby Road Support Initial concerns have been resolved and support the proposed 

scheme.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Appleby Road

30
Resident of 
Crescent 
Green

Support
Requests that Crescent Green restricitons could be Mon – Fri and 
not include weekends. Street is not too close to Town and often 
emptiest at the weekend.

Request noted for future consideration but 
cannot be acted upon as part of this scheme.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Crescent Green.

31
Resident of 
Crescent 
Green

Support Indicated concerns about zone H permit provisions as property 
missed off. Permit eligibility confirmed and now supports.

Permit eligibility confirmed.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Crescent Green.
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32
Resident of 
Crescent 
Green

Support Indicated concerns about zone H permit provisions as property 
missed off. Permit eligibility confirmed and now supports.

Permit eligibility confirmed.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Crescent Green.

33
Resident of 
Crescent 
Green

Undetermined Queries possible provision of a disabled parking space to aid 
daughter as main carer.

Disabled parking bay applications can be 
considered as part of a separate application 
process.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Crescent Green

34
Resident of 
Crescent 
Green

Supports
Supports scheme to remove non resident parking and large 
vehicles. Support proposals to reduce issues faced parking on a 
daily basis.

Proposal is for a zone, but does not guarantee 
a space outside any particular property. Aims 
to improvwe parking equity within the street.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Crescent Green

35
Resident of 
Crescent 
Green

Supports Raised concerns about carers and the permit system.

Advised on provision of carers permits where 
necessary. Application is through Parking 
Services Team.
Recommended the proposals are implemented 
as advertised on Crescent Green

36 Resident of 
Fowling Lane Supports Requests consideration of parking proposals for Copperfield.

Supports proposals.

Additional restriciotns cannot be considered as 
part of this TRO but are noted for future 
consideration.
Recommended that the proposals are 
implemented advertised.

37 Resident of 
Mint Street Conditional

Concerned about friends / relatives visiting and parking nearby.
There needs to be consideration of surrounding parking which is 
available for more than 2 hours. 

Advised of permit allocations and parking 
arrangements within the scheme.
Comments noted for monitoring of the scheme.

38 Resident of 
Mint Street Objection

Objects to parking arrangements at Shap Rd end of Mint Street. 
Concerned that parking will cause obstruction of emergency 
vehicles as has previously happened.
Requests that Mint Street is part of Zone H

Marked bay at Shap Rd of Mint Street 
proposed to be reduced in response to 
concerns raised about double parking. Zone H 
not able to be considered for Mint Street now 
as part of this TRO however will be noted for 
future consideration.
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39 Resident of 
Mint Street Undetermined

The proposal of Residents Parking Permits if implemented with its 
current proposals would cause some hardship to the community 
and may result in disputes and issues. Adds to social isolation. In 
favour of reduced speed limits, weight restrictions, and the 
introduction of one way systems 

Called to speak about concerns. Noted for 
monitoring and any future review of the 
scheme.

40 Resident of 
Mint Street Undetermined

Resident in a House of Multiple Occupancy on Mint Street. 
Querying the limits of parking permits per household and how 
much they will cost? 

Can apply for a House in multiple occupancy 
parking permit if applicable upon submission of 
tenancy agreement to confirm occupancy 
within the property. No charge at present for 
permits. 

41 Resident of 
Mint Street Objection

Opposes the schemes.
Due to an increase in traffic volume if a one way system is 
imposed, increased dangers to residents. The road will be used 
as a cut through by traffic forced to queue on the A6
Queries charge for permits. 
Indicates that doesn’t have any issues with any parking as it is 
currently. 
Concernd about increased signage and clutter on busy and 
congested junction of A6 with speed limit and one way traffic.

Advised no charge for permits at present. 
Signage will be kept to a minimum to minimise 
sign clutter especially at busy junctions as 
mentioned.

42 Resident of 
Mint Street Support

Supports the proposals but feels a difficult time and residents are 
anxious. Suggests putting it off for immediate future and build in a 
review when it does come in.

Thanked for their response and advised that 
their concerns and a suggested review are 
noted for future consideration.

43 Resident of 
Mint Street Support

Supports the scheme.
Raised concerns about parking capacity and eligibility for Zone H 
permits.

Replied to respondent to addess concerns 
about parking capacity and eligibility for street 
parking area and Zone H permits

44 Resident of 
Mint Street Objection

Strongly objects to proposed parking restrictions on Mint Street, 
Main objection is that permit should allow Mint St residents to park 
on Appleby Rd and Shap Rd. Most unfair that some Shap Rd 
residents will be able to park on Mint St.

Advised of use of parking across the area 
indicating where Mint St residents can park on 
Shap Rd and Appleby Rd.

45 Resident of 
Mint Street Support

In favour of the speed limit and one-way on Mint Street.
Concerns over parking proposals and request Mint Street to be 
included within zone H. Concerned that not all residents voices 
have been heard.
Sees some changes since initial consultation which make 
improvement.

Advised that their concerns and suggestions 
have been documented for future 
consideration where appropriate. 
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46 Resident of 
Mint Street Objection

Support 20mph.  Object to parking proposals ‘resident permit 
holders only’. Does not see the justification for the parking 
restrictions and it will make life more difficult especially for 
households with more than 2 cars.
To clarify, I do not support the proposals for the proposed parking 
restrictions, mainly I do not see the justification and is going to 
make life more difficult for us.

Details on permits supplied and advise that 
non permit holders can park outside of the 
restricted hours in Zone H on Shap Rd and 
Appleby Rd. Scheme will be monitored and 
reviewed as appropriate.

47 Resident of 
Mint Street Support

Suports the main proposals.
Raises concerns about parking on both sides of the road at Shap 
Rd end of Mint Street and access for emergency services.

Marked bay at Shap Rd of Mint Street 
proposed to be reduced in response to 
concerns raised about double parking. 
Recommended proposals are implemented as 
advertised except for amendment to marked 
bay.

48 Resident of 
Mint Street Support

Understands and supports parking being restricted.
Visitors to Mint Street should also be permitted to park on Appleby 
Road as part of Zone H.

Zone H not able to be considered for Mint 
Street as part of this TRO however will be 
noted for future consideration.
Recommended proposals are implemented as 
advertised except amendment to marked bay.

49 Resident of 
Mint Street Undetermined

We are a rented household with 4 tenants, with 4 cars, we 
currently have no problems parking and neither do our 
neighbours.

What is the process for this situation and where will be able to 
park out cars?

Each eligible address can apply for up to 2 
permits. May be able to apply for a House in 
multiple occupancy parking permit if applicable 
upon submission of tenancy agreement to 
confirm occupancy within the property.

50 Resident of 
Mint Street

Supports 
parking

Objects to 
One-way

Supports the introduction of a residents parking scheme, which 
we hope will alleviate the current pressure. Can you also confirm 
that all properties will only receive two permits, even if they are 
run as a business?

Support introduction of 20 mph limits on Mint Street and Crescent 
Green, which will enhance the safety of these two streets. Object 
to the one-way system proposals introducing a one-way system 
would lead to delay. 

Each eligible address can apply for up to 2 
permits – one must be registered to the 
address.
One-way traffic will be monitored if approved 
and implemented.
Recommend that One-way traffic is 
implemented as proposed

51 Resident of 
Mint Street Objection

Concerns about the proposed changes. 
1. One way system around Mint St and Crescent Green, 

making them attractive as a cut-through.
2. Prefer to pull out of Mint St at Shap Rd - safe gaps to pull 

out. 
3. Don't have concerns about non-resident parking, feel      

the scheme as a whole, particularly the implementation of 
a permit scheme is penalising those that live on the street

One-way system direction on Mint Street and 
Crescent Green comes from the feedback 
received from initial consultation. Majority of 
residents requested current proposal due to 
Mintsfeet lights providng safe gaps. 
The parking on Mint Street will be only for 
residents and visitors of Mint Street except in 
signed bay. 
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52 Resident of 
Spital Park Objection 

Concerned that parking will become an issue on Spital Park. 
Requests signage be placed at the junction of Spital Park with 
Appleby Road to make visitors and local people know that Spital 
Park is a private road. Signage of private road, no parking.

As Spittal Park is a private road landowner / 
residents can arrange own signage to indicate 
as such.

 Summary and conclusions

 In total 35 responses were received for the Appleby Road area which included 12 for Appleby Road; 6 for Crescent Green, 1 for 
Fowling Lane, 15 for Mint Street and 1 for Spital Park.

 On Appleby Road respondents were broadly in support with 10 in support and 2 objections.  Concerns were raised about 
accessing driveways and existing proposals plus queries on permit eligibility.  Further information has been given to residents 
in response and keep clear marking noted where appropriate.  Overall in support therefore recommend the proposals for 
Appleby Road are implemented as advertised.

 On Crescent Green respondents were broadly in support with 5 in support and 1 undetermined due to needing further 
information.  Some queries were raised about permit eligibility, but these have now been resolved. Overall there is support 
therefore the proposals are recommended to be implemented as advertised for Crescent Green.

 I respondent raised concerns for Copperfield, however additional restrictions cannot be considered as part of this TRO.  
Support was indicated for the presented proposals.

 Mint Street had the most respondents with 6 indicating support after queries on permits were answered and 9 in objection.  The 
main reason for objection was the parking bay at the Shap Road end.  It was considered that the bay could cause issues for 
large vehicles due to double parking and vehicles parking wholly on the carriageway.  The bay has been reconsidered and it is 
recommended that it be reduced in length to ensure that the garages opposite are clear and reduces concerns for through 
traffic.  There were some concerns raised about permit arrangements and where there are 3 or 4 vehicles at the property.  The 
scheme is intending to assist the balance on the street by reducing non resident vehicles but also allowing the space available 
to be shared more equally by properties.

 A Spital Park resident requests signage indicating it is a private road.  This can be arranged separately by the landowner / 
residents as appropriate.

 Overall, it is recommended that the proposals are implemented as advertised with the amendment of the marked parking bay on 
the western side of Mint Street at the Shap Road end.  It is recommended to be reduced from 55 meters to 25 metres to reduce 
the issues for possible obstructive parking.
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Mintsfeet Road Area responses (including Mint Dale and Mint Close)
No. Respondent Support/ 

Conditional/ 
Object

Comments Summary Our Response

53 Resident of 
Mint Dale Supports

Queried lengh of restriciton at junction of Mintsfeet and Mint Dale. 
It is this junction that causes most trouble when exiting Mint Dale.
Requested markings for cars parking on Mint Dale in the parking 
bay. This is an area that could, with markings, fit 10 cars easily 

Advised of length of restriction. Proposals on 
Dale St do not include any bay markings. Bay 
referred to can be reassessed when the 
scheme is in operation.

54 Resident of 
Mint Dale Supports

I am in favour of the majority of the proposals.
Dissapointed with proposal for Mint Close and 7.5 tonne weight 
limit.
The residents signed a petition giving unanimous support for a 
24/7 ban.  You have ignored the residents’ wishes.
There have been 3 incidents involving the laundry vehicles.
There is continued danger to pedestrians, cyclists, residents’ 
vehicles & property, etc  8am to 6pm onwards as explained many 
times.
Residents’ have had their properties de-valued.
Raised concens about planning permission given by SLDC

Thanked for their response and advised that 
their concerns and suggestions have been 
documented for future consideration. We will 
also write to them with the Local Committee's 
decision in due course.

55
Resident of 
Mintsfeet 
Road

Conditional - 
upon receipt 
of Permits

I have read from your letter that part of the reasons for the new 
restrictions is to stop non-residents parking on the streets, which 
makes a lot of sense.I feel overlooked by not being invited to 
apply for a residents parking permit.
I would be very grateful if you could make a concession and allow 
myself and more importantly my wife to continue to park in the 
same area we have done for the last 38 years.

Consider for a discretionary permit due to 
location.
Recommend proposals are implemented as 
advertised.

56
Resident of 
Mintsfeet 
Road

Conditional - 
upon receipt 
of Permits

As I read your plans the junction of Mintsfeet Road and Mints 
Close will be a no parking zone at any time between 8am to 6pm 
and Mints Close will become a resident permit zone. As a direct 
result my mother’s tenant is about to give in her notice as she 
needs parking.  I would request a residents parking permit on 
Mints Close or as close as possible

Consider for a discretionary permit due to 
location.
Recommend proposals are implemented as 
advertised.

57
Resident of 
Mintsfeet 
Road

Supports

So while you're making the rest of the road free flowing this area 
is reduced to one lane ,all day and everyday, making it difficult for 
drivers and pedestrians alike. Request extra single yellow lines on 
Mintsfeet Road

The request for additional restriction is noted 
for monitoring of the scheme and future 
consideration.
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58
Resident of 
Mintsfeet 
Road

Undetermined

The corner of Mintsfeet Road between houses 9 to 12 is getting 
increasingly dangerous due to the roadside parking that is taking 
place and it is becoming increasingly difficult and dangerous to 
get in and out of our driveways.

The proposed double yellow lines on the junction to Travis Perkins 
will just push the parking issue to the other side of the street and 
make a current problem even worse.

Additional restricitons cannot be incorporated 
into this TRO. Comments documented for 
monitoring of the scheme.
Recommend proposals are implemented as 
advertised.

59
Resident 
Group of Mint 
Close

Supports

Feel let down. Residents support a 24/7 ban on large vehicles in 
Mint Close.
Mentons SLDC planning permission.
Refer to pollution, accidents and near misses in 18 months.
Concerned about blind person and parking on footways by HGVs
Thank Cllr Evans for support.

Thanked for their response and advised that 
their concerns and suggestions have been 
documented for future consideration.

60
Resident of 
Mintsfeet 
Road

Objection

No consideration for my property being on the corner of Mintdale 
next to Mint Close, shows a real lack of forethought.
Considers it a complete waste of time and money as a result of 
listening to a minority and really not concentrating on the root 
cause of the issue - Ellis Laundry business outgrowing the site.
Not prepared to sit back and accept this unreasonable proposal 
which is going to de- value my property & force people to park 
vehicles in other areas and will just result in moving the issue.

Consider for a discretionary permit due to 
location.
Thanked for their response and advised that 
their concerns and suggestions have been 
documented for future consideration as 
appropriate.

61 Resident of 
Mint Dale Objection

Concerned new restrictions will make it very difficult for residents. 
Only have one car and would like to park outside house but there 
are households with 2 cars or more making it very difficult and 
unfair.

Comments noted. Parking will be limited to 
residents only therefore should assist with 
availability of spaces.

62
Business of 
Mintsfeet 
Road

Supports
Raised concerns that the existing restrictions should remain in 
place but weren’t shown on plan 3B. Otherwise supports the 
scheme.

Advised that existing restrictions, outside the 
shop, are to remain.
Recommend proposals are implemented as 
advertised.
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Summary and conclusions

 In total 10 responses were received for the Mintsfeet Road area. 3 were from Mint Dale, 1 from Mint Close and 6 from Mintsfeet 
Road.  7 responses indicated support for the proposals and 3 either objected or it was unclear as to whether they were in 
support.

 The main reasons for concerns were regarding eligibility for permits and concern about the weight limit not being sufficient to 
protect residents form operations of the laundry.  One concern was raised regarding existing restrictions, but it was confirmed 
that these were not proposed to be changed. 

 It is considered that for several properties on Mintsfeet Road, where they are adjacent to Mint Close and Mint Dale and access to 
the rear of the properties is difficult that discretionary permits can be considered to allow a single named vehicle to be parked 
within the parking permit area.

 The weight limit has been proposed at 7.5 tonnes maximum gross weight because that is what is prescribed by the Department 
for Transport for aesthetic purposes such as limiting large vehicles in residential areas.  It is proposed for overnight hours only 
because if it was extended to 24 hours it would be necessary to allow access for all adjacent properties which would include the 
Laundry.   This would effect no change as the restriction would then not apply to vehicles which require access.

 Having considered all the responses received, overall there is support for the restrictions.  It is recommended that the proposals 
are implemented as advertised.

Shap Road Area responses (including Dale Avenue, Rosemede Avenue, White Stiles, Finley Drive, Finley 
Close)

No. Respondent Support/ 
Conditional/ 
Object

Comments Summary Our Response

63 Resident of 
Finley Close Objection

No problems with people parking on street who are not resident. 
Used to have a few when the rugby club was next to us but since 
Sainsbury’s this is no longer an issue The residents of Finley 
Close do not want or need restrictions on our street and strongly 
oppose this proposal.

Response noted. Proposals were taken 
forward as supported by a majority.
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64 Resident of 
Finley Close Objection

Raised queries for clarification of restricitons; number and charge 
for permits; clairification of a ‘keep clear’ box on Shap Road.
Questions if decision already made. Indicates residents are 
considerate on Finley Close and current situation works. 
Concerned about infliction of restriciton in a difficult year.

Permit eligibility and details has been 
explained. Clarity given about road marking. 
Permits are administered by the Parking 
Services Team based in Lillyhall Office, West 
Cumbria.  Response noted. Proposals were 
supported by a majority.

65 Resident of 
Finley Drive Support

Queries permits application and cost. Queries scheme and ability 
for workmen to park and permits for carers.
Hope there will not be signs or bay markings along Finley Drive 
but do wonder how this will all be policed.

There is no cost at present for permits. Non 
residents such as for work can use a visitor 
permit or a daily pass is available for additional 
requriements. Carers permit can be applied 
for, free of charge, when there are extenuating 
circumstances.  There will not be any signs or 
marking except for 2 hour parking  bay.

66
Resident of 
Rosemede 
Avenue

Conditional - 
upon receipt 
of Permits

 The resident only restrictions for Mint Dale involve the entire 
street both sides, it says any resident of this street may apply for a 
permit. However at the top of Mint Dale there are houses which 
are served by Mint Dale but have the address of Rosemede 
Avenue (no’s. 26-30) I assume that these addresses will also be 
eligible to apply as there is no other access/parking?

Could consider for a discretionary permit due 
to location.
Thanked for their response and advised that 
their concerns and suggestions have been 
documented.

67 Resident of 
Shap Road

Supports 
parking. 
Objects to 
Weight Limit

Shap Road residents have suffered for years by not being able to 
park outside their homes.  Restrictions need to be flexible for 
residents but 7 days a week for laundry.
Had battles with the Laundry about noise and nuisance which will 
now increase at the front as a resulty of the weight limit.

Comments are noted.  Scheme will be 
assessed for future review if appropriate.

68 Resident of 
Shap Road Objection

Raised concenrs regarding the earlier Shared Access Scheme.
Concerned aboput where excess vehicles in properties park. 
Parking was already limited in this area, for residents but also for 
visitors. Visitors will now have virtually nowhere to park. 

Comments regarding Shared Access Scheme 
have been passed to relevant colleagues. 

There is some flexibility for non permit holders 
on each street where 2 hour parking is 
possible and parking outside restricted hours.

The scheme will be monitored for 
consideration of amendments if necessary.

69 Resident of 
Shap Road Objection

We would expect to be eligible for Zone H residents' permits.  As 
far as we can make out our address, and that of our neighbours, 
is not included i.e. 46 - 62 Shap Road (even nos.).  We therefore 
request that this be amended so we may be given a permit.

Careful consideration given to permits and 
some properties not adjacent to restricitons 
and have off-street parking. Others eligible as 
have no off-street parking. Points noted.
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70 Resident of 
Shap Road Support

 Raises a concern about eligibility and some residents parking in 
lay-by.
Concerned about Laudry at front and noise and disturbance on 
Shap Road. Requests restriciton on all routes between 6pm – 
8am.

Weight restriciton not appropiate for Shap Rd – 
main A6 and access to many industrial units. 
No further action suggested.

71 Resident of 
Shap Road

Support 
parking 
proposals

Object to 
weight limit

Parking along Shap Road very limited and the spaces are 
regularly taken up by the multiple cars belonging to the flats. 
Laundry workers regularly park for full days and late/early shifts 
along the front of Shap Road and Crescent Green.

Object to Plan 4 and the time restrictions for vehicles over 7.5 
tonnes to use the Mint Close entrance and exit of the laundry. 
There are already very regular issues with the HGV’s blocking 
Shap Road traffic, causing obstructions and crossing/blocking the 
new cycle path, causing traffic issues and safety issues.

Careful consideration given to permits to assist 
residents.  Weight restriction proposed to 
reduce activity in a residential area overnight. 
Shap Rd is mauin A6 – parking issues for 
enforcement by Police and CCC Parking 
Team.

72 Resident of 
Shap Road Support In support overall of the new proposals.  Queries some permit 

eligibility.
Careful consideration given to permits to assist 
residents.  

73 Resident of 
Shap Road Suppport

Have a large vehicle which needs to park in permit bays.  In 
favout of proposals. Queries how regular visitors ( carers and the 
like ) will manage the 60 day rule.

Careful consideration given to permits to assist 
residents.  Visitor permits are given on an 
annual basis – not for 60 days in South 
Lakeland. 

74 Resident of 
Shap Road Support

The laundry through the current system of the vehicles exiting into 
Mint Close has resulted in very little double parking or waiting on 
Shap Road.
It would be a very dangerous and retrograde step backwards to 
stop this successful arrangement from a safety point  of view. Also 
raised concerns about permit eligibility.

Weight restriciton not appropiate for Shap Rd – 
main A6 and access to many industrial units. 
No further action suggested.

75 Resident of 
Shap Road Conditional

Generally in strong agreement with the proposals, at least as far 
as they affect my immediate surroundings. My only objection re. 
parking permits for Mint Street should be available not just for 40-
46 Shap Road but 40-52 Shap Road - my back gate is on the 
corner of Mint Street and it is sometimes necessary to park there. 
With this minor change I would be very happy to see these 
proposals introduced as soon as possible.

Careful consideration given to permits to assist 
residents.  Area has flexibility and possible to 
park on Mint Street without a permit outside 
restrcited time in marked bay.
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76 Resident of 
Shap Road Objection Raising concerns about parking on Vine Road which isn’t covered 

by the scheme. Parking can cause problems for access.

Road markings to keep access clear are to be 
included for Vine Road. Concerns noted for 
future assessment of the scheme outcomes.

77 Resident of 
Shap Road Objection Concerns that they do not get a permit as they park on Mint Street 

and have indicated access onto Mint Street.

Could be considered for a discretionary permit 
depending on extenuating circumstances. 
There is flexibility within the area to park 
outside the restricted hours without a permit.

78 Resident of 
Dale Avenue Objection

Lived here for many years and no issues with non residetns 
parking. The non residents that park on the street are here to visit 
people. This is infuriating because it is another way of the council 
and government getting money out of us even in these troubling 
times. I do not feel like any of this needs to change because it is 
working the way it is.

Careful consideration given to permits to assist 
residents as due to other proposals there could 
be some displaced parking.  There are no 
charges for permits at present.

79
3 Residents 
of Dale 
Avenue

Objection

Concerned that the marked bay will allow anyone to park outside 
for up to 2 hours at a time. Has concerns about mobility and 
loading and unloading to their house. Also raises concenrs 
regarding refuse collection and sometimes vehicles are moved by 
residents to help with the large bin lorry.

As it is currently unrestricted anyone can park 
for unlimited time at present.  Parking permits 
can be used anywhere on the street. SLDC 
have been consulted and support the scheme. 
If implemented the scheme will be closely 
monitored for consideration of future review.

80 Resident of 
Dale Avenue Support

Happy with the proposals as long as no charge and get 2 permits. 
Asks for resurfacing and action on a pothole. Also grass is 
churned up on Shap Road.

Permit eligibility and details has been 
explained. Issues regarding maintenance of 
the road will be passed to colleagues within the 
Network Team for action.

81 Resident of 
Other Supports

I agree with proposal of permit parking one way and 20mph speed 
limit, one little enquiry proposal of having the parking bays on 
opposite side at the entrance to Crescent Green off Appleby road. 
May be a problem for larger vehicles turning in for delivery’s.

Point raised has been noted for monitoring and 
possible future consideration. 

Recommended proposals are implemented as 
advertised on Crescent Green.

Summary and conclusions

 In total 19 responses were received for the Shap Road area which includes; 2 for Finley Close, 1 for Finley Drive, 1 for 
Rosemede, 11 for Shap Road, 3 for Dale Avenue and 1 other.

 10 indicted support and 9 were in objection or undetermined.  



19

 Most respondents on Shap Road support the parking proposals but object to the weight limit on Mint Close.  It is noted that 
there could be increased use of Shap Road access by the Laundry however the A6 is a more suitable road for the large vehicle 
rather than the residential area of Mint Close.  The weight restriction will not prevent access within daytime hours but is to 
prevent the noise and disturbance on Mint Close in anti-social hours.

 Finley Close residents who have responded are in objection to the proposals as consider they are not needed on the street. The 
proposals were supported through the initial consultation process and if restrictions are approved elsewhere there could be an 
increase in displaced parking without any restrictions.

 A number of responses query eligibility for parking permits and costs.  These have been responded to directly to ensure 
residents are aware of the arrangements of the scheme.

 A resident of Dale Avenue raises concerns with the refuse collection and the parking bay.  SLDC refuse collection have provided 
a response that indicates support for the proposals.

 The scheme will be monitored following implementation and if necessary, a review can be undertaken after any restrictions have 
had a chance to bed in.

 It is recommended that the proposals are implemented as advertised.


